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1. INTRODUCTION, METHODOLOGY AND LIMITATIONS

Serbia, a country under negotiations for EU accession, continues to be under pressure in the management of irregular and
mixed migration flows due to its geographic location in the Western Balkan region. From September? 2016 to June 2019,
the European Asylum Support Office (EASO) has provided capacity building support to Serbia as part of the EU project
“Regional Support to Protection - Sensitive Migration Management in the Western Balkans and Turkey”, implemented
jointly by EASO, Frontex, IOM and UNHCR. The 2017-2019 Serbia Roadmap was prepared as part of a consultative needs
assessments to support the strengthening of national asylum and reception systems in line with EU standards. EASO offers
support relating to the EU Asylum Acquis which encompasses the whole asylum and reception processes such as access
to procedure, Country of Origin Information (COI), examination procedures and reception?. The Roadmap has developed
a more tailor-made type of cooperation and response, closely related to accession related needs.

This evaluation is conducted by the EASO Programming, Monitoring and Evaluation Sector (PME) in collaboration with the
Third Country Support Sector of the Horizontal Operations and External Dimension Unit from November 2019 to January
2020. This exercise is an internal evaluation, which covers an overview of the activities undertaken and outputs achieved
in the Roadmap. This internal evaluation aims at providing stakeholders with evidence and analytical elements about the
performance, good practices and lessons learned from the EASO Serbia Roadmap and is part of a continuous knowledge
building effort to enhance EASQO’s effectiveness. The main purpose of this internal evaluation is to take stock of the
achievements of the Roadmap by paying special attention to the relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency of the
interventions. Additional focus is put on the following matters:

- Coherence of the Roadmaps being part of the regional EU IPA project as referred to above and complementarity

between EASO support and other actors involved in Serbia;
- Added value of EASO intervention;

The evaluation triangulates different sources of information, which include:

o Document review: The current review builds on an extensive set of reports and documents collected during the
implementation of the Roadmap. These include amongst others:

e Programme and project documents relating to “Regional Support to Protection - Sensitive
Migration Management in the Western Balkans and Turkey”;

e The Serbia-EU Action Plan for Chapter 24: Justice, freedom and security;

e Project progress reports, mission reports and the- reports;

e Training evaluation surveys and project deliverables.

o In-depth interviews with internal EASO project coordinators and Western Balkan (as part of Third Country Support
Sector) team members with a strong focus on process elements and lessons learned;

o Rapid Appraisal through Semi-Structured Stakeholder interviews with local institutional interlocutors, notably
counterparts appointed by the Serbian authorities and international organisations (IOM, UNCHR and OSCE). To
this extent, a questionnaire is used.

o Findings from participant survey forms including quantitative and qualitative feedback on national and regional
training activities.

This internal evaluation should be read in tandem with complementary evaluation efforts, such as:
- The

- The

1The Project was signed in December 2015, but the actual implementation started in September 2016 after the first instalment of funds from
Frontex to EASO;

2The Roadmap goes beyond the IPAIl Project; it is embedded in it as it addresses the objectives set under the project and is mentioned in the IPA
activity plan and was partially financed by EASO own’ funds and partially by the IPA funds of the project
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The current evaluation is theory based and has multiple limitations:

- The set-up of the current evaluation is intended to be timely and proportional to the scale of the intervention.
Therefore the current review is limited in terms of qualitative and quantitative approaches to data collection
towards external project stakeholders;

- The evaluation is an internal evaluation undertaken by EASO PME and hence is by nature limited in independence
and objectivity;

- The intervention logic of the Roadmap is limited as there are limited outcome or output levels defined. The
Roadmap consists of a number of complementary capacity building interventions with as indicator participant
satisfaction. This design set-up limits assessment on intended results. A dedicated approach would apply a
Kirkpatrick® training evaluation methodology looking into reaction, learning, behaviour and results.

- While the project has continuously invested in internal and external reporting, a stronger planning and monitoring
function building on a coherent results framework and associated monitoring database would have allowed better
evaluation findings®. The current evaluation is equally focusing on processes beyond results mapping.

2. FINDINGS

2.1.The Serbia EASO Roadmap and Current Situation

Serbia has different institutions to handle asylum applications®. The Asylum Office, the authority determining asylum, is a
unit within the Ministry of Interior’s Border Police Directorate and has a staffing of about 23 employees. Appeals against
its decisions can be submitted to the Asylum Commission and subsequently to the Administrative Court of Appeal as a
final instance. Asylum-seekers in Serbia mainly come from Afghanistan, Pakistan and Iran. In 2018, out of 8 380 individuals
who expressed an intention to seek asylum (2017: 6195), 341 lodged an application (2017: 235). In 2018, 199 decisions
were made for a total of 272 individuals. Some 10 individuals received refugee status, 14 received subsidiary protection
and 25 received a negative decision. 45 individuals had their asylum request rejected (i.e. declared inadmissible). In 128
cases concerning 178 individuals, the procedure was discontinued because the applicant absconded.

The Commissariat for Refugees and Migration is the state authority responsible for the reception and accommodation of
asylum seekers, management of asylum centres and integration of people who were granted international protection.
Most of the about 4400 irregular migrants currently in Serbia do not have legal status and stay in temporary
accommodation facilities. There are 16 state reception facilities (asylum centres, reception and transit centres) and 3,
which have been temporarily put on stand-by. There is capacity for around 6000 long-term accommodation stays and
around 1000 short-term accommodation stays in temporary shelters. The number of unaccompanied minors,
accommodated in asylum, reception and transit centres increased to 500 by the end of 2018. There are, however, only
three orphanage centres dedicated to hosting special needs unaccompanied minors with a capacity of 30 beds within the
social welfare system.

The new Law on asylum and temporary protection, adopted in March 2018, introduces new deadlines, which should
contribute to improving the efficiency of the asylum process. The new Law on foreigners has introduced provisions in
relation to temporary stays on humanitarian grounds, which can contribute to better legal protection for migrants in
irregular situations.

3 Kirkpatrick, D.L., & Kirkpatrick, J.D. (1994). Evaluating Training Programs, Berrett-Koehler Publishers;

4There is a logical framework in place under the IPA project which has been monitored but it does not break it down to the level of the Roadmap as
it is a joint document for all four implementing partners.

5 This and the following two paragraphs include data from the May 2019 Commission Staff Working Document on Serbia

SWD(2019) 219 accompanying the 2019 Communication on EU Enlargement Policy
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From September 2016 to June 2019, the European Asylum Support Office (EASO) has provided capacity building support
to Serbia under the first component of the EU IPA Il project. This project is part of a 8,25 million EUR Multi-country action
programme, which has as specific objective to improve the capacity of IPA Il countries to offer a protection sensitive
response to mixed migration flows by strengthening identification mechanisms, improving systematic information
exchange and preparing these to offer sustainable return solutions. This programme is implemented through two
intertwined contracts, the first component led by FRONTEX and the second by IOM®.

