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Executive Summary

Objectives of the evaluation

The Evaluation of the European Union's

(EU) co-operation with Georgia was
commissioned by the DG DEVCO
Evaluation Unit and was implemented

between January 2014 and April 2015.
Covering the period 2007-2013, the
evaluation’s objectives were:

To identify key lessons and to produce
recommendations in order to improve
the current and future EU’s strategies
for, and programmes and actions in
Georgia.

To provide the relevant services of the
EU and the wider public with an overall
independent assessment of the EU’s co-
operation with Georgia.

Situated at the strategically important cross-
roads where Europe meets Asia, Georgia
shares its borders with Russia to the North,
Turkey and Armenia to the South, the Black
Sea to the West and with Azerbaijan to the
South-east. Georgia is a lower-middle
income country, with a GDP of USD 16.14
billion and a population of 4.5 million
people.

A pivotal event in post-Soviet development
history is The Rose Revolution that took
place at the end of 2003. Nevertheless, the
democratic tendencies of the Rose
Revolution were nuanced with authoritarian
ones from the very start. Important
demonstrations in late 2007 led to the
declaration of a state of emergency. In
August 2008, Georgia launched a military
offensive in the breakaway region of South
Ossetia.

The strategic framework for EU support to
Georgia was the Eastern Neighbourhood
Policy (ENP), which strengthened and
focused specifically on the Neighbourhood
East by the Eastern Partnership initiated in
2010-11. EU support has been financed via
a variety of instruments including: the
European Neighbourhood and Partnership
Instrument, the Instrument for Stability, the
Instrument for Democracy and Human

Rights, thematic programmes and other
programmes under the Development
Cooperation Instrument.

Methodology

The methodology is based on the DG
DEVCO evaluation guidelines. The study
was conducted in four main phases:
inception, desk, field, and synthesis.

Throughout these phases, a mixed-methods
approach to data and information collection
was used. In total, the team has conducted
over 180 interviews and, after careful
analysis, it carried out the site visits to
Thilisi, to six out of nine regions of Georgia
as well as to the Autonomous Republic of
Adjara and Abkhazia. Four focus group
discussions have been organised in the
sectors of Criminal Justice, Agriculture, Civil
Society and IDPs. In addition, the infor-
mation has been collected through docu-
mentary review and direct observation.

Overall assessment

Viewed as a component of the ENP, the EU
support placed great emphasis on political
aspects related to human rights, conflict
resolution, the rule of law, civil society, etc.
It also stressed approximation as a means
of promoting European principles, stand-
ards, procedures, and approaches. While
more, largely economic sectors such as
Public Finance Management and Agricul-
ture were not neglected, these were
development-oriented islands in a broader
and more political and value-contested sea.

At the sector level, there was progress in
every area. However, excluding Agriculture
and Regional Development, problems and
constraints in the form of weak political will
and limited capacity were encountered. As
a result, advances in policy frameworks,
commitments, and engagements were more
impressive than concrete results resulting
from implementation of sector policies.
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Main conclusions

Conclusions are grouped into three clusters:
the overall strategy; the implementation of
the strategy; and specific sector aspects.

Cluster 1: On the global strategy

The EU strategy was reasonably effec-
tive in pursuing the main goals of the
ENP, namely reducing poverty, enhanc-
ing the potential for economic integra-
tion and promoting European values.

Despite some of the weaknesses and limi-
tations described below, the EU strategy
advanced ENP goals. The EU responded
flexibly and at scale to needs that arose
following the August 2008 War. It
contributed to strengthening Civil Society.
Budget support in Criminal Justice improved
compliance with international standards and
there were documented improvements in
PFM. The impact of the sector strategies
supported by the EU (Agriculture and
Regional Development) cannot be seen so
far because these are of recent vintage, but
in Agriculture, projects helped to tackle
poverty at local level.

The focus on the broader and more
political aspects of the ENP reform
agenda (promoting European standards,
practices, and approaches, particularly
through approximation) led to decreased
attention to actual sector outcomes and,
in some cases, weaker strategic
monitoring.

EU attention focused on political aspects
related to EU values, human rights, conflict
resolution and rule of law whilst overlooking
sector-wide outcomes somewhat (for
example in PFM, where monitoring focused
on specific functions, or in criminal justice,
where progress was uneven). In IDPs,
general references to policy developments
outweigh specific references to sector
outcome achievements.

EU support needed to respond to the needs
of a developing country with large numbers
of persons living in poverty, as well as the
needs of a fairly developed one challenged
by its post-Soviet legacy. Having started as
a programme largely to deal with the first,
the EU’s co-operation programme became
increasingly concerned with the second.

In some areas, approximation has been a
strong framework for co-operation, in
other areas it has been less effective.

The most striking example of good results
of the approximation is in food safety. There
was likewise progress in PFM and Justice,
approximation largely overlapped with the
international commitments. However, many
sectors (for example, Agriculture) remain far
from achieving approximation. European
economic integration and approximation are
hard to promote outside of capital-based
elites.

EU “development co-operation” in
Georgia is involved in a wider and
complex co-operation and political
framework. Yet, it appears to have run
largely in isolation.

Although EU support was embedded in a
geopolitical struggle for political and
commercial interest, particularly after 2008,
the co-operation programme shared most of
the characteristics of a programme carried
out in a typical (albeit post-conflict) devel-
oping country. The focus was largely on
ENPI bilateral assistance. The EUD was not
“in the loop” on the involvement of multiple
Brussels DGs in, for instance, PFM. While
DCFTA is largely the purview of DG Trade,
there was little trade expertise at the EUD.
While IDPs and Conflict Resolution was
highly political and cut across all sectors of
co-operation, the political section at the
EUD was too small to keep on top of the
large and broad co-operation programme.

Cluster 2: On strategy implementation

A wide range of instruments were
employed and effectively combined to fill
gaps, achieve complementarity, and
exploit synergies, although the
coordination of regional and bilateral
programmes was not optimal.

In many cases a wide range of instruments
were creatively used (for example, United
Nations and INGO IDP projects were
financed under the Instrument for Stability
immediately after the August 2008 conflict
and Eastern Partnership resources were
used to fund CSOs under More for More).
Budget support and projects were in a
number of instances well combined.
However, there is an apparent lack of
connection between bilateral and regional
instruments.
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Budget support was appropriately used
and, with some exceptions, was
successfully combined with policy
dialogue and complementary capacity
development measures. However, the
success of budget support operations in
certain areas was contingent on the level
of interest shown by national partners.

Representing about half of total co-
operation support and 80% of bilateral ENPI
funds, budget support led to major
advances in all sectors. In Criminal Justice,
it is doubtful if any progress would have
been made in its absence. In Agriculture, it
has been crucial to the start-up of ENPARD
and, in Regional Development, to the
development of a national strategy and
action plan. In PFM, it has contributed to
significant improvements in PEFA
assessments. In IDPs, it has made a
tangible difference in peoples’ lives by
supporting durable housing solutions and,
more recently, livelihoods. Among success
factors (and accounting for the weaknesses
that have been found, as well) were having
the right partner ministry, providing
sufficient TA, and political will.

At a number of points, a stronger
combination of political dialogue and co-
operation would likely have vyielded
better results.

Two areas where a stronger political voice
could have leveraged EU support’s potential
into better results are IDPs, where shoddy
construction was a stubborn problem; and
Conflict Resolution / Confidence Building,
where the EU could have more aggressively
promoted people-centred development
projects, specifically in Abkhazia.

EU support strengthened Civil Society,
leading to increased involvement with
co-operation programme design,
implementation, and monitoring.

The EU is a valued partner of Civil Society
in Georgia and is credited with having
created a political and policy space for
NGOs to operate in. Civil Society is now
comprehensively involved in the monitoring
of, for example, IDPs and prison conditions,
but it is still not very strong at monitoring
PFM. While a tranche of second-tier NGOs
has been strengthened, civil society
remains very weak at a grass-roots level,
especially in minority regions.

A genuine EU-wide approach was not
adopted in areas such as Conflict
Resolution and Confidence Building and
possible opportunities were missed.

While EU support in these areas had many
positive impacts, in some ways it repre-
sented a basket of projects rather than an
integrated strategy. EU’s actions did not
maximize its potential collective added
value. Despite some good relationships and
collaborations and innovative features, the
collective weight of the EU’s non-financial
instruments  (political dialogue, EUSR,
EUMM) and financial instruments and en-
gagement of EUD operations / DEVCO
(ENPI, IfS, EIDHR) did not add up to more
than the sum of their parts. With no collec-
tive strategic purpose or effective mecha-
nisms involving EU actors, effectiveness
and impact were overall undermined.

Cluster 3: On sector-specific aspects

The EU has made tangible contributions
to strengthening the rule of law and
improving access to Justice.

This was mainly achieved through capacity
building, TA and budget support that made
it possible for the EU to develop a long-term
strategic plan of sector engagement.
Although there is a clear evidence of
institutional strengthening, the impact of EU
support was weakest with regard to
transparency, accountability and
effectiveness of the penitentiary system and
the procuracy. This can be ascribed to a
lack of sufficient political will to change.

EU support to justice sector reforms has
improved compliance with international
standards and conventions. However,
difficulties have been experienced in
effecting positive changes for the end
users of the criminal justice sector.

The TA and capacity building efforts have
been well complemented by budget support
and EaPIC grant projects implemented by
CSOs. Some areas of support have seen
better coordination of these efforts, for
example juvenile justice and probation.

The strength of political will, as reflected in
the budget support policy matrix, was the
most important factor in determining the
extent of real change achieved.

EU support has facilitated government
monitoring of PFM reforms
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implementation at the activities level, but
has been less successful in facilitating
the monitoring of the extent to which the
overall objectives of the PFM Reform
Strategy are being achieved.

Improvement of PFM in many areas was
demonstrated by the 2008 and 2011
PEFAs. Yet, while the monitoring of PFM
reform implementation is in principle well
established, with ownership and leadership
of the MoF, it is challenged by the lack of a
sector-wide results-based focus. A related
deficiency was the dearth of analysis of the
broad factors responsible for PFM weak-
nesses, especially capacity constraints. As
a result, the reform measures were to a
large extent technical solutions envisaging
new tools, systems and procedures without
necessarily addressing capacity deficien-
cies at individual, institutional and enabling
environment levels.

EU support to the agricultural sector has
been critical and instrumental in
assisting the GoG to prioritize
agriculture in order to reduce poverty
and serve as a vehicle to enhance
economic development in the long term.

EU technical support was critical to inform-
ing and reinforcing the GoG’s policy shift
prioritizing Agriculture sector development
and putting in place a long-term strategy.
Since sector support began only in 2012, it
is too early to look for large-scale impact on
poverty. Full development of the agriculture
sector’s potential will require a long-run pro-
cess. As part of developing the sector strat-
egy, and as stopgap anti-poverty measures,
the EU implemented a number of agricul-
ture projects through FAO and NGOs.

EU support to Regional Development
has had some effects at the national
level, through institutional and planning
mechanisms, but meaningful impact at
the regional level must await the adop-
tion and implementation of action plans
and a corresponding allocation of ade-
quate resources at the sub-national
level. Approximation is held back by the
fact that the European administrative
definition of region is inappropriate to
Georgia.

A number of Regional Development plans
have been developed, but no corresponding
action plans. This is partly due to change in

Xi

local governance and partly due to the lack
of a comprehensive methodology to
develop and implement the action plans.
Further capacity at a regional level needs to
be developed along with concrete
resourced action plans to bring this forward.

EU support has contributed significantly
to the development of Civil Society as a
force in Georgian politics and society,
but the development has been lopsided,
with capital- and secondary-city based
organisations attaining considerable
influence and sustainability while grass-
roots organisations remain weak.

At the middle of the evaluation period,
assessments of the strength of Georgian
Civil Society were fairly critical. The situa-
tion has since improved. In addition, the
conditions for Civil Society as a force for
participatory democratic governance at the
top and second-rank levels are reasonably
good. However, civil society is weak at the
grass-roots, especially in minority regions.
The main problem is the disconnect
between citizens and government at all
levels, leading them to fail to see how civil
society and civic engagement can lead to
improvements in their lives.

The EU mounted a multifaceted
response to the challenges posed by
conflict-affected populations. It was
timely and rapid, and the EU made the
right strategic choices. However, the
effectiveness of the support was
challenged by some difficulties
associated with the wuse of budget
support and the heavily politicised
environment around the issue of IDPs.

The EU choice to align, via budget support,
and work with the GoG strategically was
correct. TA and policy dialogue linked to
budget support was relatively successful
(for example in encouraging the GoG to
think about promoting sustainable
livelihoods for IDPs and privatisation) but
progress was slow. The EU was only
partially able to alleviate the problem of
shoddy refugee housing construction,
mainly due to the fact that the interlocutor
for policy dialogue was the MRA (with
relatively weak capacity), and the agency
actually implementing the construction
programme was the MDF.

While the EU’s response to supporting
Conflict Resolution and Confidence
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Building in the breakaway regions was
valuable, it suffered from the lack of a
joined-up approach and placed too much
of a burden on the co-operation
programme and EUD alone.

This support was constrained by GoG and
de facto authority conditions (particularly in
South Ossetia) complicated by the role of
Russia. Had there been a more integrated
approach involving EUMM, EUSR, EUD,
and Brussels itself, these limitations might
have been tested and the scope of actions
broadened.

Main recommendations

As of 1st January 2015 the new DG
Neighbourhood and Enlargement
negotiations, DG NEAR, has taken over the
current responsibilities of DG Enlargement
and some on-going evaluations of DG
DEVCO concerning the Neighbourhood
Regions, Unit A.3 should identify evaluation
follow-up actions having regard to the
following recommendations.

Cluster 1: On the global strategy

Continue to focus financial assistance
on the reforms initiated (Justice, PFM,
Public administration, IDPs, etc.) but
address  persisting challenges by
holding GoG to account for sector-wide
reform results. Going forward, attention
should be paid to identifying shared
goals and areas where the EU can add
value in the context of Association.

While the evaluation has found progress in
all sectors and non-sector areas, often there
was progress where the GoG desired it and
little progress where it did not. A stronger-
sector wide results focus can help, for
example. (i) build awareness of budget
support and the role of policy dialogue in
areas (like IDPs) where it is weak, (ii) focus
policy matrices on actual outcomes and
results, and (iii) focus on broad sector-wide
reform rather than technical fixes at sub-
sector level. However, budget support
conditionality needs to be accompanied by
strong dialogue to identify areas where
there are shared goals and where the EU
can add value. This requires that, both in

Xii

political dialogue and programming, more
account be taken of the fact that association
is a weaker incentive than enlargement.

When pursuing the approximation
agenda, better communicate the broad
benefits of Europe, especially outside
Thilisi.

The EU should stress the social advantages
of approximation — human rights, better
consumer and environmental protection,
more transparent and accountable govern-
ment, etc. — more than the strictly economic
ones. These, it is suggested, will be a
stronger “selling point” for association than
economic gains. This could be done for
example through taking concrete steps to
help GoG and Civil Society communicate
the broad benefits of Europe, especially
outside the capital.

Better embed the co-operation
programme in the broader framework of
multiple EU-Georgia dialogues and
processes.

The EU should simultaneously leverage
sector experts’ expertise, in the form of les-
sons learned, and increase their effective-
ness, by forming closer links with the politi-
cal section as well as with other EU entities

(for example, EUMM, EUSR) and
responsible staff from non-DEVCO DGs in
Brussels. By implementing this

recommendation, the EU would explicitly
recognise the political dimension of the co-
operation programme. It would also go hand
in hand with the recommendation made
below that political dialogue be more boldly
used to promote results in sector reform co-
operation.

Cluster 2: On strategy implementation

Increase coordination between EU
stakeholders while better recognising
the role of development assistance in
the wider EU co-operation strategy.

The EU should adopt a “Whole EU” strat-
egy, with the EUD as the focal coordination
point at its centre, in communication with
the GoG regarding co-operation. To start,
specific processes and procedures, such as
those involved in the ENP revision process,
could be examined to see if there is scope
for a unified approach. It is recommended
that, while supporting the PAO as needed,
an assessment be made of the needs of the
new Development Cooperation Unit (the
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likely GoG interlocutor), which is still in its
infancy and likely requires strengthening. It
is noted that DG NEAR/A.3 will set-up an
Evaluation  network  associating the
Delegations and, in the case of Georgia,
strengthening the EUDGEO Monitoring and
Evaluation strategy which aims to include
the cooperation counterpart, namely the
PAO under the State Ministry on European
and Euro-Atlantic Integration. It is also
noted that this aspect is already reflected in
the Ex-Ante Evaluation for the establishing
a Monitoring and Evaluation System in
Georgia which is expected to be launched
in May 2015.

Continue using budget support as the
main modality, in combination with other
specific measures.

It is recommended to continue relying on
budget support appropriately combined with
TA, Twinning, capacity building, policy dia-
logue, and grants making. However, it
needs to be certain that the interlocutor for
budget support is responsible for the entire
scope of the reform supported, or can
effectively deal with the range of institutions
that are in place. If weak will to change
results exists, specific measures involving
Civil Society are called for. Complementary
measures need to continue to be devel-
oped. It should also be recognised that
budget support is a slow-moving vehicle.

Take advantage of political dialogue to
further enhance results perspectives of
development co-operation.

It is recommended that, going forward, the
EU more closely align co-operation and
political dialogue, especially in sectors such
as Justice, IDPs and Conflict Resolu-
tion/Confidence Building. This should begin
at EUD level but also involve Brussels as
appropriate

Develop and implement a “Whole EU”
approach to Conflict Resolution and
Confidence Building - covering all
relevant actors, and in a broad dialogue
with GoG and the de facto authorities on
possibilities for action.

Maintaining a diversity of implementing
partners in relation to conflict issues and to
other issues within Abkhazia (and where
possible South Ossetia) is recommended.
Promotion of European values, Civil Society

Xiii

oversight, sharing of European expertise,
breaking the isolation of the breakaway
regions, promoting human rights standards,
encouraging professional standards,
providing alternative ideas for resolution
based on sector analysis, and promoting
people-centred development also merit
more attention. It should be robustly
explained by the EU that this approach is
actually in the interests of all stakeholders.
6-month project actions (as financed in
COBERM-II) should be replaced where
possible with longer-term interventions that
build relationships in addition to financing
short-term activities.

Cluster 3: On sectors specific aspects

Continue to provide support to the rule
of law reforms broadly defined, by
deepening engagement with those insti-
tutions that demonstrate credible will to
reform and putting more emphasis on
issues of transparency, accountability,
and (where applicable) independence.

The EU should broaden its support to the
rule of law and focus not only on Criminal
Justice, but also on civil and administrative
justice. The EU’s recent engagement with
the judiciary and the imminent change in
judicial leadership in February 2015
provides the EU with the opportunity to
engage with the judicial system to not only
ensure its institutional independence, but
also support efforts to enhance its
transparency, accountability and impartiality
of individual judges. EU support should go
to those institutions only that show real
willingness to reform and do not just seek
one-off capacity building and experience-
sharing opportunities.

Adopt a strategic approach to enhance
the capacity of justice sector
beneficiaries to influence criminal justice
policy making and implementation.

The EU should look into developing a more
strategic approach to enhancing the
capacity of justice sector beneficiaries
(physical and legal persons, majority and
minority groups) to influence policy making
and implementation. The recommended
strategic approach should also ensure
countrywide mobilization of Civil Society
actors, including the media, to monitor the
performance of various justice sector
institutions against international standards
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and practice, as well as against the
conditions for budget support.

Further strengthen support to the
implementation of the PFM reforms by
more systematic capacity development
efforts.

The EU should support the development of
a comprehensive PFM capacity develop-
ment strategy informed by the objectives
and desired results expressed in the PFM
reform strategies and an assessment of
existing capacity gaps, or capacity needs
for the implementation of the respective
reform measures.

Continue to support a long-term two-
track strategic vision in which Agricul-
ture is commercialised via cooperative
development while being integrated into
a broad vision of rural socio-economic
development.

The EU should continue to support a fully
GoG-backed long-term strategic vision in
which the key Agriculture pillar plays both
commercial and wider socio-economic
development roles. EU support should
ensure that i) cooperative development is
viewed in the long term and that expectation
in the short are realistic and measured; ii)
linking co-operative development to value
chain processors and end markets, moni-
toring and enhancing capacity of co-
operatives is monitored and enhanced, and
iii) ensuring that co-operatives are viewed
as viable partners for the agro-processing
sector and become part of their supply
chain and or are able to evolve into other
aspects of the value chain. All this should
be considered as part of a wider Rural
Development approach.

Regional Development strategies and
action plans need to be reviewed and
updated, and there is an urgent need for

capacity building at regional level.
Particularly in view of capacity
constraints, the appropriateness of

basing the strategy on administrative
regions should be studied and
discussed in policy dialogue.

Regional Development strategies should be
revisited and updated to ensure full
consideration of all stakeholders. These
strategies need to be followed by concrete
plans matched with associated resource
allocations that reflect and address real
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needs and problems. Specific steps include
implementing, where appropriate, a process
whereby solicitation of all relevant
stakeholders’ inputs to the revised strategy
can be received and strengthening the
capacity of regional authorities. The
appropriateness of using administrative
regions as a basis for Approximation,
especially in view of capacity constraints at
regional level, should be examined and
taken up in policy dialogue

Continue to support national CSOs but
emphasise the broadening of CSO
support to grass-roots organisations in
line with the Civil Society Roadmap
2014-2017, especially to deal with the
challenge in minority-populated regions.

A multi-pronged approach is recommended.
This should consist of vertical and
horizontal networks, including sub-granting
in the first case, and mainstreaming local
Civil Society into other interventions. The
EUDGEO Civil Society Facility offers some
hints as to approaches. Gains in Civil
Society involvement in PFM and Justice
should be extended to the regional and
local level. Minority regions suffer the most
from marginalisation and accordingly need
to be prioritised. Without running afoul of
government language policy, the EU should
take firm measures to help in breaking
down the language barrier that keeps
linguistic minority populations in isolation.
Capacity building for grassroots NGOs
should be emphasised and their role in
policy dialogue supported.

While continued dedicated support to
IDPs may be needed, the EU should
integrate support to IDPs into its broader
co-operation programme in areas such
as agriculture, civil society, economic
development, and rule of law.

The EU should develop a comprehensive
transition strategy for its work with IDPs. As
the EU aligns itself with GoG/MRA sector
strategies, the strategy being proposed here
should be an EU plan for the mainstreaming
of appropriate IDP elements within other
areas of EU support and policy dialogue.
This is already underway -- the policy matrix
being currently reviewed by the compliance
team makes provisions for mainstreaming
IDPs and ensuring that MRA would take the
necessary steps to shift from the status
base to needs base. Key to this work should
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be analysis of the incentives and
disincentives for IDPs to make the best use
of any opportunities that may be provided.
To be effective, designing the EU's
mainstreaming strategy cannot be the
responsibility of the specific EUD task
manager for IDPs in the EUD alone, but has
to be wunderstood across the EUD’s
operations and at times political sections
and with desks in Brussels.

Develop a more broadly joined-up policy
in Conflict Resolution and Confidence
Building, with a deeper appreciation of
the long-term contribution of develop-
ment co-operation.

Conflict resolution should remain a key
component of the EU strategy for Georgia.
EEAS Services, the Commission, EUSR
and to some extent EU Member States
should look to develop a clearer and
collectively shared strategic logic informed
by a joint analysis for EU engagement in
conflict issues in Georgia and the wider
Caucasus. This is not a new idea and there
is a need for recognition why this collective
EU approach has been so difficult to
achieve in the past by all EU stakeholders
and what sort of incentives can be put in
place to change the dynamics. It is
recommended that the EUD with EUSR and
with support from EEAS enter into a
dialogue with all stakeholders about how
people-centred development components
can be developed for Abkhazia. It is also
important to continue to search for all
creative ways to continue to engage in
South Ossetia.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Objectives, scope and coverage of the evaluation

This Final Report presents the results of the Evaluation of the European Union’s co-operation
with Georgia (2007-2013). The evaluation was commissioned by the DG DEVCO Evaluation
Unit and was implemented between January 2014 and January 2015. As pointed out in the
Terms of Reference (ToR), the main objectives of this evaluation are:

To identify key lessons and to produce recommendations in order to improve the
current and future European Union’s strategies for, and programmes and actions in
Georgia. In particular, the evaluation should provide lessons in order to inform the
preparation of the programmes to be launched by the European Union (EU), under
the new programming period (2014-2017);

To provide the relevant external co-operation services of the European Union and the
wider public with an overall independent assessment of the European Union’s past
and current co-operation with Georgia.

In terms of temporal scope the evaluation covers the EU’s co-operation strategy with Georgia
and its implementation during the period 2007-2013. In terms of legal framework, the overall
engagement of EU in Georgia is taken into account, including agreements, the co-operation
framework and any other official commitments. Regarding co-operation instruments, the
scope includes: the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI), the
Instrument for Stability (IfS), the European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights
(EIDHR) and different thematic programmes under the Development Co-operation
Instrument (DCI). Thematically, the analysis focuses on five sectors, as identified in the ToR:

Criminal Justice;
Public Finance Management;
Agriculture, Rural and Regional development;
Civil Society;
Confidence Building, Internally Displaced Persons and Conflict Settlement.
Based on the ToR requirements, the following criteria have been assessed:
The relevance and coherence of the EU’s co-operation strategy and programmes in

the period 2007-2013, including the strategy’s responsiveness to Georgian context,
and the consistency between programming and implementation;

The implementation of the EU’s co-operation, focusing on impact, sustainability,
effectiveness and efficiency for the period 2007 — 2013, taking into account the new
programming for the period 2014-2020;

The value added of the EU’s interventions (at strategic and implementation level);

The 3Cs: co-ordination and complementarity of the EU’s interventions with other
donors’ interventions (focusing on EU Member States); and coherence between the
European Union’s interventions in the field of development co-operation and other
European Union policies that are likely to affect the country/region;

The coordination and coherence of the various types of co-operation (bilateral,
regional and thematic) and corresponding instruments.

1.2 Organisation of the evaluation

The DG DEVCO Evaluation Unit was responsible for the management and supervision of the
evaluation. Evaluation progress was closely followed by a Reference Group (RG) chaired by
the Evaluation Unit, and consisting of members of various EU institutions. The RG was
constituted of members of all services of the European Commission and the EEAS, the EU
Delegation to Georgia, the Embassy of Georgia in Belgium and the EU Assistance
Coordination Department at the Office of the State Minister of Georgia on European and
Euro-Atlantic Integration.
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1.3 Structure of the Report

The Final Report consists of three volumes. This volume corresponds to the main report and
includes the following elements:

Section 1 - Introduction: gives an overall introduction to this report.

Section 2 - Background and key methodological elements: presents the main
methodological elements of the evaluation and details the approach adopted for the
data collection and analysis in the desk phase.

Section 3 - Georgia context: highlights the strategic and development context
especially towards the EU’s development and political goals.

Section 4 - Overall assessment of the EU’s co-operation with Georgia: presents a
global synthesis of all EQs and transversal questions.

Section 5 - Assessment of Evaluation Questions: provides answers to all EQs that
have been developed, and investigated into, by the evaluation team with a reference
to the judgement criteria.

Section 6 - Conclusions: presents the main overall and sector-specific conclusions.

Section 7 - Recommendations: presents the main overall and sector-specific
recommendations.

Volume Il presents the detailed evidence gathered at judgement criteria and indicator level.
All annexes are compiled in Volume Il

2 Key methodological elements

2.1 Overall approach

The methodology applied for this evaluation is based on the methodological guidelines
developed by the DG DEVCO Evaluation Unit." The analytical framework consisted of nine
evaluation questions (EQ). For each EQ a number of Judgement Criteria (JC) and indicators
were defined to allow for a structured analysis and a gathering of information that can be
reliably, validly and meaningfully analysed and compared. The six sectoral and three
transversal EQs are presented in the table below.

Table 1

(\[o}
EQ1

Evaluation questions

Evaluation Question ‘

To what extent, and how, has the EU support to the Criminal Justice sector
contributed to strengthening the rule of law in Georgia?

EQ 2 | To what extent, and how, has the EU support contributed to improve the PFM
systems in Georgia?
EQ 3 | To what extent, and how, has the EU support to Agriculture, rural and
Regional development contributed to improving living standards, especially in | Sector
rural areas? results and
EQ4 | To what extent, and how, has EU support to Civil Society strengthened impacts
participative democracy?
EQ5 | To what extent, and how, has EU support contributed to timely and effective
improvement of living conditions of conflict affected populations in Georgia?
EQ 6 | To what extent has EU action in conflict prevention and peacebuilding
constituted an added value?
EQ 7 | To what extent was the mix of aid modalities and instruments used by the EU
appropriate in the Georgian context? Relevance,
EQ 8 | To what extent was EU support strategy and implementation aligned with 3Cs and
Government priorities and responded flexibly to changing needs over the added value

evaluation period?

! https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/evaluation-methods_en
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Evaluation Question

EQ9 | To what extent did EU support lead to strengthened national coordination of
aid and contribute to donor complementarity and synergies?

The evaluation has been conducted in four main phases, namely Inception Phase, Desk
Phase, Field Phase and Synthesis Phase. The evaluation process adopted a systematic
approach that used different building blocks to gradually construct an answer to the EQs and
to formulate conclusions and recommendations. The various phases and subsequent
‘stages’ coincide with the different methodological steps undertaken within the framework of
the evaluation:

First, it was essential to have a clear understanding and overview of the object of the
evaluation, by producing an inventory and intervention logic of country-level EU
support to Georgia falling within the scope of the evaluation (for more details on the
inventory, see Annex 2). Once this was available during the inception stage, the team
built the methodological framework for the entire exercise.

On the basis of the established methodological framework, data collection was
carried out during the desk study and through country visit during the field phase.

The synthesis phase was then devoted to constructing answers to the EQs and
formulating conclusions and recommendations on the basis of the data collected
throughout the process.

A final step consists of a dissemination seminar in Thilisi.

2.2 Data collection and analyses

The evaluation used a mixed-methods approach. The main data collection methods/tools
consisted of:

Literature review (see list of documents in Annex 3):
0 General review of literature relevant to the topics covered by the evaluation;

0 Systematic analysis and review of country and regional strategy documents,
External Assistance Monitoring Reports;

o0 For a selection of interventions (see details on sampling in section 2.3),
systematic analyses of project documentation (e.g. project evaluations, mid-
term reviews), Results-Oriented Monitoring (ROM) reports, evaluations
covering the relevant main sectors of co-operation;

0 Analysis of Georgia national policy and strategy documents and other relevant
studies in the main sectors of co-operation.

Semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders, held both in Thilisi and out of the
capital’. These interviews verified the preliminary observations and filled information
gaps identified during the desk phase. Annex 4 presents the list of persons met.

Focus group discussions organised in the sector of IDPs, Criminal Justice, Agriculture
and Civil Society gathered the views of specific stakeholder groups, discussed issues
of major importance for the evaluation and feedback to ensure diversity opinions,
allowing a deeper analysis. Annex 5 presents a list of focus groups discussions.

Sites visits with direct observations were conducted to six of the nine regions of the
country (namely, Samegrelo-Zemo Syaneti, Guria, Imereti, Shida Kartli, Kvemo Kartli,
Samtskhe-Javakheti) and to the Autonomous Republic of Adjara and Abkhazia.
These sites visits were selected to ensuring the best balance between usefulness of a
visit for the global analysis and feasibility of implementation. The team’s selection was
finalised with the support of the EUD.

Statistical analysis: Descriptive statistics were made for the analysis of the EU
portfolio.

2 The interviews were also held in Rustavi, Gori, Kutaisi, Zugdidi, Ozurgeti, Batumi and Akhaltsikhe.

Evaluation of the European Union’s co-operation with Georgia (2007-2013)
Final Report - Volume | - May 2015 (Particip GmbH)



4

The table below gives an overview of the mix of tools and methods used for each EQ.