The first component was implemented by FRONTEX (lead) in collaboration with EASO, IOM and UNHCR as implementing
partners. It is funded by the EU for a total 5.5 million EUR of which about 1.3 million EUR are implemented by EASO. The
project has as specific objective to improve the capacity of the national authorities to offer a protection-sensitive response
to mixed migration flows by strengthening identification mechanism, registration, improving systematic information
exchange and preparing sustainable return solutions. EASO is leading activities in two out of the five components of this
project:
o Intervention 1. Strengthening identification mechanisms regarding irregular migrants and asylum seekers
including screening on nationality (FRONTEX Lead; EASO support).
o Intervention 2. Enhancing the capacity and tools of IPA Il beneficiaries in the WB to perform the registration
of mixed migration flows in a harmonised manner (lead FRONTEX).
o Intervention 3. Setting up a referral system into national mechanisms (lead by EASO).
o Intervention 4. Support in establishing EU compatible systems for persons in need of international protection
(lead by EASO).
o Intervention 5: Establishing appropriate non-voluntary return mechanisms at regional level and operational
cooperation with the selected countries of origin (Lead by FRONTEX).
The project foresees under interventions 3 and 4 the design of a country specific Roadmap for Serbia. The Serbia Roadmap
does not have a specific intervention logic’ but is organised around eight areas of action which encompass the following
areas of asylum and reception:
1. Legal framework
e Action 1.1: Continuous training to support national legislation and by-laws in line with the developments
of the EU asylum legislation
e Action 1.2: Support the establishment of a national Monitoring and Evaluation system on the
implementation of the asylum legislation
2. Institutional and organisational framework
e Action 2.1: Support the implementation of the procedural guide developed by the SE Twinning project:
Handbook on the asylum procedure of the Republic of Serbia
e Action 2.2: Engagement of managers in the whole asylum procedure
3. Access to procedure - Action 3.1: Awareness raising of first contact officials and other relevant actors
4. Examination procedure:
e Action 4.1: Improvement of the asylum examination and decision making procedures
e Action 4.2: Support for procedures for the examination of the safe third country concept,
e Action 4.3 Support in the setting up of a COI unit
5. Appeals
e Action 5.1 Support to the second instance authority
e Action 5.2 Professional development of administrative judges
6. Reception
e Action 6.1 Support to the reception system
e Action 6.2 Support to accommodation services with particular attention for minors and UAMs
7. ldentification of persons with special needs and unaccompanied children - Action 7.1 Set up of an identification
system of persons with special needs
8. Contingency planning. Action 8.1 Strengthening the existing contingency planning capacity

6 EASO is mentioned as implementing partner of IOM for COI Analysis in second component (activity 1.6. of Grant Agreement Application form)
7 An intervention logic exists for the IPAII project, in consultation with the European Commission guidelines
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The Roadmap defines for each of the actions the objective, time-bound implementation, involved stakeholders, the
current situation, preconditions, EASO activities, deliverables, indicators (source and target) and synergies.

Impact Result:
Serbia adheres towards CEAS
compatible protection-sensitive
responses to mixed migration

flows
Outcome 1 Outcome 2.
referral mechani set CEASC ible international
up protection systems established
(Intervention 3 - IPAII) (Intervention 4 - IPAIl)
Output 1. Output 2. Output 3.
EASO capacity building support on EASO Institutional support towards N .
CEAS related knowledge and CEAS compatible policies and Shanr!g and translanon_of EASO
N P practices, tools and guidelines:
competencies legislation: L
31 activities 7 activities 7 activities

Figure 1: Ex-post simplified intervention logic of the 2017-2019 EASO Serbia Roadmap

The eight actions of the Serbia Roadmap are defined around 45 activities, which —for the purpose of this evaluation — can
ex-post be organised around an intervention logic consisting of three main output areas:

- 31 capacity building activities: national and regional training activities; workshops, information sessions; on-the-
job coaching; round-table discussions and study visits;

- Seven institutional support activities: the development of primary legislation (1.1.2.), the development of a
monitoring and evaluation system of the new Law on Asylum and Temporary Protection (2 activities), the
harmonisation of the SE Twinning® project’s procedural guide (2.11; 3.1.3. and 7.1.2.) and the update of the
existing contingency plan (8.1.2.);

- Translation of EASO tools and guidelines: seven activities referred to the translation and proofreading of EASO
tools.

The current evaluation will apply the above simplified intervention logic to guide the different evaluation questions.

In the Roadmap, all activities have the same indicator (“80% satisfaction rate”), despite their different nature. Some of
the defined activities are mentioned more than once in different areas of the asylum and reception processes, due to their
cross-cutting nature. Examples are:
- The harmonisation of the SE Twinning project’s procedural guide is mentioned as activity 2.11; 3.1.3. and 7.1.2,;
- Work visit to a MS focused on the reception of minors (referenced as activities 6.2.1 and 6.1.4)

Lessons learned and recommendations:
- Inlight of the intervention design challenges of the IPA project (i.e. four partners spread over 5 components and
7 beneficiary partners), the Roadmap approach was considered as a good practice by the _
to define more in detail intended interventions and collaborations.
- The Roadmap could be even more instrumental if it:
o Follows a simple, coherent and balanced intervention logic: it should apply the results causal model and
limit multiple descriptions of the same action in the Roadmap;
o Ensures more fit-for-purpose SMART indicators and targets. Future Roadmaps should focus more on result
outputs, indicators of progress/change and less on the delivery of specific activities.
o The format and the size of the document is user friendly and proportionate to the size of the counterpart
and the intervention.

% The twinning project "Support to the National Asylum System in the Republic of Serbia “funded by the European Union within the Instrument for
Pre-accession Assistance (IPA) and implemented by Commissariat for Refugees and Migration and Ministry of Interior of the Republic of Serbia in
partnership with the Swedish Migration Agency, Immigration and Neutralisation Service of the Netherlands and Ministry of Interior of the Republic
of Slovenia.
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2.2.Effectiveness

When referring to the reconstructed intervention logic at outcome level, the EC May 2019 Working Document on Serbia
states that “The Ministry of Interior and the Commissariat for Refugees and Migration cooperate with the European Asylum
Support Office (EASO) on the basis of a comprehensive roadmap.” The report also refers to legal reforms but recognises
that Serbia needs to consolidate its efforts in putting in place an asylum system compliant with the acquis and European
standards. The current evaluation takes note of legal reforms towards improved referral systems (f) and assumes that this
should lead to CEAS compatible practices. The participation of Serbia as observer in the EASO reception experts network
is a proxy indicator towards progress. The Asylum Office representative expressed also that the Serbian Asylum Office
“implements on a daily basis EASO standards”.

At output and “action” levels, the Roadmap has delivered its main activities, with 33 activities implemented, 8 partially
implemented and 4 not completed. A number of activities are being finalised and others were — with justification —
postponed® or aborted.

= Completed Partially = Not implemented
Capacity Building Activites I8 8%
Institutional Support NSFtd)ees T —3—

Translations @ 7 0]

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

Figure 2: Quantitative representation of the activities delivery of the Serbia Roadmap

30 of the 31 planned capacity building activities were delivered. The exception is a work visit and expert mission on
reception conditions for asylum seekers in detention centres (6.1.5). This activity was implemented by another
international organisation. During the implementation some activities were merged'®. An example was the Workshop for
guardians on how to assess the best interest of the child (BIC) (6.2.2).This activity was merged with 6.1.4./6.2.1 (work visit)
and 7.1.3 (Info session on age assessment) and redefined together with the national authorities as "Work Visit for Serbian
authorities in the Netherlands - reception system for children over 15 years old".

In terms of feedback on capacity building activities, the figure below gives an overview of the average satisfaction per
participant of a sample of twelve national and five regional training events (list see annex) involving 85 Serbian
participations. The average score of the national and regional training activities is respectively 96% and 95%, which are
both largely above the target of 80% indicated in the Roadmap. Two national activities, “On the job Training on COI” (2017)
and “National Training on Evidence Assessment” (2018) reached a full 100% satisfaction consensus.