Table 2 Mix of tools and methods per evaluation question
Evaluation question Documentary Semi- Statistical Field Focus
analysis structured analysis visit (€1¢e]0] 0]
interviews | (descriptive)

EQ1 - Criminal Justice ° ° ° ° °
EQ2 — PFM ° ° ° °
EQ3 — Agriculture, rural o . o o .
and Regional development
EQ4 — Civil Society ° ° ° ° °
EQ5 — IDPs ° ° ° ° °
EQ6 — Conflict Resolution ° ° °
EQ7 — Aid modalities ° ° °
EQ8 - Relevance and

e [ ] [ ]
flexibility
EQ9 - Coordination and o . o
complementarity

2.3 Sampling

Given the number of interventions funded under the programme/thematic instruments in
Georgia, only some of interventions have been selected for further investigation during the
field phase. The sampling included the three following steps:

Detailed mapping of nearly 171 interventions funded in the focal sectors, which was
finalised at the beginning of the desk phase;

Selection of 63 interventions on a basis of various criteria: volume funding, thematic
focus and target beneficiaries, diversity of channels and instruments, temporal scope,
geographical coverage and availability of documents and information.

Finalisation of the sampling based on the experience of key resource persons
(especially the EUD). The final list of selected interventions (39) was checked to
ensure that they illustrate the diversity of EU-funded activities and have the potential
to highlight interesting lessons learnt and recommendations.

The number of sample interventions depended on each sector. As a general principle, the
team tried to limit the sample to a reasonable size (between seven and 17) in order to keep
the evaluation work feasible. The full list of interventions falling within the scope of this
evaluation and the list of sampled interventions are presented in Annex 6 (Volume III).

2.4 Challenges and limitations

Overall, the evaluation encountered no major problems as main documentary information
was available, stakeholders fully accessible for interviews and meetings, and field work
carried out with the full support of the EUD and local stakeholders. The evaluation still faced
a few challenges:

The quantity of information differed considerably from one sector to another and
information available in EU databases was not always easily retrievable. This made
the inventory exercises and other analyses relatively time-consuming. However, as
the data collection started very early in the evaluation process, all the necessary
information could eventually be fully retrieved before the synthesis phase. No major
information gap remains.

A strategy-level evaluation of this kind is a challenge per se. It goes beyond a mere
summation of evaluations of multiple interventions and tackles high-level issues. It
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also covers different periods, dimensions of co-operation, areas of support, financing
instruments®, etc. As illustrated in the evaluation matrix used and the specific sector
analyses carried out, this challenge has been addressed through a structured
methodology and a careful selection of the most salient dimensions of co-operation to
be analysed, with a focus on the main sectors of co-operation and key issues
identified in the ToR. That said, the EU-Georgia co-operation is part of a broader and
increasingly complex co-operation framework. This poses a twofold challenge:

o First, the various forms of dialogue and informal exchanges at different levels
are taking a growing importance in the co-operation framework. Yet, unlike
project activities which are documented and analysed in a variety of reports,
the contribution of the dialogue is not reported on in a systematic manner.
This makes the “non-tangible” part of the co-operation difficult to identify and
analyse. To tackle this, the evaluation team has developed a “mapping of
dialogue” which helped better understand the various platforms of exchange
in place and better identify the actors involved. Information available in the
documentation was carefully screened and enriched through interviews. The
list of people interviewed covers a wide range of stakeholders which allows
capturing the various forms of dialogue which took place during the period and
analyse the co-operation from different perspectives.

0 Second, the evaluation has looked broadly at the EU engagement in Georgia
and the overarching co-operation framework, including its very recent
evolutions (e.g. EU-Georgia Association Agreement). The EU engagement
encompasses more and more a variety of dimensions of political and
economic nature which go beyond the traditional concept of “development
assistance”. The evaluation has taken into account this increasingly complex
framework and the new issues at stake associated to it. However, by no
means did this exercise have the ambition to “evaluate” all forms of EU
engagement in Georgia. The focus has remained on the EU bilateral
assistance provided to Georgia, notably through the financing instruments
mentioned in the ToR (ENPI, IfS, EIDHR, DCI, etc.). In particular, while they
were taken into consideration in the analysis, the actions directly managed by
certain European Commission DGs (e.g. DG Trade, DG Budget, etc.) were
not directly evaluated.

3 Context

Further details on the Georgia context and the EU-Georgia co-operation framework can be
found in Annexe 7 (Volume III).

3.1 National context

Georgia is a lower-middle income country with a population of 4.5 million people, about 50%
of whom are urban dwellers and 16% minorities. The country has a gross national income
per capita of USD 3,136* and ranks 72" out of 194 countries/territories in the 2012 UN
Human Development Index.

Georgia is a very mountainous country divided by the Likhi Range into eastern and western
halves. The vast majority of the population lives below 800m. Population densities are
relatively high but are less than those for Armenia and Azerbaijan.® The provision of
adequate infrastructure, services, and economic opportunities to those living in the upland
mountainous regions is particularly challenging.

® The inventory exercise identified no less than 15 financing instruments used to support the EU-Georgia co-
operation; for eight financing instruments, there were more than EUR 2 million of contracted amounts.
4 According to the National Statistics Office of Georgia the 2012 UN HDI shows a GNI per capita of USD 5,005
gpurchasing power parity terms).

http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/230186/Georgia/44304/Climate
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3.2 Historical background

The figure below summarises the major events related to the context of EU co-operation with
Georgia since 1999.

Figure 1 Timeline of the national context of Georgia

National context of Georgia

1991
Dissolution of the

2003 Rose

; . Revolution 2008 War in South
Soviet Union and . Ossetia
sovereignty of T
Georgia
Beginning of EU-Georgia relations Intensification of EU-Georgia relations 10/2008: Donor’s Conference for Georgia
1991 // 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Georgia
Georgia

1999 Partnership and Cooperation
"772009 Eastern Partnership

Agreement between the EU, its MS and

'
______

(Inclusion of Georgia: June 2004)

Country Strategy Paper 2007-2013

2004 ENP European Neighbourhood Policy
EU-Georgia ENP Action Plan 2006-2013
National Indicative Programme 2007-2010
" 2008 European Union Monitoring Mission
National Indicative Programme 2011-2013

Policy and legal framework for
EU-Georgia co-operation

Source: Particip GmbH analysis (2013)

3.3 Development co-operation context

Establishment of a democratic state based on the rule of law and the protection of human
rights has always been one of the declared strategic objectives of every Georgian
government since 1991. At the same time, the EU’s strategic long-term interest was in
seeing Georgia succeed in transition to democracy and market economy, which, in turn, was
informed by the EU’s broader interest in a stable neighbourhood, mutually beneficial political
and economic relations, and in supporting development. Two government strategic
documents covering the evaluation period allow some insight -- the Basic Data and
Directions 2007-2010 and 2009-2013 documents. While these are a more general list of
aspirations than a set of detailed sector plans, they do lay out the broad axes of policy and
provide matrices of policy priorities for ministries. Detailed evaluation of government’s policy
plans with regard to the EU focal sectors identified in the Terms of Reference has been
elaborated in the section 5.

In 2007-10, the fundamental goals were rather more political than economic: adequate
defence and unification (a clear reference to the problems of Abkhazia and South Ossetia);
transparency and developed Civil Society, an independent and impartial judicial system (the
latter two probably reflecting an attempt to bolster legitimacy in the wake of the 2007
demonstrations); and finally prosperity. Specific reforms were proposed to improve state
governance, maintain a high degree of economic freedom, improve the justice system
including law enforcement, decentralize authority and responsibility, reduce extreme poverty
and narrow regional disparities, and more specific goals in areas such as energy and
education. The strategy called for progress on economic and cultural integration with the EU
and the pursuit of NATO membership. The guiding principle of the strategy was identified as
individual freedom, leading the drafters to call for limited government and expanded private
ownership. To the extent that public assistance was to be available, the strategy called for it
to be targeted to those in greatest need.
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The 2009-2012 strategic documents, while maintaining an essentially liberal orientation,
placed poverty reduction through expanded social programmes high on the agenda and
maintained national security and restoration of territorial integrity as central goals. Also
highlighted were closer relations with the EU, although significantly, the strategy also called
for improved relations with Russia based on mutual understanding and respect. Apart from
macroeconomic stability and growth, the remainder of the strategy consisted of a patchwork
of goals — making Georgia an international financial centre, further privatization, improved
protection of property rights, etc. In the social sector, specific proposals were made for
expanded social pensions, improvements in health infrastructure and the availability of basic
care in rural areas, institution of mandatory health insurance, and expansion of family
allocations. The need for police and penitentiary reform was recognised. A number of
proposals of the “knowledge economy” were also tabled — more competitive universities,
greater penetration of computers, etc. The strategy called for the public sector to be run
according to private sector principles.

After the 2012 elections, the new government's policy agenda became broadly oriented
towards promoting more inclusive economic growth. Agriculture, neglected in the past,
became a priority sector. Some of the social sector goals in the Basic Data and Direction
2009-2013 have been met.

The latest OECD-DAC aid statistics for 2011-12 place EU institutions at the top of the gross
ODA donor list with an average for the two years of USD 174 million (which corresponds to
an average of 26% of channelled aid to Georgia), followed closely by the U.S. with USD 154
and Germany with USD 105.° Figures thereafter fall off rapidly, and only one other EU MS
was significant, Sweden with average ODA over the two years of USD 20 million. Net ODA
was estimated to total 4.2% of gross national income in each of the years. Measured in
constant 2012 dollars, total aid disbursements, USD 261 million in 2007, ballooned to USD
604 in 2008 in the wake of political crisis and war, then subsided gradually to USD 472
million in 2009, and USD 312-372 in 2010-12.7

International assistance to Georgia is inextricably related to regional security issues. Prior to
August 2008 Georgia was not a major recipient of foreign aid. In October 2008, a conference
organised by the World Bank and EU in Brussels resulted in pledges of USD 4.5 billion
(USD 1 billion of which from the U.S.), significantly higher than the sum that had been
identified by the Joint Needs Assessment. Priorities were meeting emergency social needs,
particularly of IDPs, rehabilitation of damaged infrastructure, providing budget support to the
cash-strapped government, and financing investments in key sectors. Germany has been
providing technical assistance (TA) for several years. A number of Baltic and Eastern
European countries have been present, but the programmes are small. The U.S. is involved
both through US AID and the Millennium Challenge Corporation. ENPI assistance has mainly
taken the form of sector budget support supplemented with twinning and TAIEX (see Annex
7 in the Volume Ill). Sector budget support began with public financial management and the
justice system. It has now expanded to cover Agriculture and Regional development and will
soon expand into vocational education and employment. Finally, among the development
banks, the World Bank supports roads as well as participating in budget support. The
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) has supported financial sector
development and municipal infrastructure. The Asian Development Bank (ADB) is also
present with large loans provided for infrastructure projects.

3.4 EU support to Georgia

The diagram below shows a mapping of all the activities that underpin the EU support to
Georgia from 2007 to 2013. The diagram summarises the specific interventions funded by
the EU and the various instruments used for financing. Further details on EU co-operation
with Georgia can be found in Annexes 2 and 7 (Volume ).

e http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/documentupload/GEO.JPG
! http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?datasetcode=TABLE2A
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Figure 2 Mapping of activities implemented during the period 2007-2013
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Indicated financial amounts correspond to contracted amounts during the evaluation period
2007-2013. The data is mainly based on the information available in the CRIS database. The
detailed inventory covers all EU funding instruments and can be found in Annex 2 of the
Volume Ill. Yet, some key findings of the inventory are summarised below.

Box 1 Key findings of the inventory

The EU support to Georgia amounted to EUR 454 million (contracted amounts).
Out of this, EUR 297 million were contracted for the focal sectors of the evaluation.

For the interventions grouped under the focal sectors, government and government
institutions were by far the most used channel (68%), followed by private sector (5%),
Civil Society (11%), Non-EU development agency and other international organisations
(15%) and EU Member States and EU MS institutions (1%).

About half of the funds (53%) were delivered through sector budget support. While this
may not seem a high proportion for a country at Georgia’s level of development, budget
support actually accounted for about 80% of ENPI funds available for bilateral
programmes.

The ENPI remains the main financing instrument for providing assistance with around
EUR 236 million being provided for the focal sectors of the evaluation.

4 Overall assessment of the EU support to Georgia

The evaluation looks at the quality and success of the EU’s development co-operation
strategy in Georgia from 2007-2013. It provides a unique opportunity to assess the
implementation of the Neighbourhood Policy in an Eastern country under difficult
circumstances. Bounding the evaluation period almost as neatly as bookends are the
outbreak of military conflict with Russian intervention in South Ossetia in August 2008 and
the signing of the signature of the Association Agreement between the EU and Georgia in
June 2014. The latter occasion was marred by Russian annexation of the Crimea, bitter
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political struggle and military adventurism in Eastern Ukraine, and threats of economic
retaliation against Ukraine, Moldova, and Georgia if they signed Association Agreements
with the EU.

The first sub-section of this overall assessment summarises the challenges of the European
Neighbourhood Policy in the East, building on the detailed Georgia context presented earlier.
The second sub-section synthesises evaluation findings related to the adequacy of the
strategy to overarching goals and its flexibility in adjusting to the evolving context and
adjustment to needs. It also examines the adequacy of the mix of instruments and aid
modalities used, especially the role of budget support, and analyses the EU added value in
the Georgia donor landscape. The section ends with a discussion on how development co-
operation interacted with policy and political dialogue with the Georgian government.

This overall assessment is followed by a summary of the main findings in each sector of co-
operation (see section 5). The sector findings mainly relate to the EU contribution to the main
evolutions observed in each sector: what changes were observed over the evaluation period,
what changes in policy did they reflect, and in what ways did the EU contribute through its
co-operation strategy.

4.1 Europe’s strategic approach to the Neighbourhood East

The European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) as it played out in the East was an attempt to
recognise both challenges that needed to be met in countries of the former Soviet Union
along with the risks that would be run if they were not. It also recognised opportunities to be
taken advantage of along with the benefits that would accrue if the challenges were met and
the risks mastered. Both challenges and opportunities had social, economic, and political
dimensions. Foremost in European politicians’ minds, and nowhere more so in Georgia, was
the possibility of violent internecine conflicts on Europe’s borders alternating between hot
phases, as in the Georgian civil war following independence, and the enduring conflicts in
Abkhazia and South Ossetia. Criminality, political instability, corruption, trafficking of all
kinds, and the like also concerned Europe.

The Eastern neighbours had governance institutions dysfunctional in all dimensions,
including the absence of functioning Civil Society and antiquated Soviet-era legal codes.
They were also poor and characterised by sharp divides between a relatively well-off elite
and the much more numerous poor. In most countries, and especially in Georgia, the rich-
poor divide had a sharp urban-rural dimension. Agriculture in Georgia came close to
declining to subsistence level as the result of civil war, the breakdown of services and
infrastructure, and the loss of the guaranteed Russian market. Industry was nowhere
competitive save in tiny niches and basic business services like auditing and accounting
were scarce. Vast swathes of the labour force were unemployable in any competitive market
and social safety nets were both inequitable and unaffordable.

The dangers posed by a persisting divide between a functioning Europe, on one side, and a
dysfunctional zone on or near its borders, were too great to ignore. At the same time, the
post-Soviet Neighbourhood offered enormous opportunities. Many of these were economic
and involved straightforward advantages of regional trade and financial integration.
Investment opportunities abounded, both in the form of replacing infrastructure and taking
over inefficient enterprises and turning them around. Others had to do with encouraging
people-to-people ties and sharing the success stories and lessons learned by the EU
members who, while not post-Soviet, were post-Communist and had successfully
surmounted many of the same challenges as those faced in the Neighbourhood. Not least,
there was the possibility of encouraging European values of liberalism and tolerance.

What was needed was an integrated co-operation package covering the entire range of
institutional, economic and social challenges. The result was the ENP with its Action Plans.
“Integration” here refers not just to the need to address the three areas listed. It also has to
do with the fact that, in each of the areas, problems had both a post-Soviet and a developing-
country dimension. The two-dimensional nature of the problem required a two-dimensional
response, and one of the themes that run through the discussion below is how the two
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dimensions were integrated. Raising the stakes, the policy needed to operate in a fraught
political environment, for three reasons.

First, by the early 2000s the signs were already clear that Russia had no intention of
surrendering regional hegemony lightly or easily. The road from the crises in Transnistria,
Abkhazia, and South Ossetia in the early 1990s to the annexation of Crimea, military
adventurism in Eastern Ukraine, and sabre rattling in the Baltics was a straight, well-paved
one with few detours. Georgia and Ukraine have expressed the desire to join NATO, a red
line for Russia (as well as a prospect that brings dismay, in many Western capitals). Other
examples of this East-West geopolitical rivalry are economic, e.g. Russian import bans on
Georgian and Moldovan goods and threatened use of the energy weapon.

Second, at the same time that both European self-interest and broader geopolitics
encouraged that the countries of the Neighbourhood East be drawn into the European orbit,
consecutive waves of expansion stretched European absorptive capacity to the limit.
Recognising the need for a framework more ambitious than the Partnership and Co-
operation Agreements that traditionally governed development co-operation was needed, the
EU under its Eastern Partnership instituted the concept of Association. Association promised
a deep and comprehensive partnership with the EU in all areas, including trade and
economic integration and visa liberalisation. This would be accomplished by means of
intense co-operation, and in particular the approximation of legislation with European laws
and the provision of assistance to ensure that they were implemented in line with European
good practice. Hand in hand with association and approximation would go “Deep and
Comprehensive Free Trade Area”. The catch: there would be no prospect of accession any
time soon. From Europe’s point of view, Association was the best it could offer in view of
political constraints. From the Neighbourhood countries’ point of view, it was a distinctly
second-best option. A long debate has pitted European academics who see association
without accession as an adequate tool to achieve European goals and those (in the majority)
who see it as doomed to fail.

Third, it is now well accepted by experts in global democracy that democratisation is
experiencing difficult days as alternative, more authoritarian styles of governance (the
Russian prominent among them) increasingly stake claims to legitimacy. While Georgia has
been relatively little affected (as opposed to, say Ukraine, let alone Russia), promoters of the
European values of, tolerance, liberalism, and modernism must increasingly face
strengthened forces of prejudice, authoritarianism and tradition.

Taken together, these three challenges mean that the demands on co-operation as a means
of achieving the goals of the ENP have never been greater.

4.2 Overall assessment of the EU strategy

Relevance and flexibility

This section looks at the extent to which the EU’s cooperation strategy and programmes in
2007-13 were responsive to the changing Georgian context, keeping in mind the overall
goals of the European Neighbourhood Policy in the areas of democracy, human rights, rule
of law, and market-based economic development. The cooperation programme must be set
in the context of the GoG’s desire to come closer to the EU, on the one hand, and EU
conditionality (broadly speaking, but specifically in the form of “More for More”), on the other.
Both overall and sector-by-sector views are needed, especially since there was a great deal
of variation across sectors.

There were two political earthquakes in Georgia over the evaluation period — the August
2008 war with its ensuing wave of IDPs and budgetary crisis, and the election of Autumn
2012 which saw a neoliberal political regime replaced by one more closely attuned to the
European economic and social models. The broader context was one of Europe in financial
crisis and Russia politically and militarily resurgent in the region. The latter, in particular,
raises the issue of whether the EU reacted strongly or creatively enough to Russia’s
increasing assertiveness, clearly evident after the setting up of the Eastern Partnership in
20009.
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The ENP and Eastern Partnership were intended to encourage democratic restructuring in
much the way that this occurred in the enlargement countries, but did not hold out the
prospect of EU accession. It was, to use a phrase that has entered the literature,
Enlargement-Lite. Moreover, in Georgia, it can be argued that until the departure of the
Saakashvili government, EU integration was a priority far second to NATO membership.
Political rhetoric was more closely aligned to American values and priorities than European
ones. There was a question of whether the EU should have challenged the government more
visibly in the media on issues of concern including in cooperation areas, yet this may have
also been a calculation to remain influential.

The hostilities of August 2008 brought hopes of NATO membership to an abrupt end and
ushered in an era of opportunity for closer EU-Georgian partnership, bolstered by tangible
actions in the CFSP sphere with the deployment of a much appreciated EU civilian crisis
management mission EUMM. Despite its continuing commitment to neoliberal policies, the
GoG became more aligned to the EU partnership — most notably in the area of IDPs, but also
in rural development, human rights, and criminal justice system reform. Political differences
following the change of government in October 2012 made this a fraught period in EU-
Georgian relations, but overall the EU succeeded in re-establishing a solid platform for
partnership with a government that was open to close ties with the EU.

The ENP stressed a long-term partnership rather than a framework for relations that would
be reviewed every few years and adjusted as needed. But an assumption underlying the
long-term partnership was that conditions would be relatively stable and predictable, allowing
for slow but steady long-term progress. Given the war and change of government, this was
not the case in Georgia. A major achievement is therefore Association. Negotiations on
Association began in July 2010 and the Association Agreement was signed in Brussels in
June 2014 in an atmosphere of crisis surrounding the Russian annexation of Crimea and
violation of Ukraine’s territorial integrity in its Eastern region. Economic gains from
Association will be relatively modest, but must be considered in light of social and
institutional gains, ranging from improved consumer protection (e.g., in food safety, where
the EU supported major progress over the evaluation period) to greater transparency and
accountability in public finance to tighter environmental standards to greater attention to
fundamental human rights. A view that was often encountered during the field mission of this
evaluation, and from a wide range of interlocutors, is that the EU has not done a good
enough job of communicating the broader, non-economic advantages of association,
particularly outside Thilisi where misunderstanding of the European project is rife.

Association has occurred, however, in a geopolitical context far less benign than that of
Enlargement on which it was based. While the EU has been able, through Association and
the related cooperation actions, to take advantage of Georgia’s interest in closer economic
and political ties with Europe, it has only in a limited fashion been able to address successive
GoG security concerns. While this evaluation has found examples of good cooperation work
done in Abkhazia (South Ossetia was almost impossible to access), there is no immediate
prospect of weakening the Russian security and political engagement with breakaway
regions, which if anything grew stronger over the evaluation period. While even further
violation of Georgian territorial integrity does not appear to be imminent, Georgian policy
makers are aware that they can expect little military help from Europe should it appear. One
of the recommendations of this evaluation is that the EU should be more flexible, indeed
bold, in using cooperation to reduce the barriers that have been erected and ease the
wounds that have been created by conflict and address the legitimate developmental needs
in Abkhazia. This would require greater creative programming supported by a political
engagement but would respond to one of the factors that weakened the relevance and
flexibility of the EU’'s engagement with Georgia — namely its mostly technical nature. The
technocratic, rather than political, nature of the ENP engagement is a theme that emerges
frequently in independent analyses consulted.

This technocratic bias did not escape the EU. It was recognised that the EU needed to do
more to encourage civil society, democratic institutions, human rights, and progress in “soft
sectors.” Many examples of increased EU focus on such areas have been found in this
evaluation, a positive sign for increasing relevance and flexibility. At the same time, a sector-
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by-sector review such as that below confirms that, absent the hard conditionality of
accession, the degree to which progress can be made very much depends on national
interest and political will. Georgia is regarded as a star pupil within the Southern Caucasus.
Yet, even in Georgia, a country perhaps better performing than any, Soviet values,
strongman politics, and the like continue to wield a heavy influence.

Moving to flexibility and relevance at the sector level, the EU and Georgia broadly shared
similar goals, which led to the decision to maximise the use of budget support. There is
evidence in a number of sectors for identification of shared priorities in the framework of
budget support, as well as for EU efforts to promote its own priorities when these did not
align with those of government. In the Justice and PFM sectors, reform needs were largely
dictated by international standards and monitoring processes. However, priorities were not
always shared. In the first case, for example, Government gave priority to strengthening law
enforcement while the EU prioritised strengthening institutions such as the Public Defender's
Office, the Legal Aid Service, and enacting reforms in juvenile justice. Priorities also shifted
as, for example, when revelations of mistreatment of prisoners raised the profile of
prevention of torture, conditions of detention, and policy change to reduce prison
overcrowding. One of the major successes of the EU in simultaneously responding to an
expressed need for support as well as promoting its own values and approaches was the
Thomas Hammarberg advisory mission of 2012-13 which significantly influenced the Human
Rights Strategy and Action Plan put in place (further information can be found in Volume Il of
this report, especially under JC82).

Another case of sector relevance and flexibility was in Agriculture and Regional
development, which had been low-priority under the previous government due to its laissez-
faire approach. These sectors became key areas of concern after the 2008 hostilities as
conditions deteriorated alarmingly. The EU was able to respond flexibly and support
government in designing strategic approaches to both Agriculture and Regional
development, eventually coalescing in sector strategies. Mentioned previously was the
support to improved food safety partly in response to an explosion in the number of
contaminated food incidents and veterinary disease outbreaks.

The reaction of the EU to the IDPs crisis following 2008 hostilities was without question an
example of flexibility. The EU was able to mobilise funds, for example through Investing in
NGO and UN projects (mainly through (IfS) and Macroeconomic Assistance (targeted budget
support), that were crucial in helping GoG respond to the crisis. While the EU undeniably
contributed to better conditions for IDPs, the challenges to simultaneously aligning with
government policies while promoting EU priorities and good practice were without doubt
difficult in this area. The highly political nature of the issue indicated that the EU should stand
publicly behind government policies and action plans in a show of solidarity; indeed, the fact
that the EU was able to do this explicitly through budget support was one of the principal
sources of EU value added in Georgia over the evaluation period. The EU used budget
support policy dialogue to promote the priority it gave to durable housing solutions, yet
sustainable livelihoods which was much less of a priority of the GoG proved much harder to
make progress on. While there were some successes here, these were in the face of
government indifference, reluctance, and institutional weakness; as well as in spite of a
fundamental flaw in the budget support instrument described below. It is suggested here that
more aggressive use of high-level political dialogue could have resulted in greater progress
at the level across government Ministries necessary for a more effective response.

In all of these areas, the evaluation has identified concrete changes in policy, laws and
regulations that were supported by the EU, were relevant to national needs, and were
coherent with the EU’s own values and priorities (see also Volume II, JC81 and JC82). Much
of this support was accomplished through TA tied to sector budget support programmes. In
some instances, as in the Justice sector, there has been considerably more progress on
policy compliance with international standards than on actual policy implementation. In other
areas, such as food safety, the approximation process has been relatively successful. In
Agriculture, despite the appeal of association and integration into the European market, the
emphasis has so far been on poverty reduction and work on approximation has hardly
begun. It has to be remembered that the ENPARD budget support programme only began in
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2012. In Regional development, despite the fact that approximation has potentially given
well-defined European standards on subsidiarity, local government, and minority rights, the
European emphasis on administrative regions does not travel well to Georgia.

The 2010 mid-term evaluation of the ENP found that consultation with Civil Society was
particularly weak. The rather thin consultations regarding the NIP 2007-10 were greatly
broadened (including more institutions) and deepened (offering more opportunities for
interaction and comment, including with MS and in Brussels) when planning the 2010-13 NIP
(see 1-823 in Volume 1I). In the domestic policy and political arenas, the EU successfully
supported a growing role for Civil Society in domestic policy and political processes,
regarding Criminal Justice and IDPs. While the trend was positive in PFM, the role of Civil
Society in promoting transparency and accountability is still weak. Despite efforts by the EU
(as well as USAID) to bolster the role of Parliament in budgetary oversight, in part by
increasing Civil Society’s role in providing analysis and expertise, success has been hard to
come by. Parliament itself is a weak institution in Georgia and grass-roots communities have
little sense that their Parliamentary representatives effectively advocate for their interests.

Conflict Resolution and Confidence Building represent an area where the evaluation has
found that both relevance to needs (especially a wider engagement in people-centred
development in Abkhazia) and flexibility of larger amounts could have been improved. Yet,
much of the programming and access in Abkhazia is remarkable and quite unique
demonstrating a relevance and flexibility of the EU over many other donors that should be
acknowledged. The EU was at times conservative in its interpretation of finding a path
between non-recognition and engagement. If it had negotiated more forcefully, at a higher
level, and with more resources with the government, it could have financed more actions,
especially in Abkhazia. Opportunities for worthwhile actions while never straightforward or
easy were missed largely because of a lack of political emphasis.

Instruments and modalities

The EU used a wide range of instruments. Instruments used in the first years of the period
under evaluation such as TACIS were replaced by the European Neighbourhood Partnership
Instrument (ENPI) which covered a variety of forms of assistance and was later
supplemented by additional funds available under the Eastern Partnership. ENPI financed: i)
bilateral interventions (e.g. INGO projects, sector wide programmes, additional interventions
agreed according to the more-for-more principle and capacity development activities such as
under the Comprehensive Institution Building); ii) cross-border and regional programmes
(e.g. TRACECA in the transport sector and INOGATE in the energy sector®); and iii)
investment facilities (e.g. the Neighbourhood Investment Facility, which provided grants to
leverage infrastructure loans from international financial institutions). The range of forms of
support was broad and suitable for the many areas in which Georgia had need, from
traditional projects to address local concerns to broad sector support to support particularly
suitable for developing civil society, to support aimed at improving infrastructure and regional
economic integration.

The bilateral programme, consisting mostly of budget support, was well complemented by
thematic programmes (EIDHR and NSA-LA but most notably the Instrument for Stability).
The sector-by-sector review below underscores the importance of combining budget support
with complementary interventions such as TA and Twinning. Evidence has also found
instances where other forms of assistance were appropriately combined with budget support;
for example, More for More in criminal justice reform and Instrument for Stability for IDPs
(see below).

Due to the focal sectors identified, the evaluation has focused mostly on bilateral and
thematic programmes, not on regional or cross-border programmes. Regional programmes
have often not specifically targeted Georgia, in part because of the lack of a shared border
with the EU. A 2013 review of the Neighbourhood Investment Facility found a low level of
connection between NIF-financed projects and bilateral interventions (see Indicator 1-732).

® Both programmes are supported via ENPI-funded activities.
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A central question posed early in the evaluation was whether budget support was an
appropriate tool to encourage reforms. The evaluation has found very little information
related to the strategic assessment of the various modalities from the very beginning of the
evaluation period. EU documents seem to assume that all the conditions pointed to
significant use of budget support. Part of this may be due to the fact that the new modalities
were transposed from Accession to Neighbourhood countries only in 2006 and were new as
well to the EUD staff. EUD staff turnover must also be taken into account. Finally, in the IDPs
sector, budget support was politically and practically appropriate even though many of the
initial conditions for implementing it were weak. Project support through IfS was effectively
used to address some of the weaknesses in the IDPs budget support programmes. In
agriculture, projects were appropriately used early in the evaluation period when local needs
were high but a sound sector strategic framework and political will were still lacking. Since
the sector strategy approved in 2012 was still being gradually put in place, the ENPARD
programme still judiciously included an important grant component.

The evaluation found that budget support worked reasonably well in all sectors except IDPs,
where there were significant constraints to success. There was tangible progress in Criminal
Justice sector reform, although the extent of progress, and the effectiveness of sector policy
dialogue, was tied to political will. In those areas where the interest of GoG in genuine reform
was weak, tangible progress remained limited. In a few innovative cases (More for More),
resources provided under the Eastern Partnership were used to complement budget support.
The Public Defender's Office was able to benefit from Comprehensive Institution Building.
Thematic budget line projects, especially financed by EIDHR, were effectively combined with
criminal justice sector budget support. Budget support in PFM led to significant progress but
suffered somewhat from the fact that it tended to address surface needs rather than the root
causes (often institutional) of problems and address them via a comprehensive capacity
development programme. In Agriculture and Regional development, budget support heavily
supported with TA was tied to sector strategy development, while projects targeted specific
beneficiaries with, e.g., integrated community-level poverty reduction actions and the putting
in place of agricultural service centres. The approaches were appropriately combined in that
projects addressed immediate local development needs, particularly after August 2008, while
the budget support programmes addressed longer-term development needs. The projects
may be viewed as a stopgap measure applied while policy dialogue and strategy
development put agriculture budget support in place.