9 Postponement likely to the new Roadmap currently under preparation
10 Often due to a changing environment in joint consultation and agreement with Serbian authorities
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Figure: Overview of overall Satisfaction Feedback from Individual Training Survey Forms 2017-2019

EU Member States experts supported the capacity building activities as trainers, which enhanced the peer-to-peer support
dimension of the programme. In the individual feedback forms, the majority of the participants appreciated in particular
the professionalism, the use of practical examples as well as the exchange of experiences. They recommended, at times,
the need for more examples and better focus.

In terms of institutional support, implementation varied depending on changing conditions.

While an initial legal expert mission was carried out in June 2016 (before Roadmap), EASO was not requested to
further provide support for the development of primary legislation (1.1.2.). Other actors such as the EC-TAIEX
project were reportedly more active in this field;

At the end of the IPAIl project, EASO has provided assistance for the development of a monitoring and evaluation
system on the implementation of the newly adopted Law on Asylum and Temporary Protection; this exercise is
an effective first step and —in view of its larger potential- merits stronger prioritisation taking into account the
necessary consultative processes.

The harmonisation of the SE Twinning project’s procedural guide was implemented (2.1.1; 3.1.3. and 7.1.2.)

The update of the existing contingency plan (8.1.2.) was not implemented because of a different approach that
was envisaged to involve more stakeholders and use the EASO indicators as a baseline; one workshop was
undertaken to introduce the EASO practical guide on contingency plan and a follow up is planned under Phase I
of the IPA Project.

The Roadmap refers to a number of translations of EASO products!!. At the end of the Roadmap, during the drafting of
this report in December 2019, these EASO materials were almost finalised and at different stages of development, ranging
from proofreading, formatting or being processed for web publication. These include:

150 prints of the translated EASO Practical Toolkit on Access to the Asylum Procedure (3.1.1.): still under
preparation as the toolkit needs adaptation in function of stipulations of the 2018 national law;

EASO practical guides on Evidence assessment and Personal interview (4.1.5.) translated and proofread but still
need to be formatted and published;

Qualification for international protection (4.1.6); postponed to Phase Il (document not ready on time during the
implementation time of the Roadmap);

Two EASO second instance professional development materials (5.2.3.) and judicial practical guide on COI (5.2.4
— translated since December 2018) — needs to be proofread and published;

Proofreading of translated EASO guidance on reception conditions, operational standards and indicators (6.1.2.)
translated and proofread but still needs to be formatted and published;

Identification of Persons with Special Needs tool translated and proofread, in December 2019 being uploaded on
the EASO website. Serbian respondents indicated that they would like to develop a more adapted version in the
near future.

11 Translations were carried out in parallel for other languages of the Western Balkan countries if requested by the respective authorities
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Overall, EASO -through the Serbia Roadmap- has delivered most of its intended activities, and where necessary, has shown
flexibility in adapting to current conditions or changing circumstances. While most capacity building activities and
translations were implemented, the delivery of institutional support is by nature more complex and depends on multiple
preconditions and external factors. If EASO had stronger presence in-country, it may have had more opportunities to
facilitate an increased follow-up, monitoring and implementation of some of the proposed actions.

Interviewed staff expressed their highest appreciation for the collaboration with EASO and mentioned capacity building
and in particular the on-the-job coaching on COI (Asylum office) and participation as observer in EASO expert networks
(Commissariat for Refugees and Migration) as highlights.

Recommendations and lessons learned:

- The Roadmap has allowed to plan for and timely deliver detailed EASO deliverables (such as a full menu for
capacity building capacities activities) and the reference to preconditions in the Roadmaps justifies in many cases
changes in planning;

- Future actions should consider knowledge tests (f.e. can also be through lighter quiz format) at the end of training
programmes to ensure measurement of transfer of knowledge;

- While the process of translation, proofreading and publication is time consuming, there is the need to explore the
use of intermediate products;

- EASO has delivered the different activities without permanent presence in country through a combination of
capacity building activities and institutional support. A longer-term presence geared to specific higher-level results
could allow EASO to better ensure the follow-up on the different support actions undertaken. In particular, at the
validation stage of collaborative policy or legal work, timely responsiveness and collaborative predictability needs
to be prioritised. In this context, the work already started on supporting the development of a monitoring and
evaluation system of the Law on Asylum and Temporary Protection should be further continued towards tangible
and sustainable outputs, if deemed relevant by the Serbian authorities.

2.3.Efficiency

The overall 2016-2019 IPAIl project had a slow start linked to number of reasons including recruitment, a review initiative
of the EC, implementing partners and FRONTEX project management challenges (see - report). The first
disbursement of funding to EASO was made in August 2016, the project team was complete in May 2017 and the Serbia
Roadmap was adopted in November 20172, An extension of the originally agreed project implementation time, from
December 2018 to June 2019 allowed longer implementation of the Roadmap and its almost full achievements.
Coordination challenges with FRONTEX challenged predictability of payments for EASO*3. The Serbia Roadmap multiple
activities were undertaken with a limited budget (about 300.000 EUR). Most of the funding was provided by the IPA
project, but EASO also funded directly a number of activities from its core budget to complement the agreed IPA activity
plan and to ensure more flexibility.

12 Aware of this delay some of its activities started before its official validation in full agreement with the Serbian authorities.
13 EASO respondents clarify that they would have continued the implementation of the Roadmap with EASO’s own funds, should the no cost
extension would not have been accepted by the EC.
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Figure 3: Feedback from Evaluations Forms from capacity building activities between 2017-2019

The above figure gives an overview of the averages of 12 national and five regional capacity building activities'*. All scores
are over the threshold of 80% and scores are similar for categories such as quality, content, objectives, questions and
answers, venue, outcome and other activities. Small discrepancies can be found in length (higher regional), organisation
and participation (higher national).

The EASO project team was challenged with a number of elements such as temporary staff shortages and depended on
ad-hoc support of other EASO units. Contrary to FRONTEX, who subcontracted the logistical organisation of training
activities to IOM, EASO implemented all training activities directly, which involved an administratively complex workload
in terms of participant management (invitation letters, travel arrangements, reimbursement, etc.) but also full control of
the expenditure and visibility of its activities.

Institutional support was provided where the preconditions were met. EASO was efficiently able to build on the Swedish
twinning project to share its expertise. The EASO support in developing a monitoring and evaluation system of the new
Law on Asylum and Temporary Protection started only in February 2019, due to the need for legal reform*®, and was
concluded in June 2019. This activity represents an initial step for setting up a monitoring and evaluation system of the
new law.

As mentioned above not all the translations were completed at the time of the finalisation of this evaluation. In general,
the translation of practical guides (of 100 pages approximately) typically take the following steps:

e Translation: 2 months;

e Proofreading: 2 weeks (depending on contractor’s capacity/offer);

e Llayout (including receipt of quotations from PO): 1 month,;

e Publication on EASO website: 2 weeks for guides or 2-3 months for tools.
In practice, these took more time because of multiple reasons:

- There was no proofreading contract in place and this needed to be procured?s;

- There are multiple administrative processes and workflows adapting EU documents which each involve different

actors creating coordination challenges, delays and complexities;

The average cost for an EASO practical guide translation is relatively cost effective (depending on number of pages) but
requires close follow up, multiple consultations and specific skills, which are labour-intensive.