The difficulties in IDP budget support are linked to various factors. In addition to low Ministry
capacity, high turnover, and lack of political will (in particular, the reluctance to recognise that
IDPs posed a long-term multi-dimensional development problem, not just a short-term
humanitarian and housing one), there was a structural flaw in the budget support
programmes. The responsible ministry and policy dialogue interlocutor, the Ministry of
Refugees and Accommodation (MRA), was not responsible for the construction of housing
which was the Municipal Development Fund which was where targeted budget support was
directed. While the EU was somewhat influential on the government making progress on
durable housing solutions, livelihoods, and privatisation, this was difficult to achieve and fell
short of what the EU had hoped to see accomplished.

Budget support was bolstered by project support in IDPs, and very effectively so. In the
aftermath of the August 2008 War, IfS was quickly mobilised to finance large housing
projects implemented by INGOs and international agencies such as UNHCR. NSA/LA,
EIDHR, and other instruments promoted Civil Society involvement in promoting harmonious
relations between IDPs and host communities and dialogue between IDPs and municipal
authorities. In the area of Conflict Resolution and Confidence Building, there was no budget
support for obvious reasons, but EU-financed projects implemented by international agencies
(UNDP, OSCE) and INGOs specialising in conflict situations had significant results. UN
agencies (UNICEF) and national NGOs contributed via projects to Criminal Justice sector
reform, e.g. juvenile justice and service delivery to prisoners and ex-prisoners. The role of
projects in Agriculture (including some implemented by FAO) was mentioned above.

Budget support worked best when it was combined with large amounts of TA or other forms
of capacity building, and strong political will. In Justice, where the EU had a long-standing
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cooperation relationship with the Ministry, a large and effective TA was in place from the
beginning of budget support. It fielded a wide range of requests and made tangible
contributions to specific legislative changes in line with the overall reform strategy. Areas
where TA was effective include the prisons (the Penitentiary Service), alternatives to
detention (the National Probation Service), access to justice (the Legal Aid Service), juvenile
justice, and human rights (the Public Defender’s Office). Both criminal and, at the request of
the government, civil codes underwent re-drafting with EU TA support. The relationship with
the Ministry of Finance was less developed when budget support began, as a result of which,
it was only with PFM-II that appropriate TA was put in place. In Agriculture and Regional
Development, EU TA made possible the development of sector strategies where previously
there had been none. In IDPs, EU-financed TA helped move the MRA in the direction of a
sustainable livelihoods strategy and provided institutional memory in an institution weakened
by frequent change in top leadership and staffing. The TA was limited to policy development.

The largely positive assessment of how the budget support modality was used and combined
can be compared with the similarly positive (and independent) conclusions of the February
2012 Final Report of the evaluation of sector support in Georgia. Among the conclusions: (i)
other instruments such as NSA-LA (a DCI budget line) and IfS were effectively combined
with budget support, (ii) the results of budget support, particularly in terms of government
ownership and experience in implementing reforms, could not have been achieved via
projects or investment projects, and (iii) appropriate and timely combination with TA was a
major factor. The value added by budget support was in strengthened ownership or reforms,
in strengthened capacity to implement them, and in more directed and focused sector
policies. At a time of severe fiscal constraints, budget support gave the EU greater voice in
policy decisions than it would otherwise have had.

One dimension of appropriateness is the capacity of implementing agencies and the EUD.
The EU used a variety of implementing partner ministries, in the case of budget support;
private firms (specifically, for TA in Criminal Justice Reform and Regional Development),
national and international NGOs, and international agencies such as FAO, UNICEF, and
UNDP. In general, modalities (including the provision of TA in the case of ministries) were
matched to the capacity of the partner (in this regard more details have been included in the
Volume llI, JC72). Regarding EUD capacity, there was a major expansion of staff in 2009 as
aid needs increased and some EAMR documents suggest that capacity was stretched thin at
points. At the programme officer level, the EUD benefited from the presence of staff who
remained for appreciable lengths of time.

The co-operation programme in Georgia was relatively decentralised even at the beginning
of the evaluation period, and is now, if not entirely, then at least very highly deconcentrated.
Among the most important instruments managed from Brussels was the IfS, which served a
crucial role following the August 2008 conflict. In a handful of cases, management from
Brussels was problematic because projects that were far too ambitious were financed.

While the evaluation has focused on co-operation, the relationship between co-operation and
political dialogue has been considered as well. As further detailed under EQs 5 and 6, more
aggressive discussion of issues in political dialogue at the top level could have leveraged co-
operation resources more effectively, especially in the case of Conflict Resolution and
Confidence Building. In answering EQ 9, the evaluation looked at the overall architecture of
EU dialogues with Georgia, describing it as “complicated” (see also Figure 3 below which
synthesises the overall EU-Georgia dialogue structures).
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Figure 3 EU-Georgia dialogue structures
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The analysis points out that no evidence has been gained that the various dialogues were
ever really synchronised or coordinated for maximum effect. Multiple actors both in Georgia
and Brussels dealing with trade issues and various aspects of PFM, for example, seem to
have been little involved with EUD co-operation staff. There was no trade counsellor and
economic expertise in general appeared to be under-represented

Another way of assessing the appropriateness of the mix of instruments and modalities is to
judge how successfully it has been able to adjust over the evaluation period, a subject which
overlaps with the relevance and flexibility issues discussed above. The EU was able to
respond flexibly to the political and policy exigencies raised by the hostilities of August 2008
and the October 2012 change in government. It adapted to the accelerating change in the
priorities of the previous government that began after the violent suppression of
demonstrations in November 2008, which led to greater concern for (i) transparency and
accountability and access to justice and (ii) the deterioration in rural poverty and regional
disparities caused by the combined after-effects of August 2008 and the global economic
crisis, encouraging the government to adopt a more pro-active stance towards agricultural
development and poverty reduction. What the EU, even with all the modalities and
instruments available to it, has been unable to do is to effectively come to grips with the
security concerns that are foremost in Georgian policy makers’ minds.

Coordination and complementarity

The EU has been a proponent of increased aid effectiveness under the approaches called for
in the Paris Declaration, with which Georgia associated itself in 2010. This calls, first, for
alignment with government priorities and processes, which is discussed above in the context
of budget support. It calls, as well, for increased attention to coordination and
complementarity.
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The EU’s support to aid coordination contributed to strengthening GoG aid coordination, but
it is less clear if this has resulted in sustainable processes and mechanisms. Although the
participation of relevant government agencies in coordination mechanisms over the
evaluation period is not in question, the degree of leadership has been mixed.

The EU’s greatest overall contribution to aid coordination was the important role played by
the EU Delegation since 2009 in 14 sectoral working groups gathering the whole community
of donors and stakeholders. Under the EU Delegation coordination, these working groups
have allowed dialogue and coordination in the specific sector. The Justice and Penitentiary,
as well as the Agriculture sectors provide examples of how instrumental the coordination was
in initiating the division of labour and the drafting of the country strategy in each sector.

The effectiveness of coordination varied between sectors. The EU was instrumental in calling
(through budget support conditionality) for the Inter-agency Coordinating Council on Criminal
Justice reform, which it also supported through TA and capacity building, although the
effectiveness of the latter was somewhat limited by the beneficiaries’ workload (in particular,
see JCI91 and 92 of the Volume Il). Nonetheless, the sector coordination mechanism, and
the EU’s contribution to strengthening it, appears most assured in this sector. In PFM, while
the EU sits on the national coordination mechanism chaired by the MoF, analysis related to
EQ 2 has found that the national coordinating mechanism is weak and that there are capacity
gaps at all levels and in all areas, including sector reform coordination. In Agriculture, the
EU’s support to the inter-ministerial Working Group was important in getting a policy into
place and has laid the foundations for current coordination mechanisms. Coordination
capacity in MRA, responsible for IDPs, has remained weak despite EU support. In Abkhazia,
the EU participated in the donors’ Strategic Forum bringing together donors and operational
agencies (such as the UN and INGOSs). As the largest donor, the EU effectively provided a
coordination platform through the COBERM projects. All stakeholders consulted, including
those in MSs and other aid agencies, characterised the EU as a transparent, accessible, and
coordination-friendly partner. In all, as described above, the EU has been active in a total of
14 sector-coordination working groups. EU interventions often achieved internal
complementarity, as when projects filled gaps in budget support, sometimes caused by lack
of government interest (see Volume II, JC93).

Georgia is also a major beneficiary of regional and cross-border co-operation (one reason for
the much higher share of budget support in ENPI bilateral co-operation than in ENPI as a
whole, or co-operation as a whole). These forms of support did not figure importantly in the
focal sectors for this evaluation, but there is little evidence of a concerted effort to coordinate
them with the bilateral programmes implemented at national level (see discussion under
Indicator 1-732, Volume ).

A sector-level survey identified some areas in which other donors’ actions, including those of
MSs, were not taken into account. PFM scores rather poorly on inter-donor coordination,
justice sector reform and Agriculture high. An EU MS coordination activity of special
importance was the Delegation-led work of human rights focal points at MS Embassies,
including the drafting of the three year Strategy on Human Rights adopted in 2011 (see I-
923, Volume Il). There was particularly close attention to the actions of various donors, and
an explicit division of labour, in the Agriculture sector under ENPARD.

Closely related to taking advantage of complementarities in the financing of actions is
choosing implementing partners with a view to their complementary expertise. Agriculture,
IDPs, and justice sector reform, where the EU took advantage of the expertise of FAO,
UNHCR, and UNICEF, respectively are the main sectors where this was most in evidence.

External complementarity, as between donors, has not emerged as a major issue in the
evaluation. Co-operation between EU and USAID was reported to have been excellent in
Civil Society; in justice, the U.S. government supported the judiciary while the EU left the
sector alone; in Regional Development, GIZ support to municipalities complemented EU
support to strategy development. Only in PFM was it reported that the major providers, the
EU and World Bank, had little contact with each other (more can be found in the Volume II,
under 1-922 and 923).
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However eager the donors are to coordinate and be coordinated, this is ultimately a
government function. The overall weakness of government-led coordination, noted as early
as the 2007-13 CSP, appears to have persisted over the evaluation period. The national
coordinating agency for EU assistance was the Programme Authorising Office (PAO) of the
Ministry of Euro-Atlantic and NATO Integration. The PAO served a useful function, but this
was more as a go-between linking the EUD and Ministries than as a truly strategic
coordination unit with functions running the entire length of the project cycle. Also limiting it
effectiveness was the fact that, as its name implies, it effectively covered only European
integration projects. In fact, even within that set of actions, it only covered those contributing
to the Association Agreement. Complicating the situation, the PAO was only one player in a
rather fractured GoG coordination landscape: MoF coordinated loans and infrastructure while
Ministry of Economy coordinated activities related to DCFTA and Ministry of Foreign Affairs
coordinated implementation of the Visa Liberalisation Action Plan. The EU supported the
PAO from the very beginning, drawing praise for having put it in place when other donors
such as the World Bank and USAID were still working through project implementation units.
However, it is clear that until the end of the project in 2014 the EU TA team (national long-
term experts, international short-term experts, and international resident team leader) was
doing most of the actual coordination (only two national staff were in place). It is a hopeful
sign that there are now nine national staff members, but at the same time, these are all new
hires and junior. With hindsight, more could have been done to transfer competences to the
new staff and juniors.

The institutional structure has fairly recently changed. On the recommendation of donors,
who sought a single “Entry Point,” a new Department of Political Analysis, Strategic Planning,
and Coordination has been established in the office of the Prime Minister. The creation of a
central policy development and monitoring unit as well as a donor coordination unit at the
level of the state chancellery is an important step as the EU moves towards joint
programming as discussed with the GoG. The Donor Coordination Unit or DCU will be
responsible for coordinating all donors in policy terms, i.e. strategic alignment with policy
priorities. It will not deal with individual project coordination issues.

PAO will continue to coordinate EU assistance in the context of the Association Agreement
while at the same time serving the information-sharing and matchmaking function that it
currently carries out between Ministries and the EUD. Further information on PAO, as well as
EU-Georgia dialogue architecture has been presented in the Annex 7 of the Volume lIl.

There were many dialogues in Georgia, and a complicated structure. In addition to budget
support policy dialogues, there were dialogues on human rights, trade (DCFTA), energy, and
water. All of these were embedded in political dialogues and processes related to resolution
of the crisis of the breakaway regions, including the Geneva International Discussions. It is
not clear how well these were aligned and coordinated. Also to be kept in mind is that EU
structures were evolving post-Lisbon in order to make the EU more coherent and more
visible in External Relations and that this was very much a work in progress during the
evaluation period. In answering EQ 6, an explicit finding was made that there was only weak
coordination, mostly on an ad hoc and interpersonal level, between the various members of
the EU family — the EU Special Representative, the EU Monitoring Mission, the EU co-
operation section, the EU political section, EEAS in Brussels, and the Member States, a
number of whom had their own views on how best to deal with the situation.

EU value added

EU value added, which might be given a working definition of “What the EU was able to do
better than other donors (including MS) would have been able to do,” is seldom referred to as
such in either strategic or programming documents. EU strategic documents highlight the
strong position regarding the Neighbourhood East in general terms. During the field mission,
a more specific view of EU value added emerged -- its position as an unrivalled source of
expertise in the context of association and approximation and European integration more
generally. This covers all fields, but particularly commitments to human rights, rule of law,
transparent and participatory governance, consumer protection, and environment. The EU
has identified areas in which it sees itself as strong as capacity- and institution building,
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policy development, legislative reform and approximation, and programmes to support sector
wide reforms. These are functional advantages and have much to do with the wide range of
funding sources available; they do not have anything to do with particular skill-sets. This
raises the question of whether, if there was another donor with the same functional
advantages range of instruments, deep pockets, etc., the EU would have been in the
stronger position. In IDPs, for example, the advantage of the EU was not its particular
abilities in the area of displacement, humanitarian aid, and LRRD but rather the amount of
money and range of instruments that it could mobilise, and in particular the fact that it alone
among the donors was able to make the important political statement of showing solidarity
with the GoG via budget support. In other sectors, more specific advantages can be
identified. In Agriculture, the main sector to benefit from association, the EU was in a strong
position to supply expertise in areas such as sanitary and phyto-sanitary standards. In
justice, human rights, and rule of law, as well as in governance issues more generally
(media, elections, corruption, etc.), the EU’s close association with the Council of Europe
gave it a special position. In Civil Society, the Eastern Partnership gave the EU a unique role
and it is unlikely, for example, that any other entity could have brokered the 2012 “trialogue”
or fielded the high-level mission that informed the Human Rights Strategy and Action Plan. In
the area of Conflict Resolution and Confidence Building, it can credibly be argued that the
EU’s position as a supranational organisation, as the geographic neighbour, and as the entity
best suited to mediate between Russian interests and those of the MS and the West more
broadly, was unique. Nonetheless, it was impossible for the EU to squarely tackle the
security concerns of the GoG. In answering EQ 6, it has also been found that opportunities to
exploit EU comparative advantage were missed because of the lack of a comprehensive, all-
EU joined-up approach and failure to explore more aggressively the limits of the sorts of
cooperation that could be engaged in in the breakaway region.

4.3 Closing comment: policy commitments and concrete results

Viewed as a component of the ENP, the EU co-operation programme placed emphasis on
political aspects related to human rights, Conflict Resolution, the rule of law, Civil Society,
etc. It stressed approximation as a means of promoting European values, standards,
approaches, and procedures. While more largely economic sectors such as PFM and
Agriculture were not neglected, these were rather isolated development-oriented islands in a
broader and much more political and value-contested sea. A subjective impression is that the
tendency to emphasise the “soft” sectors increased over the evaluation period; what began
as a largely development-oriented engagement increasingly had to come to terms with the
fact that it was operating in a post-Soviet political, institutional, and cultural environment, as
well as a geopolitically contested one, particularly after August 2008

As the sector reviews below, with emphasis on changes observed, policy shifts responsible,
and EU contribution will make clear, there was progress in every area. However, in all
sectors (except perhaps Agriculture and Regional Development), problems and constraints in
the form of weak political will and low capacity were frequently. As a result, advances in
policy frameworks, commitments, and engagements were more impressive than actual
concrete results resulting from implementation of reformed sector policies.
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5 Main sector findings

5.1 Criminal Justice
Evaluation Question 1: To what extent, and how, has the EU support to the Criminal Justice

sector contributed to strengthening the rule of law in Georgia?