14 The scores of the regional capacity building activities refer to all participants; hence not only Serbian participants.
15 The new Law on Asylum and temporary Protection was adopted in March 2018
16 Western Balkan Administrations contributed to quality check of translations, but this had limitations.
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Recommendations and lessons learned:
- General:

o While preserving flexibility needs, a Roadmap should be prepared simultaneously with project documents
in order to ensure that these are instrumental as early as possible within the project implementation;

o Allstakeholders pointed to the importance to have a stronger presence in the country to ensure smoother
implementation, better communication and closer follow-up of activities;

o Appropriate staffing and business continuity need to be ensured both at EASO and national authorities
sides;

o Procurement and commitments associated processes need to be planned and anticipated as early as
possible in the project (pre)implementation.

- On capacity building delivery:

o EASO should aim at delivering capacity building activities as much as possible in venues which are close
to the natural working environment of the participants (example: national training institutions or ministry
board rooms).

o The logistical organisation of capacity building activities from distance is time-consuming and draws the
agency away from its core task to provide expertise and added value. If agreeable for national authorities,
EASO should consider alternative implementation mechanisms such as cooperation with existing training
institutions, hybrid national-regional approaches (MARRI) or visibility-friendly subcontracting.

- Institutional support should be further prioritised and followed-up more closely to avoid efficiency losses;
- Ontranslations:

o There is a need to plan and anticipate the relationship between the three identified outputs; ideally,
practical tools are translated before training takes place.

o There is a need to improve efficiency of workflows and related timelines on adaptations, translations and
proofreading in order to ensure that these are time-relevant.

o Knowledge of local languages is a challenge both for communication and quality assurance of the practical
guides translated into local languages— there is potential to look into national collaboration and
partnerships around proofreading;

2.4.Relevance

Multiple needs assessments in the period 2016-2017 contributed to a country-adapted Roadmap. The Serbia Roadmap
was prepared through a number of EASO-led needs assessment missions, which took place between December 2016,
February 2017 and May 2017. The internal gap assessment matched priorities with EASO-expertise in four fields: asylum
procedure; reception, special needs and contingency planning. Despite the selection of these four fields of priorities in
the Gap assessment, the final Roadmap includes 45 activities and 8 action fields. Elements such as second instance,
contingency planning or reception support were for example not identified in earlier needs assessments and were added
following consultations with national authorities. Alternatively, the Roadmap does not include national data collection,
which was considered as a priority for Serbia under the . EASO respondents indicated
that at that point in time EASO judged not to have the capacity to respond to this need. Some of the activities were
aborted, postponed or changed (f.e. contingency plan).

Participants in the capacity building activities reported a high level of relevance of the activity with their expectations and
relevance with their work. Taking survey data from a sample of five regional and twelve national training activities, which
took place in the period April 2017 and May 2019, an average of 97% is given. Five national training activities achieved
100% consensus on relevance. Interviewed stakeholders of the Serbian Commissariat for Refugees and Migration made
mention that on the job coaching was the most useful intervention of EASO in light of the quality of exchanges with
member states experts and access to EASO know-how.

EUAA/EVAL/2019/09/FR
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Figure 4: Overview of Feedback on Relevance from Individual Capacity Building Survey Forms 2017-2019

In the individual feedback forms participants recommended more materials in Serbian language, more presentation of
concrete examples and training related to psychosocial support. They also suggested financial support to enhance the
implementation of the knowledge acquired.

The Roadmap relates to 45 capacity building needs and institutional processes, but acts in a very particular context with
small numbers of lodged asylum requests, low staffing and a context in which applicants mostly abscond from the asylum
procedure. The asylum related institutions are recently established and are challenged with competing roles, staff
shortages and mobility. In 2018, about 21 persons worked with the asylum office of which its COI sector has two staff
members. In this context, there is need for proportionality considering the number of capacity building activities and
translations of tools taking into account the volume of their potential number of asylum applications and use'’. Some of
the planned activities may also have been ambitious to achieve within the planned timeframe. The EASO intervention has
aimed at ensuring joint planning from its inception, but many of its actions were also driven by the available EASO training
curriculum offerings and overall availability of EASO’s expertise.

Recommendations and Lessons learned:

- Multi-disciplinary needs assessments were not sufficiently used for prioritised planning;

- Proportionality: carefully balancing time-limited planning and implementation adapted to the realities of Serbia;

- The level of detail of the Roadmap increases the likelihood of mismatching; future Roadmaps should be less
detailed and prescriptive;

- Prioritisation needs should lead to coherent and focused results-setting;

- Efforts should be made to enhance ownership and Roadmap-specific coordination; this can be a.o. achieved
through more structured coordination and communication channels. In addition, stronger presence in-country by
experts who know the national situation and speak its language would be most instrumental.

- The Asylum Office indicated that EASO support would also be welcomed in terms of logistical or material support
in order to ensure quality results;

7 The
refers to the risk of “training fatigue”.
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2.5.Added Value

The very existence of Roadmaps was of added value to the IPA Il Project implementation and the Serbian authorities. The
Serbia Roadmap is part of the joint FRONTEX-EASO-IOM-UNHCR Regional Project and was in its revised results framework
directly mentioned under:
e  Existing referral mechanisms mapped and recommendations on improvements made (Output 3.1.)
e Asylum systems further developed towards being compatible with relevant EU standards and practices (Output
4.1)
In addition, the Roadmap focused on reception-specific elements and contingency planning. The purpose of adding a
Roadmap to the existing project intervention logic is multiple:
- A national extension to the project document: the design of the project intervention logic has challenges, it allows
more details on the intended activities, based on a country-specific needs assessment;
- Further detail operational planning: it creates predictability and includes elements on implementation;

EASO was recognised in its technical expertise added value because of multiple factors:

- EASO is nominally mentioned in the Chapter 24 Action Plan: EASO has a clear and unique mandate as EU Agency
in the context of asylum and reception;

- EASO offers access to a systematic approach for the practical operationalisation of the CEAS;

- EASO tools are very practical, based on peer-to-peer support and MS practices;

- EASO has access to a pool of deployable MS experts and a number of specialised networks;

- EASO contrary to other actors, is not involved in advocacy but has its mandate linked to the implementation of
the CEAS, which makes open discussion between practitioners more accessible;

The interviewed Serbian respondents indicated that EASO as partner of the regional Programme has been instrumental in
enhancing regional exchanges within the Western Balkan region. While this element is not captured in the Roadmap, its
complementarity needs to be better articulated. In practice however, EASO has invested multiple efforts in organisational
and administrative workflows at the expense of higher-level technical support, follow-up and monitoring in a context of
limited staffing and complex workflows.

Lessons learned and Recommendations:

- EASO has a unique mandate which is of added value to asylum services and can provide hands-on-expertise.

- The use of Roadmaps was much commended by different respondents as these allowed more clarity on the
different support interventions. The Roadmaps, however, would be even of more added value once their
articulation with other plans and project documents can be clarified;

- EASO interventions should carefully balance EASO expertise and capacity building support in relation to logistical
organisation of activities. In this context, increased country-specific language technical experts who can deliver
longer-term specialised support should be explored.