Introduction

Like other post-Soviet countries, Georgia inherited a justice system that was severely
defective. Among the manifestations: endemic petty corruption in every sphere of public life,
poor working conditions in the police and prison system, which encouraged a culture of
brutality; a judiciary lacking in independence, fostering a culture of conviction; and systematic
violations of human rights with little opportunity for redress.

Strengthening the rule of law and human rights was a priority in the ENP, the EaP, and in
bilateral EU-Georgia co-operation programmes. The decision to focus on the criminal justice
system was taken in view of the widespread abuses that provoked public outrage during the
late days of the Shevardnadze government and the priority given to reform by both post-
Rose Revolution governments.

EU support covered all major criminal justice institutions — the police, the penitentiary and
probation system, the Ministry of Justice and the Prosecutors Office, advocates (defence
lawyers), state-funded legal aid, the Ombudsman’s Office (known in Georgia as the Public
Defender’'s Office or PDO), and the judiciary. The EU also supported legal reform in the re-
drafting of relevant laws, including criminal law and the criminal procedure code, the code of
imprisonment, etc. (see next section).

Early in the evaluation period there were some remaining TACIS actions, however, starting
from 2008, EU support to justice sector reforms was implemented through two consecutive
SPSPs in Criminal Justice that involved untargeted budget support to the Treasury and
accompanying technical assistance (TA) to all major justice sector institutions, including
through such instruments as TAIEX and Twinning. It also provided support to the PDO
(through Comprehensive Institution Building) and civil society organisations (mostly through
the EIDHR and NSA/LA instruments, later the Civil Society Facility).

The first SPSP in Criminal Justice, which amounted to EUR 16 million, began in 2008, and
was designed to foster meaningful stakeholder participation in planning and undertaking
sector-specific reforms, with the following three sub-sector priorities: (1) penitentiary and
probation, (2) juvenile justice, and (3) access to justice. A pre-condition to the sector
programme was for GoG to re-establish and formalise sector management by establishing
participatory mechanisms for monitoring progress, as well as instituting a formal mechanism
for policy dialogue, donor coordination, and stakeholder engagement.

The second SPSP, covering 2012-2014, was designed to build on the first SPSP’s results by
advancing reforms in line with European and international standards. Sub-sector priorities
remained unchanged. Of the EUR 18 million allocated for SPSP-II, EUR 15.5 million went to
budget support and the remainder to TA. Criminal Justice sector reform efforts also benefited
from an additional EUR 6 million received through the EaPIC as part of “More for More”
approach. About one third of the additional allocations was provided as grant support to civil
society organisations to provide services to prisoners and probationers.

The box below summarises the main inputs provided by the EU support in this sector.

Box 2 Overview of main inputs (Criminal Justice)

Financial resources: funding provided via budget support.

Technical assistance provided to all beneficiary justice sector agencies, most notably to the LAS,
PDO, PPTC and the MoC, MoJ and its legal entities of public law, such as the NBE, the CRA (now
PSDA), etc.

Dialogue: exchanges between EU and GoG on policy reforms in relation to budget support.

Training: (including training of trainers) training sessions for a wide range of sector stakeholders (e.g.
for the PPTC, LAS and GBA lawyers, Investigators, Prosecutors and Lawyers, probation officers, for
social workers in penitentiary establishments, psychologists) on a variety of topics (e.g. human rights
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and monitoring, Criminal Justice and European Convention on Human Rights, the new Code of
Imprisonment, etc.).

Study tours: e.g. visits of PPTC staff/trainers to partner training institutions, visits of the NBE staff to
France, Estonia, Finland, and the Netherlands to similar enforcement institutions, including through
the Twinning project, study visits of the CRA (now PSDA) representatives to various EU states, as part
of the CIB and TAIEX instruments, study visits on prison management, juvenile justice, probation
reform, etc.

Events: conferences (with participation of high and middle level state officials, development partners,
local NGOs), roundtables (e.g. roundtable on juveniles justice reform and necessary legislative
amendments), etc.

Tools and training materials: training programme (e.g. on National Prevention Mechanism, new Code
of Imprisonment, new disciplinary and complaints procedures, juvenile justice issues, etc.); training
material (e.g. development of video-lessons, training modules juvenile justice for legal professionals,
course materials for MA-level course on Social Work in Criminal Justice, etc.); computerised software
and web resources (e.g., web-site for PPTC, software for arrangement of test exams, portal and mail
server Software for the MoJ, etc.); new working instruments (e.g. screening and risk assessment
instruments, admission forms/documentation forms, resident handbook, case management manual).
Awareness material: bilingual annual reports for the beneficiary agencies, informational booklets (e.g.
“working diaries for school juveniles”, books on international standards for juveniles’ rights and inner
state legislature, Collection of Georgian Legislative and International Law Standards, etc.), meetings,
newspaper and TV coverage of PDO reports.

Equipment: vehicles for the Penitentiary Department; IT Equipment for the Public Defender’s Office;
Training Centre Supplies for the MoJ, as well as other MoJ institutions; etc.

Strategy/Guidelines: drafting of legislation and staff instructions, etc.

Other studies: e.g. on new methods for improving the range of services provided for assessing,
reducing risk and rehabilitating offenders including the consideration of new technological methods
being introduced elsewhere.

Progress in main government reforms

Following the Rose Revolution, the EUJUST THEMIS Mission identified needs which
resulted in the 2009 Criminal Justice Sector Reform Strategy, later supported in
implementation by both SPSP-I and Il. The strategy contains sub-strategies and action plans
related to juvenile justice, probation and penitentiary reform, and legal aid. Most government
reforms in this area were guided by these strategic documents, but the reform processes
were sometimes delayed with several changes in key ministries during the evaluation period.
Despite the change in government in late 2012, reform priorities have been maintained, with
the leadership of both the Ministry of Justice and the Ministry of Corrections (formerly
Ministry of Corrections and Legal Assistance) noting their commitment to align Georgia’'s
justice and penitentiary systems with international standards, to undertake efforts to further
liberalise criminal policies, and to improve citizens’ access to justice.

The most notable progress in the sector has been made toward improving access to justice
in Georgia, in part, through establishing and gradually strengthening the LAS, enhancing the
institutional capacity of the Public Defender’s Office to act independently and effectively in
defence of human rights in Georgia, and creating diversion and mediation mechanism for
juvenile and adult offenders. Significant progress has been made in liberalising criminal
justice policies, for example, through revision of sentencing policy and maximum statutory
sentences in the Criminal Code in force (2011 and 2013). While penitentiary reforms lagged
behind, changes were still effected toward improving conditions in detention, especially, for
juvenile offenders. Prison health-care reform strengthened with the National Strategy and
Action Plan and is well poised to deliver tangible results for inmates. The reforms toward
efficiency of all justice sector institutions have also been progressing well, but transparency
of procuracy and the judiciary, as well as accountability of justice sector institutions continues
to lag behind. Considering the interconnected nature of the needed reforms, this progress
was made possible in large part due to improved links and collaboration between justice
sector institutions, international donors, and civil society organizations through the Inter-
Agency Coordination Council.

The overriding challenge facing Georgia’'s justice sector continues to be the need to
strengthen the rule of law, improve the protection of human rights, and reform the judiciary.
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On the judicial reform front, it is important to work toward independent, impartial and well-
reasoned delivery of justice, as well as maintaining balance between judicial independence
and judicial accountability. Liberalisation of criminal policy also continues to pose a
challenge, despite some of the changes that have already been initiated by the current
government. Much is needed to improve prison and probation capacities, to reform the
juvenile justice system in line with the UN standards, and to ensure access to justice for all
segments of the population. The latter includes institutional capacity building of the state
Legal Aid Service, as well as provision of legal information and education to citizens, non-
court-based dispute resolution, etc.

Key sector outcomes and their evolution over the evaluation period

There has been some progress over the evaluation period, but it is mixed, with some justice
sector institutions having improved much more than others. To give a rapid overview,

One measure of change is public trust in the justice system. The PDO has been
dramatically strengthened and is now perhaps the most advanced justice institution in
terms of having achieved independence both in law and in practice. It is now the
second most trusted institution in Georgia, following the Church.

Serious problems continue to beset the penitentiary system. Prison overcrowding
remained unaddressed until the 2012 amnesty, a dramatic step which cannot address
the long-run problem. Georgia still does not abide by the European Prison Rules. The
situation regarding torture and ill-treatment of prisoners generally improved over the
evaluation period, with dramatic improvement after September 2012. At the same
time, as confirmed by watchdog NGOs, independent expert assessments, and most
dramatically by the prison abuse video of 2012, mistreatment of prisoners remained
widespread despite training of penitentiary staff and a Code of Ethics. The NPM,
created in 2010, was not taken seriously by the Penitentiary Department until
recently.

There has been solid progress in juvenile justice. Having been lowered from 14 to 12
in 2007 in disregard of international norms, the GoG later restored the age of criminal
responsibility to 14. Implementation of the juvenile justice strategy and action plans
led to lowered rates of prosecution and better detention conditions for juvenile
offenders, including better general and vocational education and rehabilitation
opportunities for children in detention. Prosecutors have more discretion to not charge
juvenile offenders and to use diversion and mediation. Georgia’s compliance with the
UNCHR has significantly improved.

Independence of the judiciary remains in need of reinforcement, and public
confidence in the institution remains low. Independence of the prosecutor is also still
problematic. There has, however, been exponential increase in the use of plea
bargaining, even if it is highly non-transparent. The use of non-custodial sentences
appears to have increased.

A number of reforms have strengthened the Legal Aid Service (LAS), although
concerns remain about the adequacy of resources. LAS has become a highly
respected institution.

The theme that runs throughout the justice sector is that, while there was improvement
overall in compliance with international standards, this often took the form of achieving
procedural compliance but not always going a step further to ensure that policies were
implemented with tangible results. One reason is lack of capacity among justice sector
professionals, but the more important factor is lack of political will to effect real change.
Examples include penitentiary reform and transparency and independence of the judiciary
and the Office of the Chief Prosecutor. At the same time, the importance of the efforts to
achieve at least compliance in form should not be discounted, as this has provided a
framework for continuous engagement with the government. In some cases, compliance of
the national legislative framework with international standards has ensured that the
government did not digress from the reform path. This has, for example, been the case with
juvenile justice and effective functioning of the Public Defender's Office (PDO). The
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compliance in form, in conjunction with political dialogue has also made it possible for some
justice sector institutions such as the PDO and the LAS to achieve more independence and
increase their effectiveness in improving human rights protection in Georgia.

EU contribution to change (both at policies / reform level and outcome level)

The EU support to the Criminal Justice sector has made tangible contributions to
strengthening the rule of law and improving access to justice in Georgia. This was made
possible through sector budget support and the accompanying provision of capacity building
(and TA to the targeted justice sector institutions. The use of budget support has made it
possible for the EU to develop a long-term strategic plan of sector engagement, which it
could agree directly with the GoG, thus, ensuring higher local ownership of the reforms. In
some areas, such as juvenile justice or penitentiary and probation reforms, SBS and TA have
been complemented by grant projects implemented by CSOs, which involved monitoring the
performance of public sector institutions as well as advocacy in political dialogue for better
compliance with international standards. As mentioned, the advisory mission of Mr. Thomas
Hammarberg, who collaborated closely with the EU Delegation, made a significant
contribution to the Human Rights Strategy and Action Plan.

EU support to the sector has also contributed to better functioning of the justice system,
improving (though to varying degree) transparency, efficiency, and effectiveness of the
targeted state institutions, which following the Intervention Logic should have improved
service delivery to the country’s citizens and contributed to democracy and human rights
protection. The improvements affected by the EU have been achieved through training and
TA, as well as provision of infrastructure and equipment. Institutional strengthening that
came about with the EU support is evident, for example, in case of the PDO, the LAS, the
Civil Registry Agency (CRA), the National Probation Agency (NPA) and the National Bureau
of Enforcement (NBE), which have also improved service delivery to their beneficiaries.
Through budget-support related capacity building and TA the EU also contributed to
improved adherence to international standards and conventions, subject to the constraints
noted above.

The point is sometimes made that, under untargeted budget support, it is difficult and often
impossible to identify specific action plan expenditures that were made possible by the
financial transfer to the Treasury. Despite such accounting ambiguities, the February 2012
Final Report of the Evaluation of the Use of Sector Policy Support Programmes under the
ENP in Georgia was positive on the modality in general, and in criminal justice reform in
particular. Budget support leverage was greatly increased by the fiscal crisis following the
2008 war. The Report noted that approximation with the acquis and Council of Europe
obligations led to “broad congruity of objectives” and strengthened the EU’s influence in
policy dialogue. It suggested that in CJR, as well as PFM, specific milestones were achieved
or achieved earlier than they would have been due to budget support.

Appropriateness of EU engagement

Political will was the single most important factor in determining the effectiveness of EU
support aimed at improving adherence to European standards and practices. The importance
of political will seems to have been understood by the EU from the SPSP design stage,
which is why it has tried to ensure local ownership by supporting government reform policies.
However, the GoG reform policies and priorities in the justice sector were not always
matched with the EU political goals and the broader European standards on human rights
protection and the rule of law. As a result of this mismatch, policy conditionalities negotiated
in the context of budget support were in some areas were lacking an explicit results focus,
allowing the GoG to demonstrate progress toward outcomes without making substantive
changes. For example, having medical screening recorded for every new prisoner/detainee,
while necessary, will not lead to the desired outcome of improved healthcare for prisoners,
unless there is a mechanism to act on the results of these screenings. This was largely the
case for example, in penitentiary reform and increasing independence and transparency of
the judiciary and procuracy. The difficulties experienced in supporting Criminal Justice
reforms could have been alleviated, if more efforts had been made to engage justice sector
beneficiaries by informing them about their rights and enhancing their capacity to influence
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Criminal Justice policy making and implementation. To be sure, the EU did support efforts to
inform justice sector beneficiaries about their rights. However, there has not been a strategic
approach to enhance their capacity to influence Criminal Justice policy making and
implementation. The EU is to be credited for Civil Society engagement through the ICC and
later through the EaPIC grants. Regrettably, Civil Society engagement through ICC was
mostly focused on Thilisi-based organizations, as the mechanism is not flexible to foster
input from regional CSOs.

Summing up

To summarise, Georgia has been committed to wide-ranging justice sector reform for ten
years now, and the EU has supported these efforts almost from the beginning by helping to
formulate the Criminal Justice Reform Strategy and sub-strategies covering various
institutions within the justice sector. There has been progress, more in some areas (juvenile
justice, the PDO and NPM, the LAS) than in others (prison conditions, independence of the
judiciary and procuracy). Two budget support programmes combined with TA and a certain
amount of support for CSOs have been the main form of support, to which must be added
the unique and very significant advisory mission of Mr. Hammarberg after the October 2012
elections. Some progress has been de jure only, with insufficient follow-up to see to it that
there are actual tangible impacts in implementation. The main predictive factor is political will.

5.2 Public Finance Management
Evaluation Question 2: To what extent, and how, has the EU support contributed to improving

the ability of the PFM systems in Georgia to deliver on the three main PFM outputs: (i) fiscal
control, (ii) fiscal stability and sustainability, and (iii) efficient and effective service delivery?

Introduction

Poor quality of Public Financial Management (PFM) prior to the Rose Revolution was
particularly characterised by weak fiscal control and lack of transparency and accountability
on the part of government departments. This, in turn, combined with the poor level of
services provided, led to ubiquitous tax evasion. With spending hard to control and taxes
difficult to collect, the fiscal consequences were predictable. PFM reform was a priority for
the donor community over the evaluation period because of its role in ensuring
macroeconomic stability and bolstering public confidence in government.