2.6.EU Coherence and EASO complementarity

The Multi-Country Indicative Strategy Paper 2014-20208 states that mixed-migration and border management capacities
will be supported with the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance Il (IPA Il) funding where required under the (Chapter
23 and) 24 negotiations. The Roadmap includes the elements from the EU-Serbia Chapter 24 Action plan (version
November 2016):

- Development of the Mechanism for early warning, preparedness and crisis management (2.1.2.4.)";

- Strengthen capacities of the Ministry of Interior, Commissariat for Refugees and Migration and Administrative

court with the aim of creating necessary structures for cooperation with EASO (6.1.6.7.);

While capacity building was well delivered by the Roadmap, the contingency plan could have been more prioritised in
function of this special EASO mention in the Chapter 24 Action Plan.

18 Multi-Country Indicative Strategy Paper 2014-2020, adopted on 30.06.2014.
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The May 2019 European Commission Staff Working Document on Serbia highlights that “Serbia was granted observer
status in the reception network organised by EASO.” It also states that “the new Law on asylum and temporary protection,
adopted in March 2018 and in force since June, represents a significant improvement compared with previous asylum
legislation.”

Following the interviewed representative of the Commissariat, one of the advantages of the Roadmap is that it refers to
complementarity and coordination with the other implementing agencies/actors for different actions. The Roadmap
refers to the IOM led discussion to transpose EASO curricula at the national level. Of interest is the establishment by the
Serbian Commissariat of a monitoring mechanism based on EASO Guidance on reception standards and indicators, which
is now in use.

UNHCR has a longer presence and working relationship with the Western Balkans and Serbia, including on internally
displaced persons. One partner organisation respondent has indicated that one of the contributions of the Roadmap was
to anticipate on complementarity and collaboration between EASO and other implementing partners. This can be further
enhanced if partner agencies are even more nominally referred to in the Roadmaps and are associated with
communication channels. The articulation between regional and national activities is not clearly spelled out. Many of the
activities were designed and implemented in close cooperation with relevant EASO units. The support remained however,
at times, ad-hoc and relied on the availability of colleagues. There was coordination with the EU Delegation and the IPAII
project partners through the different national and regional steering committees, partners meeting, advisory meetings
and through invitation to activities.

Recommendations:
- For future formulations, be more explicit on the relationship between the Roadmap and planning documents;
- Ensure a higher periodicity of coordination, both formal and informal.
- Ensure more and better-structured information exchanges, with different implementing partners, EC and national
authorities around the Roadmap.

2.7.0ther findings

The current evaluation cannot express much about the impact level as the intervention logic is limited to the activity level
and was limited in time (2017-June 2019). While legal reforms are undertaken, challenges remain when referring to their
practical application. There is, however, recognition from the partner organisations that EASO has contributed to a new
direction of Serbia towards international protection.

In terms of sustainability, following comments can be made:

- Capacity building activities, by nature, are able to influence knowledge, attitudes, and awareness. This was also
recognised by the_;

- The cooperation has led to unplanned but much appreciated spin-offs such as the participation of Serbia in the
EASO reception experts network.

- EASO has applied training of trainers and the Asylum Office has actively secured dissemination of training sessions
— this is a first step towards sustainability. In view of the limited budgetary and human resources environment, it
remains however doubtful that the country would organise fully fledged national rollout training sessions without
external support. Cooperation with IOM, which is working on transposing curriculum at the national level, can be
further explored in line with IPA Il project phase Il activity plan.
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3. CONCLUSIONS

3.1.General

The EASO Serbia Roadmap allowed EASO and Serbia to guide the wide arrange of national stakeholders in a portfolio of
CEAS related support, contributing to the overall EU accession preparation agenda. EASO was part of a complementary
but complex multi-agency/partners set up for support to protection sensitive responses to mixed migration flows. The
implementation of the Roadmap took place between November 2017 and June 2019. The Roadmap aimed at supporting
Serbian national authorities, and in a more tailor-made manner than intended under the IPA Il Project.

Overall, feedback from all stakeholders and evaluations available were very favourable towards the EASO Serbia Roadmap.
The Roadmap approach had multiple advantages as it strategically positioned leading implementing partners around
complementary activities in support of Serbian EU compatible migration policies and practices. In this multi-
agency/partners set-up, EASO has shown its identity and expertise.

There were also a number of challenges. The current Roadmap is part of a starting cooperation between EASO and Serbia
and took place in absence of a more formalised working arrangement. The set-up of the project covering the Roadmap
was very limited in terms of staffing, timing and budget. The size and absorption capacity of the Asylum Office (in
December 2019, 21 persons employed) and the Commissariat for Refuges and Migration was also limited. The asylum and
reception take place in an inter-institutional context involving multiple actors with different agendas, which is more
complex than other IPA project interventions, which had a clearer counterpart (f.e. Frontex focused on police). In this
context, the EASO intervention had to delicately balance proportionality when supporting Serbia. EASO had no permanent
in-country presence and was confronted with internal staff shortage. In this context, it could not optimise all collaboration
and synergy opportunities, also linked with communication challenges (including language knowledge). Many
preconditions (including legal) are evolving, which influenced and delayed EASO’s support. Some of these were explicitly
recognised in the Roadmap and hence justify the modifications, delays or suspensions of activities.

Taking into account these challenges, the implementation of the Roadmap needs to be seen as a very positive first
experience of support of EASO to Serbia. It allows to draw from lessons learned and good practices for future activities
and collaborations.

The current cooperation with Serbia under the Roadmap needs to be placed in a longer-term perspective. While the
effective impact and outcomes of the interventions remain difficult to assess at this stage, the different activities have
enhanced preparedness and have the potential to enhance competency and institutional changes in the long run.

3.2. Conclusions based on the evaluation criteria

The current internal evaluation is a limited exercise looking into a number of evaluation criteria'®. While quantifying these
remains limited in terms of objectivity, the below Figure gives an overview of the findings of the current evaluation.

Identified outputs . Relevance Effectiveness Efficiency Coherence Added value
1. Capacity building Very good Very good Good Very Good Very good
2. Institutional support Fair/ Very Fair/Good Fair/Good Good Very good
good?0
3. Translations of EASO Very Good Insufficient Insufficient Good Good
guidelines

Figure 5: Overview of evaluation findings organised by outputs and evaluation criteria

19 Categories are: insufficient, fair, good and very good.
20 Fair: for planned activities - When strictly applying the relevance criteria to the defined planned interventions in the Roadmap, many needed to
be reviewed or adapted; Very good: potential for institutional support to Serbia within a longer term timeframe;
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As indicated in the figure above, the capacity building activities scored very high on most criteria as they responded to
specific needs, were fully delivered (taking into account the different preconditions) and showed the added value of EASO
intervention in terms of their practical nature and link to EU expertise, both through MS experts support and through
EASO know-how. Taking into account its limited staffing, EASO was efficient delivering the multiple capacity building
activities. It could still become more cost-efficient if it reviewed its implementation processes and explored more cost
savings avenues at both national and regional levels. The capacity building activities were coherent with other activities
in terms of contents but some could be even more coherent if they were performed in a national environment.

Institutional support is most relevant for Serbia, which aims at strengthening its mixed migration approach in a context
of implementation and reporting under the Chapter 24 Action Plan. Institutional support is a field where EASO has a niche
in terms of added value because of its operational and structured expertise, peer-to-peer networks and know-how.
Planned activities foreseen in the Roadmap were often reviewed or partially completed in light of the changing
environment. The relatively short-term nature of the Roadmap and the need for flexibility indicate that a different and
longer term planning approach is needed on this output, which takes into account changing institutional conditions. Some
milestone interventions could have been more efficiently achieved if these were prioritized and followed up more closely
from all sides.

There is a strong appetite from the national authorities to access adaptations of the EASO practical guides in Serbian
language. However, it is necessary to underline that in particular the practical guides are products of multiple and long-
term efforts to achieve agreement on convergence amongst EU MS practitioners. Therefore, adaptation is not always
feasible. The Roadmap was ambitious in planning multiple translations and proofreading activities, but did not sufficiently
take into account the the work processes needed to achieve this (f.e proofreading contract in place, smooth workflows...).
The lengthy process towards a finalised published end-product calls for a more efficient and effective workflow approach.
The guidelines are coherent with EU policy, but if not adapted, can have incompatibilities with national legislation and
practices.

In summary, most interventions, and in particular the capacity building activities received very positive reviews. When
taking into account changing preconditions, all outputs score very high on relevance and added value. Some of the
interventions can be enhanced in terms of efficiency and effectiveness and this can be achieved when improving focus,
workflows, business continuity, communication, coordination and follow-up of activities. Most of the activities had solid
coherence, though there is the potential to better articulate and operationalise timely and fit-for-purpose translations of
EASO guidelines to be more effective.
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4. OVERALL RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The positive findings of the current evaluation call for an enhanced EASO-Serbia partnership on asylum and
reception:

Many of the findings of the current evaluation are very positive. All interviewed respondents expressed their most
favourable appreciation for the EASO Serbia Roadmap implementation. The Roadmap has allowed EASO and Serbia to
outperform the planned activities under the IPA Il project, partially with support from EASQO’s own budget. There is a need
for more strategic, longer-term and increased partnership, and resources as the EASO-Serbia partnership has a number of
distinctive strengths, namely:

- Highly committed and proactive Serbian partners: the interviews with the national respondents highlighted the
commitment of the different national partners to engage towards CEAS in cooperation with EASO and in line with
their specific needs;

- EASO mandate: as indicated in this evaluation, EASO has a unique role, being an EU agency in the EU accession
context of Serbia and being a catalyst for EU peer-to-peer expertise on asylum and reception.

Recommendations:

- Ensure long term predictability of the EASO-Serbia cooperation by engaging in longer term planning;

- Secure EASO long-term budget and human resources in addition to the IPAIl resources available;

- Further encourage participation of Serbian counterparts in EASO peer-to-peer expert networks and initiatives;

2. The scope of the Roadmap needs to be better articulated
The Serbian Roadmap builds on multiple external and internal needs assessment efforts. The set-up is relatively complex
with 8 action fields and 45 activities planned over less than two years. The scope of the Roadmap could be further clarified:
- Itis difficult to consider the Roadmap as a project?®:
o Projects, by definition have a clear start and end date, and a dedicated budget, which the Roadmap does
not include.
o TheRoadmapis also part of a larger IPA project, with different start and end dates, a different intervention
logic and only partially covering the funding of the Roadmap.
- The Roadmap is not entirely a project specific work plan?? of the IPAII project EASO component:
o The Roadmap is defined as an IPAIl project output in its intervention logic;
o Work plans are part of the project and need essential details on the who/when/where/how elements —
these are not entirely covered by the Roadmap;
o Awork plan runsin parallel with the project; the starting dates of the IPAIl project (2016) and the Roadmap
(2017) are different. Moreover activities under the Roadmap u funds outside of the project budget as
well;
Recommendations;
- There is need to clarify the scope of the Roadmap for future similar undertakings. The following options seem
most evident:
o Option 1: The Roadmap is the project: in this case, all project elements are clearly defined and budgeted
within a certain period (f.e. 2-3years).
o Option 2: The Roadmap is the flexible work plan of a project: here the who/when/where/how elements
of the project are defined at the inception of the implementation and can be of shorter timeframe (f.e.
annual);
o Option 3: The Roadmap is a more programmatic guidance of EASO intervention in a country and is of
longer-term nature (f.e. 4 years in parallel with Chapter 24 Action Plan). In this case, multiple projects and

2L A project is a temporary organisational structure, which is set up to create a unique product or service (output) within certain
constraints such as time, cost, and quality (adapted from EC PM2 manual).

2 A planis a written projection of project activities and resources needed to execute a process. A project plan should answer the four
basic questions: what, when, how and by whom.
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interventions can contribute to the overall results framework and intervention logic proposed in the
Roadmap.
- If future Roadmaps (or their components) focus on training activities, these can also be designed around the four
dimensions of the Kirkpatrick model.
- To ensure formalised continuity of its cooperation, EASO should aim at avoiding “Roadmap-transition” periods
(typically between the start date and 9 months to one year after implementation) of externally funded projects,
in particular as these projects are also short-lived in nature.

3. The Roadmap intervention logic needs better alignment with related Planning or Strategic documents such as the
Chapter 24 Action Plan
The current Roadmap did not follow a clearly defined articulated intervention logic. It needs better alignment with the
intervention logic of existing country owned Strategic documents such the Chapter (23 and) 24 Action Plan or the IPA
project document. As relevant, it should be prepared simultaneously (closer to the start of the implementation) with these
project or planning documents to make them more instrumental®. Simultaneously, there is no regular, full nor
comprehensive access to planning, reporting, and policy documents from the EC, which could support planning,
monitoring and implementation.
Recommendations:
- The Roadmap should aim at identifying a limited number of priorities aligned as much as possible with the
intervention logic of the most relevant planning and strategic documents (e.g. the Chapter 24 Action Plan);
- Clarify better which activities in the Roadmap are achieved at regional and which are achieved at national level;
- There is a need to simplify the Roadmap:
o Group the activities in outputs and focus on priorities and milestones instead of details;
o Avoid mentioning multiple times similar activities in the Roadmap

4. The operationalisation of capacity building activities need to be adapted to the context and capacities
EASO has undertaken many efforts to adapt practical tools and the EASO core Modules to the national language, provide
on the job coaching and promote training of trainers in order to ensure that the curriculum is rolled out. There remains,
however, still scope to enhance the efforts. Examples include challenges to internet access for online training and
language.
Recommendations:

- Find sustainable ways of delivering activities, which can progressively be taken over by the national authorities.
This could include further development of the existing pool of trainers and more structural cooperation with
training centres.

- The regional training activities had high costs in terms of interpretation. The proportionality of investing in limited
numbers of train the trainer needs to be reviewed, in particular in view of possible staff turnover.

- As much as possible, make modules available in Serbian before delivering national training and ensure that these
are relevant and tailor made;

- Define the anticipated outcome of the training investments and enhance their follow up;

- Apply arigorous system of participant profiling and selection while applying the relevant qualifications framework.

- Embed knowledge tests and clarify certification status of training activities.

5. Collaboration within EASO has proven instrumental but can be further enhanced

The Roadmap benefitted from a close collaboration and synergies between the different Units in EASO at many of its core
steps. This has allowed the Third Country Support Sector of the Horizontal Operations and External Dimension Unit
(HOEDU) to contribute to the dissemination of EASO expertise on CEAS. Some of the activities were developed together,
while others were delivered separately. This is also reflected in the monitoring and evaluation of the specific training
activities, which was done with different evaluation instruments and not automatically shared between HOEDU and EASO
training teams.