EU support in the field of PFM was provided predominantly through Sector Policy Support
Programmes (SPSPs) using Budget Support (BS). The EU is the only development partner
providing BS. The EU has been providing sector policy support to PFM reforms since 2007
through two major interventions: i) the PFM SPSP — Phase | (EUR 16 million) implemented
during 2007-2009 and focusing on strategic budgeting, treasury reforms, establishment of
external and inter audits and on development of modern Revenue Service; and ii) the PFM
SPSP - Phase Il (EUR 11 million) implemented during 2011-2012 and focusing on
advancing the progress in the areas covered by the first phase while putting emphasis on the
sector management and consultation process. A follow-up PFM Policy Reform programme,
will be implemented during 2014-2017 and will focus on further enhancing policy-based
budgeting, external scrutiny and accountability of the government, public internal financial
control and audit, external audit and public oversight over the executive through the
legislature. All these BS interventions include a TA component which is intended to support
the government in advancing their PFM reforms and meeting the respective conditionalities
attached to the BS operation. In addition to direct TA provided under the PFM SPSP
programmes, EU provided support to implementation of PFM reforms in specific areas
through other channels, mainly Twinning arrangements with specific PFM related institutions.

The box below summarises the main inputs provided by the EU support in this sector.

Box 3 Overview of main inputs (PFM)

Financial resources: funding provided via budget support.

Technical assistance: provided mainly to the Implementation of the Sector Policy Support Programme
via the placement of a long term TA advisor in MoF. Other included support to tax administration and
support to MoF on internal audit.
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Dialogue: exchanges between EU and GoG on policy reforms in relation to budget support.

Training: training sessions for a wide range of sector stakeholders (e.g. Parliamentary staff, for the
staff of the Budget and Finance Committee of the Parliament and the Budget Office) on a variety of
topics (e.g. PFM in Georgia, Annual Budgeting and Budget Execution, Programme and Capital
Budgeting, E-procurement, IPSAS Principles, Principles of MTEF, GFS system); seminars, e.g. on
Audit Management, Taxpayer Audit for Members of Parliament and Georgian business (Twinning).
Study tours: e.g. related to budgeting and Parliament fiscal oversight, on modern management
techniques for a tax administration on programme budgeting; eServices, etc. (Twinning).

Events: conference, e.g. high-level workshop on PFM reform status organised, etc.

Tools and training materials: e.g. training materials and roadmaps for the Academy of the MoF-.
Awareness material: publications, e.g. “PFM Reform Update”; translation of IPSAS in Georgian for the
Treasury, publication of tax payer survey, pocket tax book; Leaflets, e.g. taxpayer Information, tax
administration leaflets.

Building/infrastructure: software for the introduction of a Business Intelligence Module at the CSPA of
Georgia

Strategy/Guidelines: e.g. design of the PFM Reform Policy Vision; elaboration of a strategic plan for
the introduction of financial management control (FMC), an outline of the FMC methodology; Support
to the CSPA in the Elaboration of the Mid-term Strategic Plan; Communication Strategy for Tax
Administration: support to the development of the Capacity Development strategy for the State Audit
Office; support to the development of methodological guidance in almost all areas of support etc.
Other studies: Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability Assessment; Assessment of Fiscal
Decentralisation; Assessment of assessing Georgia’s approximation to an European style tax
administration, etc.

Progress in main government reforms
Major reforms since 2008 were identified in the PEFA 2012:

Georgia advanced its budgetary and financial management systems, putting in place
basic systems for strategic budget planning, budget formulation and execution.

The integrated public financial management system is being implemented, with key
modules for Treasury Operations, Spending Institutions, Budget Preparation, Payroll
and External/Internal Debt Management introduced by the MoF Financial Analytical
Service in January 2012.

The introduction of international good practice in the budget cycle of the Government
is well advanced, including robust systems for budget preparation, adequate chart of
accounts, reliable execution (including accounting and reporting) and sufficient
controls.

Progress was achieved in the introduction of program-based budgeting, adopted in
the 2009 Budget Code. The 2012 draft budget was presented in programme forms to
Parliament.

The legal framework governing public procurement was further amended,

Electronic Government Procurement (E-GP) was introduced in 201, and linked to the
Treasury’s information system thus providing for full information sharing.

All the above reform initiatives were implemented to address the weaknesses identified by
2008 PEFA assessment in such areas as external control system, personnel and payroll,
public procurement, and reporting of high quality consolidated financial statements.

Significant progress was been achieved with respect to improving the legislative and
regulatory base (see Indicators 213 in Volume Il for a list of legislation and other measures
implemented). Many of these changes, especially at the beginning of the SPSP operations,
were part of the associated Policy Matrices. Over time, the focus of reforms shifted from
revising the legislation to ensuring its effective application in practice. However, with the
declaration of its EU aspirations, government efforts were increasingly directed to harmonise
the legislation with the EU requirements, e.g. in the area of customs, procurement, and
internal audit and control. While approximation is a valid goal, it must be placed in the
context of capacity limitations identified at all levels and throughout the PFM system (see
Indicator 221).
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Although the PFM reform strategies cover most of the PFM areas, they were not integrated
into a single strategic document which would sequence and prioritise PFM reform measures
in a holistic manner. This would have been administratively difficult, because the Ministry of
Finance PFM Reform Policy 2009-13 did not cover the PFM areas falling beyond the
mandate of the MoF (e.g., procurement and external audit). Thus the Reform Policy was a
document of the MoF rather than of the whole PFM sector, not taking into account the
importance of other central level and sub-national budgetary agencies for successful reform
implementation at all levels. This made it more difficult for the MoF to effectively coordinate
the implementation of reforms. In the absence of an integrated reform strategy, the focus of
government monitoring of PFM reforms focused on individual activities and outputs delivered
rather than on the broad impact on PFM systems functioning. Further, this made more
difficult the engagement of broader groups of stakeholders in the discussions on the design
of the PFM reforms, i.e. their scope, form sequencing and prioritisation etc. For example, civil
society was little engaged in PFM design and monitoring.

Despite fairly strong government ownership of the PFM reforms, there was no systematic
and structured government-led approach to coordinating PFM-related donor support. The
development partners providing support to PFM reforms tend to organise themselves mainly
on a bilateral basis, and in a more formal structure only when the need arises. The PFM
Donor Coordination Cluster Working group meets intermittently but regularly. However, in the
absence of a government-led mechanism, it was difficult to avoid overlapping and ensure
complementarity. Donors continue to express the need for creating a joint mechanism to
improve policy dialogue with the government.

Key sector outcomes and their evolution over the evaluation period

PEFA assessments in 2008 and 2012, IMF and WB reports, and EU PFM Annual Monitoring
Reviews confirm that significant progress in modernizing and improving the functioning of the
PFM systems has been achieved since the launch of PFM reforms. One of the explanations
behind the significant progress is the relatively low baseline against which the performance is
measured. However, even when discounting for the low initial level, performance
improvements are substantial in the period under consideration.

Successful results have been obtained particularly in the area of budget credibility, revenue
administration, predictability in budget execution, public procurement and external audit (see
Figure 4 below).

Figure 4 PFM performance changes based on PEFA assessments
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Note: The D, C, B and A scores were converted to numerical scale 1 to 4 respectively.

Improvements of the PFM systems over the evaluation period contributed to:

Bringing the fiscal deficit down to a sustainable level (there has been a continuous
improvement in the overall fiscal balance since 2010) and strengthening
government’s ability to meet its commitment to durable fiscal adjustment over the
medium term.

Strengthened accountability and improved transparency through, among other things,
increased public access to budget information and a stronger role and reputation of
the State Audit Office (SAO).

Improvements in operational efficiency, which contributed to improved service
delivery.

Better functioning of public procurement system, leading to increased transparency
and enhanced budget credibility, and

Improved budget credibility and predictability of resources and stronger revenue
administration, which are ultimately expected to facilitate more efficient and effective
service delivery.

Despite the overall improvement, progress has been slow in some areas and the benefits of
the PFM reform measures did not yet fully materialise. Medium-term budgeting needs to be
further strengthened to better link strategic planning with medium-term costing of policies and
budget estimates. The government continues to struggle with incorporation of performance
elements into the budget preparation and implementation processes. The benefits from
establishing a sound legal and regulatory basis for financial control and internal audit still
need to materialise in practice so that these functions become fully operational and effective
in delivering on their purpose. Also on the accountability side, more efforts are needed to
strengthen legislative oversight of the budget. As the gains from improved revenue
administration have now largely been realised, there is need for strengthened strategic
allocation of resources (e.g., by improving the quality of capital spending) and improved
budget execution and controls.

One of the reasons for slow progress in some areas are capacity deficiencies at all levels of
capacity development. While attempts were made to address this through TA and training,
progress was undermined by factors not necessarily pertaining to PFM specifically, such as
poor human resource and incentive systems, political interference, etc. In most PFM-related
institutions, capacity has been affected by a relatively high turnover of staff and frequently
changing management. This has been less of a problem in the Ministry of Finance, which is
characterised by generally stable and continuous staffing at all levels.

The government still does not have in place a systematic and structured approach for
capacity development. Except for few cases, capacity development activities over the
evaluation period were not necessarily informed by capacity needs or gaps assessments.
The lack of a capacity development strategy at all levels (individual, organizational,
institutional) resulted in missed opportunities to address capacity gaps in the order of their
urgency for the implementation PFM reforms, as well as, for mobilizing capacity development
support from development partners including the EU.

EU contribution to change (both at policies / reform level and outcome level)

The EU PFM SPSP interventions have made a significant contribution to advancing PFM
reforms in Georgia which ultimately led to an improved performance of the PFM systems.
The contribution of the PFM SPSPs has been materialised through:

The fiscal space created as a result of the PFM SPSP BS funds.

The policy dialogue between the EU and the government which informed PFM reform
measures and facilitated PFM improvements in specific areas, and

Technical assistance which contributed to strengthening government capacity to
implement reforms, capitalise and institutionalise the developed skills and sustain the
PFM performance gains.
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In relation to the financial inputs, the share of BS in the overall government revenues is fairly
insignificant. However, given the difficult fiscal situation which the country was faced in the
wake of the global financial crisis and particularly after the August 2008 War, BS proved to
be an important financial support and allowed the government to create fiscal space to
implement its policies without putting its fiscal position at risk. Macro-Financial Assistance
(MFA) was also used to give the government some breathing room.

Policy dialogue was closely linked the budget support conditions. When SPSP operations
began, the conditions focused on establishing the basics for a well-functioning PFM system,
mainly by establishing the legal and regulatory framework, rules and procedures. The Policy
Reform Matrix related to and addressed the weaknesses of the PFM systems such aspects
as treasury operations, external audit, procurement, revenue administration and financial
control. The large majority of conditionalities were met and contributed to the observed
improvements. The role of policy dialogue was particularly strong in the early stages of PFM
SPSP, when government readiness to design and monitor comprehensive PFM reforms was
limited. Policy dialogue was indispensable in informing, adopting and advancing reforms and
played a political reinforcing effect. With growing government ownership of its PFM reforms,
the role and focus of the EU policy dialogue evolved towards keeping the government on
track and accountable for progress. The scope of the intervention, initially focussed on the
major PFM player, the Ministry of Finance, gradually expanded to include the Georgian
Parliament and the State Audit Office.

Policy dialogue with the government on PFM-related issues was also carried on in the
context of the broader ENP Action Plan and negotiations around the Association Agreement.
This process was led by various DGs, e.g. DG Trade on customs, DG BUDG on Public
Internal Financial Control (PIFC), and DG ECFIN on Macro-Financial Assistance (MFA), etc.
While there is a fair degree of formal consultation within the different EU DGs through the
inter-service consultations, information flow and coordination between the DGs was not
always optimal. More serious, given the persisting challenges (mostly capacity-related) to
implementation of reforms, the different EU communication channels weakened somewhat
the focus on addressing PFM system weaknesses as attention was diverted to
approximation to EU legislation and practices.

Not all progress can be attributed to the EU. While EU budget support was a major channel,
a wide range of donors supported PFM, including the World Bank. Factors not directly
related to EU support, for example WTO obligations, also played a role.

The EU provided technical assistance to support the implementation of reforms in a variety of
areas linked to the budget support programmes (e.g. medium term budgeting,
macroeconomic policy formulation, treasury operations and accounting, tax policy and
administration, internal audit and control, procurement, external audit and oversight). The
experience showed that the relevance and effectiveness of the technical assistance was
dependent upon the interest and demand of the beneficiary. TA was less effective at the
early stage (SPSP-I) because of limited demand from the government, but lessons were
drawn and incorporated in the design of the follow-up programmes. There were significant
benefits from EU TA. Twinning, in particular, helped to support capacity development in
beneficiary organisations.

Appropriateness of EU engagement

EU support to PFM contributed to generate a relevant programme of reforms focused on key
weaknesses of the PFM systems. Policy dialogue has been instrumental, especially in the
earlier period. While the EU support to PFM has included capacity development assistance,
it missed the opportunity to support an integrated and systematic government approach to
capacity development While there are various (both government- and donor-supported) on
going initiatives for capacity development, in the absence of a systematic approach, these
initiatives are not necessarily consistent, complementary and comprehensive enough to have
a sustainable impact. This is further complicated by the absence of a link between the PFM
reform strategy and the overall public sector reforms which deal with issues which are
beyond the mandate of the PFM systems and the Ministry of Finance but which are important
for the success of PFM reforms (e.g. remuneration and incentive systems, change
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management, etc.). EU TA, when it was demand-driven, i.e. from SPSP-Il on, was an
effective instrument. Twinning was probably the most effective and sustainable modality of
assistance as it obtained full commitment of the authorities to absorb the TA and ultimately to
institutionalise the developed capacity and sustain performance gains.

Summing up

The relevance of reforms was high. Budget support conditionalities in the context of policy
dialogue informed legislative and regulatory reforms early in the reform process, facilitated
government monitoring of PFM reform implementation, and kept reforms on track. PEFA and
other assessments confirm tangible progress in many areas of PFM and fiscal strengthening.
The EU PFM SPSP budget support, although relatively small in absolute terms, was
beneficial for creating fiscal space. The EU SPSP contributed also to other achievements,
but limitations must also be recognised. While legislative changes were facilitated by budget
support Policy Matrices, especially early in the evaluation period, capacity for their
implementation remained weak, throwing into question the steadily increasing attention to
legislative approximation as opposed to consolidation of gains made so far in the form of
more effective implementation. While there was continuity in the implementation of reforms,
the fact that the reforms were guided by a number of specific reform strategies rather than
one holistic approach tended to make coordination of PFM reform design, particularly in
respect to sequencing and prioritisation, difficult. It also tended to orient monitoring of the
implementation of reforms predominantly on outputs rather than on the impact of the reforms
on the ability of the PFM systems, as a whole, to delivery on its objectives.

5.3 Agriculture, Rural and Regional development
Evaluation Question 3: To what extent has the EU support to Agriculture, rural and Regional

development contributed to improving living standards, especially in rural areas?

Introduction

The more than 2 million people (a bit less than half of Georgia’s population) who reside in
rural areas represent the poorest group in the country. The rural population is essentially
dependent on agriculture and agricultural services and industries. Agriculture is practically at
a low-income country subsistence level. 95% of persons in the agriculture sector are small
farmers.

The Agriculture sector suffered after the Rose Revolution. Despite long-term potential
(excellent natural conditions, good market potential, etc.), the disconnect between policy
makers and the population at large led to the under-representation of agriculture and rural
development issues at the national level and the general neglect of the sector. The sector’s
output contracted by 20% in real terms between 2005 and 2008. Lacking access to
agricultural inputs, rural support service delivery, markets and organizational development
(farmers’ associations, producers’ groups, market-led cooperative development to facilitate
economies of scale), farmers failed to modernize. Contributing was the fact that the main
export market was Russia, where quality standards were low. Faced with the collapse of the
Russian market, Georgian agriculture found itself barred from entry in Europe because of the
low quality of its products and inadequate safety standards.