Recommendations:

23 While noting that the Action plan is owned by Serbian authorities and EASO cannot be held responsible for the implementation of the Action
Plan. EASO should however aim at carefully support Serbia in its planned interventions as relevant.
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- Enhance a balanced involvement of the relevant EASO Units at different stages, including securing their support
when needed;

- Apply harmonised evaluation tools for training activities (both in EASO and IPA Il Project);

- Ensure automatic sharing of evaluation results;

- Collaborate towards an (annual) training work plan clarifying roles and division of work;

6. There is a need for better coordination, communication and follow-up
EASO has provided support to the Serbian authorities in the light of accession preparations. The multiple layers of the
intervention logic enabled communication and coordination through a regional and national steering committee and
different multi-stakeholder meetings. There was, however, not a dedicated national coordination mechanism around the
specific implementation of the Roadmap and information exchanges were hence informal in nature.
Recommendations:
- There is need for a more dedicated coordination of meetings around the Roadmap to ensure follow-up. These
should take into account the multiple national actors and mitigate adverse effects of staff mobility;
- Aformalisation of the Roadmap can increase ownership both with EASO and the national authorities;
- Enhance visibility: share the Roadmap (or its summary) with stakeholders, including posting on accessible
websites.

7. Develop a structured but light monitoring system allowing smooth follow up
Beyond the reporting to the EC, there is no monitoring system of the Roadmap and the monitoring capacity of the National
IPA Coordinators remains limited (see_ report). The progress indicators of the Roadmap do not
allow appreciation of progress.
Recommendations:

- Strategically prepare a system for effective monitoring system of the implementation of the Roadmap (f.e.

defining a monitoring plan) involving both EASO and national counterparts;

- Ensure use of result and process indicators, as relevant;

- There is a need to harmonise the activity feedback surveys;

- Monitor beyond the different activities the overall outcome and follow-up actions;

- Enhance a better results-based budget monitoring tool.

8. Transform needs assessment findings into priority results and leverage interventions with in-house high value
expertise

The Serbian Roadmap allowed introducing best practices and enhancing skills related to the CEAS. EASO has progressively
expanded its interventions in the Western Balkan region in capacity building, institutional assistance and the translation
of EASO tools and guidelines.. The intervention logic of the Roadmap —with 45 activities and 8 action fields— is different
and could have been lighter and more focused in line with the needs assessment findings. From the operational
perspective, some of the interventions are bound by time-consuming administrative processes, which should be reviewed,
considering proportionality and efficiency.

Recommendations:

- EASO should focus on those fields where support is most needed from scale and CEAS standards perspectives
objectives. EASO should invest in in-house expertise to drive multi-disciplinary support with focus on specific
priorities; EASO should progressively explore institutional support activities beyond the delivery of capacity
building;

- Articulate in a more results-oriented way the different EASO outputs building on its added value:

o Stronger link findings from needs assessment with the intervention logic;

o EASO excels in providing operational training on asylum and reception matters including building on a
network of EASO peer-to-peer support in a very structured manner (building on CEAS);

o There is more potential for synergies for institutional support. There is a need to explore stronger
collaboration with partners to leverage EASO expertise without the need to be always in the driving seat.
Examples are:
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= The Serbian Commissariat for Refugees and Migration implements about 17 million in projects,
which can be guided by EASO expertise, where relevant.
= Synergies with new twinning project in Serbia;
= Channelling of key expertise through the OSCE and the Council of Europe, which are running
projects for Judiciary;
o While translations are less complex, EASO needs to be prepared to know how to respond to requests for
adaptations.

- Reduce administrative workflows in favour of in-house technical expertise. ldeally, this should be combined with
collaborative and/or contractual arrangements involving local presence and language compatibility.

- Review and widen the delivery modalities: drive the delivery of end-to-end support packages including multiple
and more diverse interventions. These can include strategic expert deployments; material and logistical support;
collaboration with twinning programmes; and subcontracting of specific activities such as with national training
centres and grants.

Annexes:

- Annex 2: Inception report
- Annex 3: Questionnaire used
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Annex 2. Inception report

INCEPTION REPORT

Internal final Evaluation

Roadmaps Serbia and North Macedonia
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1. BACKGROUND

This document constitutes the concept note report for the internal review of the EASO Roadmaps for Serbia and North
Macedonia. The review is conducted by the Planning and Evaluation Unit (PEU) in collaboration with the External
Dimension Sector of the Operations Unit.

The Roadmaps, based on consultative needs assessments in 2016-2017, were implemented between 2017 and June 2019
as part of the regional EU project “Regional Support to Protection - Sensitive Migration Management in the Western
Balkans and Turkey”. The Serbian Roadmap has set out a number of interventions in eight fields of asylum procedures:
1. Legal framework;
. Institutional/organisational framework;
. Access to procedure;
. Examination procedure (including country of origin information);
. Appeals;
. Reception;
. Identification of persons with special needs and unaccompanied children;
. Contingency planning.

00O NOUL B WN

The North Macedonian Roadmap highlights following fields of intervention:
1. Legal framework: Institutional/organisational framework and cooperation; Reception;
2. Access to procedure: Registration including practical issues; Country of origin information (COl); Examination
procedure;
3. Action plan for the sector of asylum.

The Serbian Roadmap mentions that:

A mid-term and final meeting will take place in order to evaluate the implementation of this Roadmap and to discuss the
content of any possible extension of the present document based on lessons learnt and best practices (or alternatively for
the establishment of a new Roadmap document).

This exercise intends to be a limited internal evaluation, which covers an overview of the activities undertaken and
outputs achieved in the respective roadmaps. It will explore the evidence and analytical elements related to the
performance, good practices and lessons learned.

2. DESCRIPTION

2.1. Global objective

The evaluation exercise will provide stakeholders with evidence and analytical elements about the EASO performance,
good practices and lessons learned of the EASO Roadmaps for Serbia and North Macedonia and will be part of a
continuous knowledge building effort to enhance their effectiveness. A special attention will be given to modalities of
interventions, their political context EASO service delivery mechanisms (including synergies with other stakeholders), and
how to improve the framework of the roadmaps overall and be able to measure better the EASO impact and outcome
level results.

2.2. Specific Objectives
The evaluation will give special attention to following matters:
1. A summative overview of the level of achievement of the planned outputs under EASO Roadmaps for Serbia and
North Macedonia;
2. An analytical appreciation of the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency of the capacity building interventions;
Elements such as EU/EASO added value, EU coherence, sustainability and possible impact will also be considered.
3. Recommendations taking into strengths and weaknesses leading to good practices and lessons learned to
immediately feed the formulation phase of the new EASO Roadmaps (not only for RS and MK, but also relevant
also for AL and BA)
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2.3. Outputs

The evaluators will deliver per Roadmap:
1. Adraft evaluation report (about 10 pages without annexes);
2. Avalidation session to present the findings to the EASO staff involved and gather further feedback;
3. Afinal report;

3. LOCATION AND DURATION

3.1. Starting period
The estimated starting date is 10 November 2019

3.2. Foreseen finishing period or duration

= The evaluation is scheduled to take place from November 2019 to January 2020.
. It is expected that the assignment will be carried out over a period of approximately 10 weeks.
= The work will be carried out from EASO Malta base with ad-hoc field missions to Belgrade (TBC)

3.3. Planning and location

Evaluation Phases and Stages I Dates I Meetings/Communications I Missions
Inception phase
Preparation of the approach | October Kick off briefing meetings. Short | NA
and the Evaluation Questions | 2019 preparatory meetings with the colleagues of
different involved sections
Agreement on Inception | October Submitted electronically for | NA
Report 2019 comments/approval one week after
submission
Desk/Field Phase
Data collection (EASO Malta) November | Meetings with EASO relevant sectors NA
December
2019
Interviews Skopje by phone 29 Interviews with department of Asylum, | By phone
November | UNHCR (reg); IOM (reg), MYLA; OSCE
2019 (TBC)
Interviews Belgrade 11-12 Interviews with Asylum office, (reg); IOM | Belgrade (TBC)

December | (reg), Swedish twinning project; other
2019 (TBC) | stakeholders.

Synthesis phase

Submission  Draft  report | 15 Email NA
Serbia and NM December

2019
Deadline written feedback | 5January Email NA
and comments
Feedback session(s) | 14 January | Internal Meeting within sector NA

evaluation to review the
findings and management

response
Final Main Reports 30 January | Email NA
Sharing of findings as relevant | As AA AA
applicable
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| (AA) |

4. METHODOLOGY

The main purpose of this internal evaluation is to take stock of the achievements of the Roadmaps. In terms of evaluation
questions, the current review mainly refers to relevance, efficiency and effectiveness in relation to the planned results
under the respective Roadmaps Less focus will be given to elements such as sustainability or impact.

Criteria

Relevance

Effectiveness

Efficiency

Type of questions answered

How significant is the intervention regarding national and EASO requirements
and priorities?

Are the results of the intervention being achieved? What is the scale of the
effects of the intervention compared to the targets planned (Comparison: result
— planning)?

Are the targets being achieved economically by the development intervention?
What is the efficiency or utilization ratio of the resources used? It the current
project set up an efficient modus operandi?

Special focus will be put on following matters:
- Coherence of the Roadmaps being part of the regional EU project “Regional Support to Protection - Sensitive
Migration Management in the Western Balkans and Turkey” ;
- Complementarity between EASO support and that of other implementation agencies involved in the project and
in the countries; Are synergies achieved?
- Added value of EASO intervention;

4.1. Key Sources of Information
The evaluation will triangulate different sources of information. The main categories are:

e Document review: Reports and documents giving quantitative data

e In-depth

Programme and project documents relating to “Regional Support to Protection - Sensitive Migration
Management in the Western Balkans and Turkey”

Serbia and MK Roadmaps and indicators

Information processed by EASO

Project progress reports, and technical reports

Previous evaluation reports of the implemented activities

interviews with internal EASO project coordinators and EXDIM team members;

e Rapid Appraisal through Semi-Structured Stakeholder interviews with local institutional interlocutors, notably

counterparts appointed by the Serbian and MK authorities, with the goal of obtaining qualitative data and assess

the level

of satisfaction of EASO’s counterparts. Such interviews will take place in Skopje and Belgrade and will be

led by a representative of PEU based on a structured questionnaire, agreed upon by PEU and EXDIM

4.2, Indicative Layout of the Report
The main sections of the Review report are as follows:

1. Executive Summary
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A coherent Executive Summary is an essential component focussing mainly on the key purpose of the evaluation. It will
indicate the main conclusions, lessons learned and specific recommendations.

2. Context, limits and methodology

A description of the Roadmap and the Review, providing sufficient methodological explanations to gauge the credibility of
the conclusions and to acknowledge limitations or weaknesses, where relevant. Also the particular background situation
of each country and administration will be taken into consideration.

3. Findings
e Summative overview of the level of achievement of the planned outputs; An ex-post assessment will be made of
the extent to which the planned deliverables have been achieved. In this context, an exercise is undertaken to
quantify the deliverables and their progress.

e The organization of the report will be made around the responses to the Review questions, which are
systematically covering the following evaluation criteria: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency. Elements such as
impact and sustainability will be considered as appropriate. An effort will be made to explore findings on
coherence and added value specific to EASO, in relation to the EU accession process. In such an approach, the
criteria will be translated into specific questions. These questions are intended to give a more precise and
accessible form to the evaluation criteria and allow stakeholders to formulate lessons learned and
recommendations, thus optimising the focus and utility of the Review.

4. Conclusions and Recommendations

A chapter synthesising all answers to Review questions into an overall assessment of the programme. The chapter will
articulate the findings, conclusions and lessons listed in a way that reflects their importance. Vommunications and
synergies. This structure will not necessarily follow the Review questions, the logical framework or the evaluation criteria.

This section builds on the previous chapters and highlights key good practices but also lessons learned and
recommendations for future similar interventions.
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Annex 3. Questionnaire used

Questionnaire for Stakeholder Interview

Country: Names interviewees and organization:
Action:
Date interview: °
[ ]
Names interviewers: °
® °
o °

1) How relevant was EASQ’s support to achieve the objectives?
1.1) Did the action respond to the needs of the target groups / end beneficiaries, including women and children?

1.2) Was the action adapted to the institutional, human, financial capacities of the partner government and/or other key
stakeholder(s)?

1.3) Did all key stakeholders demonstrate effective commitment (ownership)?
1.4) Was there an effective government led system of sector coordination involving the relevant local stakeholders?

1.5) Were there any complementarity issues with other ongoing/planned action(s) managed by other
agencies/stakeholders?

What would be your overall judgement on the relevance of EASQO’s intervention within the
framework?
1. Unsatisfactory O 2. Fair(d 3. Good I 4. Very good[d

Comments and or recommendations:

2) To what extent have the objectives of the intervention been achieved? What was the scale of
the effectiveness of the results in achieving the planned objectives?
2.1) Was the progress of each output conforming to plan?

2.2) Was the quality of outputs satisfactory?
2.3) Were the outputs still likely to lead to the expected outcomes?

2.4) Did the action effectively support the partner’s policy and actions?

1. Unsatisfactory O 2. Faird 3. Good [ 4. Very goodd

Comments and or recommendations:

3) How efficient was EASQO’s support to achieve the objectives?

3.1) Inputs: Did the resources funded by the action and actually made available correspond to the needs of the action?
To what degree are other resources beyond EASO support made available? What is the role of communication towards
efficiency?

3.2) Delays: If there were delays, how important were they and what were the reasons and consequences? Have
appropriate corrective Actions been implemented? Was the planning revised accordingly?

3.3) Was the action adequately monitored by implementing partners, partner government(s) and other key stakeholders?

1. Unsatisfactory O 2. Fair(d 3. Good I 4. Very goodd

Comments and or recommendations:
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4) How coherent is the intervention?
4.1.) To what extent is this intervention coherent with other interventions which have similar objectives?
4.2.) To what extent is the intervention coherent in-country?
4.3.) To what extent is the intervention coherent with wider EU policy?

What would be your overall judgement on the coherence of EASO’s intervention?
1. Unsatisfactory [J 2. Faird 3. Good [ 4. Very goodd

Comments and or recommendations:

5) Is the intervention likely to produce added value?
5.1) What is the additional value resulting from the EASO intervention(s), compared to what could
reasonably have been expected from the country itself without external support? What is its added value
towards EU Standards on asylum procedure and reception, in light of the EU Accession?
5.2) What would be the most likely consequences of stopping or withdrawing the existing EASO
intervention?

What would be your overall judgement on the added value of EASQ’s intervention?
1. Unsatisfactory O 2. Fair(d 3. Good I 4. Very good[d

Comments and or Recommendations:

6) What were the constraints or challenges you faced in the implementation of activities? To what
extent was it challenging to meet the preconditions? What do you think were the main
constraints faced by EASO in the implementation of its support?

7) How do you think EASO could have improved its support? What do you think should be the
main recommendations for the current/a future intervention?

8) What would be your overall appreciation of EASO’s work within the Action?

1. Unsatisfactory O 2. Faird 3. Good [ 4. Very good[d

9) Any other suggestions / comments?
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