Hand in hand with rural-urban disparities went the failure to adopt anything resembling a
regional development policy. The adoption of a regional development approach provides a
framework around which various sub-sectors (e.g. agriculture, infrastructure, health,
education, to name a few) can be strengthened with the view of reducing enhancing broad
economic development in rural and poor urban areas and reducing gross disparities.

Even before the period under evaluation, the EU recognised the need for comprehensive
support programmes to agriculture and regional development. The EU encouraged the
strengthening of national agriculture policies, seeking to strengthen the diversification of rural
activities, improve the productivity and quality of agricultural products, improve capacity of
local public authorities and ensure an business-enabling environment. Accompanying the
concern for agriculture was a concern with regional development approaches. All of this was,
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however, in the face of a government that believed strongly in a laissez-faire approach to
development.

EU support over the period under evaluation included specific projects:

Projects implemented by NGOs aiming at providing agro services and developing
business oriented small farmers groups (e.g. Mercy Corps, Premiere Urgence, etc.)
but also diverse projects targeting, more generally, IDPs, food security and rural
livelihoods.

TAIEX-funded activities, twinning projects and TA aiming at assisting Georgia in
enhancing its strategies, tools and mechanisms in specific areas such as food safety.
The latter became a burning political issue of Georgia as a result of several widely-
publicised breakdowns in food safety.

Projects were justified by the fact that, despite being a middle-income country overall,
Georgian agriculture had essentially regressed to subsistence level, raising serious issues of
rural poverty. Wider EU-funded interventions were launched in the later part of the period:

The Comprehensive Institutional Building Programme launched in 2010° which
included capacity building initiatives to strengthen core institutions such as the
National Food Agency® and the Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area (DCFTA)
Task Force (Ministry of Economy).

The Support to Regional Development reform programme launched in 2012, which
aims at helping the implementation of the State Strategy for Regional Development.
This budget support programme of EUR 19 million includes a complementary support
of EUR 2 million.

The ENPARD programme launched in 2013 and which aims at increasing food
production and reducing rural poverty via the support to the implementation of the
Agriculture Sector Strategy and the strengthening of small farmers’ organizations.
ENPARD uses a combination of financial transfers (“budget support component” of
EUR 18 million), grants to local NGOs (“small farmers co-operation component” of
EUR 15 million)", co-financed projects with international organisations (FAO, EUR 3
million*?; and UNDP, EUR 2 million*®) and complementary TA to the GoG (EUR 2
million).

In addition, the EU has engaged in close dialogue with Georgia on agriculture trade related

aspects in the context of the DCFTA negotiations.

The box below summarises the main inputs provided by the EU support in this sector.

Box 4 Overview of main inputs (Agriculture, Rural and Regional Development)

Financial resources: funding provided via budget support.

Dialogue: exchanges between EU and GoG on policy reforms in relation to budget support (e.g.
discussion during SPSP design or in the context of the working group on Agricultural Strategy
development or the inter-ministerial working group on Regional Development).

Technical assistance provided e.g., Support to Regional Policy Implementation, National Food Agency
(via the placement of both long term and short term TA).

Other capacity building measures: Twinning (e.g. through a Swedish Sida co-funded twinning-like

°® EUR 30.86 million had been earmarked for CIB and Twinning-related activities for the period 2011-2013.
EUR 9.73 million were allocated to the AAP 2011 and EUR 20 million to the AAP 2012. Most activities actually did
not start before 2012. A new financing agreement (allocation of EUR 19 million) was signed in 2014.

9 CIB activities include the mobilisation of independent experts in three key areas: Veterinary, Food Safety and
Phyto-sanitary. CIB activities mainly focus on EU legislative approximation issues and capacity building.

M This corresponds to projects implemented by Oxfam Great Britain, Care Austria, People in Need and Mercy
Corps to help establishing more than 100 agricultural cooperatives and carry out local capacity building activities.
2 This project consists in providing capacity building support to the Ministry of Agriculture to carry out the reforms
foreseen in the Agriculture Strategy and Action Plan.

3 This component, which specifically targets agricultural development in Ajara, mirrors the structure of the overall
intervention with a combination of capacity building support to Ministry of Agriculture of Ajara and activities related
to expansion of service centres and development of small farmers groups in the region).
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project), Capacity Building Agriculture — Georgia (CBA-G). Training sessions for a wide range of
sector stakeholders (e.g. municipal and regional government staff, CBO members), on a variety of
topics (e.g. in the context of regional development initiatives, on community problem identification,
proposal writing, etc.); workshops on value chains organised; reflective practice sessions (e.g.
sessions organised between CBO’s and local government). Study tours e.g. of CBO'’s to other regions,
of municipal staff to more advanced municipalities, of officials of the MoA to Czech Republic
organised; of the GoG to Poland on SPS regulation in Poland; etc.

Events: exhibitions (e.g. of agricultural products); roundtables (e.g. roundtable discussion of the draft
report of the Food Safety System Regulation Assessment); local meetings, (e.g. town hall meetings in
Batumi, Gori, Kutaisi, Ozurgeti, Rustavi and Telavi, where a food safety regulation assessment report
has been presented followed by a discussion on the pressing food safety issues, etc.).

Awareness material: e.g. informational booklets and leaflets; articles on the EU acquis notes about
food safety.

Eaquipment: e.g. vehicles, machinery and stock to agro-service centres.

Building/infrastructure: e.g. rehabilitation/reconstruction work related to Nabakevi agro-service centres,
on-farm demonstration plots established at farms in the targeted communities.

Strateqy/Guidelines: e.g. planning guidelines (for regions, municipalities, etc.).

Other studies: e.g. assessments of food safety regulation systems, studies on regional disparities.

Progress in main government reforms

After years of neglect, Agriculture became a top development priority for the country in 2010.
This switch in policy orientations was illustrated by announcements at the highest political
level and the establishment of specific mechanisms (e.g. an inter-ministerial working group)
to support the drafting of a comprehensive sector strategy. The Strategy of Agricultural
Development in Georgia (2012-22) was officially adopted by the GoG in March 2012. The
scope of the strategy is sector-wide and includes elements to be implemented by other line
ministries/agencies. It also provides guidelines for the private sector and other relevant
stakeholders. During the period under review, new cooperative law were also passed
(addressing some financial and tax disincentives for collective action) and a specialist
cooperatives agency was established under MoA.* Substantial investments were also made
in capacity development including institutional strengthening for policy development.

Food safety, which also fell victim to laissez-faire policies in the mid-2000, followed a similar
evolution. GoG adopted a Comprehensive Strategy and Legislative Approximation
Programme in this area in early 2010. The implementation of official control and inspection
activities started in July 2010.%

The reform process in the area of Regional Development started even earlier than in
Agriculture. GoG officially identified this area as a priority in 2008. A ‘Task Force’ on
Regional Development comprising relevant stakeholders (including line ministries, local
authorities, NGOs, private sector, etc.) was established in December 2008. Two months
later, a Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure was created. In June 2009, the
Task Force approved the first diagnostic report of the country on Regional Development. A
Strategy on Regional Development (2010-2017) was approved in June 2010 and a
corresponding Action Plan for the period 2011-2014 was finalised in October 2011. Specific
Regional Development plans and strategies were approved at regional level between 2012
and 2013. Building on the experience accumulated in previous years, a Regional
Development Programme for 2015-17 was finalised in 2014. A special fund to finance
regional development projects is gradually being put in place.

Evolutions in terms of budget allocations mirror well the political commitments taken by the
GoG throughout the period and reflect the radical shifts that took place at policy and
institutional levels. Spending for agriculture has more than tripled between 2010 and 2014,

% This newly created agency relies on specialized teams at district level and four consortia of INGOs and LNGOs.
' This was undertaken in two stages. In a first stage, official control including inspections and traceability checks
covered companies oriented towards exporting to the EU. At the second stage, from the beginning of 2011,
official control requirement applied to all food business operators.

'® |t has doubled in one year in 2012 (the budget of the Ministry of Agriculture amounts to GEL 150 million in 2012
against GEL 75 million in 2011).
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and the Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure was the second highest
spending unit in recent years."

Key sector outcomes and their evolution over the evaluation period

Since 2010, agriculture has begun to reverse its long-term decline after 15 consecutive years
of neglect (as % of GDP and in GEL output). By 2013, the agriculture sector's output had
grown by 40.3% over 2010 levels in nominal terms. In 2013, agricultural output grew 12.2%,
above the 2.5% nominal GDP growth rate, leading to an increasing share of agriculture in
GDP that year as illustrated in the figure below (World Bank, 2014; GeoStat, 2014).

Figure 5 Share of agriculture in GDP
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The total sown area for annual crops also increased by almost 20% and output of maize
increased by 33% in 2013. In addition, since 2011 a modest but real increase in high value
products can be noted including vegetable and selected animal products such as eggs,
poultry, milk, cheese and pigs. Other economic indicators confirm the positive trend that
started in recent years. In particular, agricultural exports increased by 51% in 2013 to USD
774 million (equivalent to 27% of total exports).

The positive evolutions at aggregate level are accompanied by important achievements in
specific areas, in particular in terms of improved access to services and markets in
rural/isolated areas. Rural service delivery to farmers, rural SMEs and processors have
improved in many regions as evidenced by the development of Agricultural Service Centres
(ASCs) in Ajara and in the Gali and Gulprish districts in Abkhazia (see Volume 2). Since
March 2013, MoA has revitalized its network of 59 district extension/information centres and
hired 270 new agricultural staff to provide farmers with advisory and extension services.
Between 2010 and 2014, an almost “nation-wide” network of private farm service centres and
mechanization service centres has emerged. New cooperatives have been established in
most regions®™. Interviews also confirm the results of specific surveys carried out in the
sector, which show an increasing awareness and leverage of cooperative development to
achieve economies of scale and better integrate smaller scale producers into the market and
value chain.

While the ASCs are fully functional and utilised by farmers and many cooperatives are now
well established, the monetary impact on beneficiaries has not yet been recorded at a wider
level. Incomes are suggested to have increased® but this is not yet supported at a national
level by evidence. The field visit uncovered little quantifiable evidence to demonstrate a

™ The Ministry had a budget of about GEL 1.0 billion in 2012, i.e. 15% of the total budget.

% n Imerita and Racha region, 24 cooperatives were functioning in 2014.

19 Looking ahead and based on existing plans and programming, it is anticipated that the delivery of ASCs in the
coming five years will lead and contribute to an increase in farm productivity of 40%, an increase in exports of
certain high value added products of 20% and a decrease in imports of some 35% (comparing to 2013 levels).
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decline in income disparities. Evidence of improved living conditions can be recorded in
specific geographical areas targeted by donor-financed projects such as in Racha-
Lechkhumi and Kvemo Svaneti Region where, between 2009 and 2011, income increased
by 33.6% among 500 households in the five poorest communities and food shortage
decreased from 52.6% to 18.3%.

Agricultural development is a medium- and long-term process, so the benefits of policy and
strategy development will take time to materialise in the form of improved welfare measures
and reduced disparities. Important challenges persist in the sector. In 2014, at the
producer/farmer level, apart from the approximately 100 co-operatives and associations
created in previous years, most small farmers (95% according to IFAD 2014) are still not
organized in any form, thus diminishing the ability of farmers to properly manage irrigation,
advocate for common priorities or organize to engage better with emerging market and value
chain opportunities. Moreover, more than half of the working age population are classified as
self-employed agricultural workers, a residual category that reveals the dire employment
situation.”® There is a growing consensus across the national political spectrum and
international stakeholders of the need to sustain efforts for the modernization of agriculture
while actively supporting the diversification of the rural economy.

It is difficult to assess the overall evolution in urban/rural and inter-regional disparities in
Georgia because of a lack of data. Substantial investments were made in all regions of
Georgia, including the lagging ones, leading to notable improvements in terms of transport
infrastructure, access to water and energy. A privatisation agreement between the GoG and
the main company operating the national natural gas supply system led to an additional
160,000 households being connected to the main gas supply in three years (2009-2012).

Some indicators suggest that some regional disparities have narrowed. For instance, Ajara
experienced high sustained growth between 2006 and 2011, with per capita gross value
added growing from one of the lowest levels in Georgia to one of the highest in just five
years. However, a study carried out by the International School of Economics at Thilisi State
University in 2012 shows that the few changes which can be observed in regional disparities
are largely explained by differences in urbanization rates across the regions and that the
basic rural-urban gap remains large. Reliable data on indicators other than per capita gross
value added are lacking.

EU contribution to change (both at policies / reform level and outcome level)

Improving living conditions among targeted minority populations, and vulnerable /
marginalised groups has been at the core of EU supported programming aimed at
addressing the short- to medium-term challenges faced after the 2008 conflict (see also
EQ5), and in response to rural poverty alleviation in general. EU support has made concrete
contributions to improving living standards at the local/community level in the areas targeted
by the numerous projects it has financed in the various regions of the country although the
sustainability of some of these projects can be questioned.

At the national level, the EU actively supported the growing consensus of the need to
comprehensively address a number of structural sector constraints in agriculture and
regional development. Since 2008, the EU approach has consisted in tackling the broad
sector issues through a combination of policy support mechanisms (covering national sector
strategy development as well as local/regional development planning) and stand-alone
projects supporting smallholder farmers through community based organization
development, agricultural co-operative development, extension and advisory services and
improved delivery of rural services (e.g. business development, marketing).

Little to no policy dialogue was taking place with the GoG on agriculture before 2009. The
situation radically changed from 2010 onwards and with the increased attention given to
agriculture by GoG and, from 2011/12, EU support began to have a wide effect on long-term
agricultural development.

% Even including “self-employed agricultural workers”, Georgia’s unemployment rate is the highest in the region.

Evaluation of the European Union’s co-operation with Georgia (2007-2013)
Final Report - Volume | - May 2015 (Particip GmbH)



34

Upon request of the Ministry of Agriculture in 2010, the EU jointly with FAO in advising the
drafting process of the National Agriculture Strategy and provided demand-driven expertise
and comments on the various drafts of the strategy. Policy dialogue and EU support through
TAIEX** to the Inter-ministerial Working Group on Agriculture facilitated stakeholder
engagement and largely contributed to the gradual development of the strategy, which was
finally adopted in 2012. EU support also contributed to increasing opportunity for rural
livelihoods through its support to legislative reforms and the EU promotion and
encouragement of GoG in the adoption of appropriate regulations and legislation supporting
cooperative development. Through its support at institutional level (whether at national level
or regional level such as in Ajara), the EU significantly contributed to developing an enabling
environment through which the GoG could effectively change, adopt and implement
comprehensive and ambitious policies in the sector. In more recent years, the funds provided
via budget support in the context of the ENPARD programme?® have helped increasing
government financial resources, which facilitated the implementation of the newly adopted
sector strategy. At the same time, budget support is of too recent vintage to be able to
ascribe to it many concrete impacts.

In addition, EU support to the adoption of appropriate regulations around food safety and to
the establishment of the National Food Agency (incl. through the support provided in the
context of the Comprehensive Institution Building programme) allowed Georgia to undertake
capacity development in approximation reforms. These reforms were crucial to meet sanitary
and phyto-sanitary requirements under the Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area
(DCFTA) and will be key to further enhance the export potential of the sector.

The sector outcomes described above cannot be explained only by the GoG actions
supported by the EU. For instance, exports have clearly benefitted from the partial re-
opening of the Russian market in recent years. Other development partners such as the WB
(rural infrastructure and irrigation), the ADB (infrastructure), the US (value chains), IFAD
(irrigation, rural finance and climate change adaptation), UNDP and FAO (extension support
and institutional strengthening), have also contributed to major changes in reform areas.
Finally, as most of the policy and institutional changes to which the EU has contributed have
occurred in the last two years of the period under review, it is still too early to observe the
long term effects of these evolutions.

That said, as seen above, achievements can already be recorded in terms of improved
coverage of agriculture services and increased awareness among farmers on the benefits
agriculture modernization. Policy reforms achieved during the period also represent a
significant step towards the integration of Georgian agriculture into European trade. At the
same time, it needs to be remembered that there will be winners and losers within the
agriculture sector from integration. Those farmers who find meeting quality standards too
costly, for example, or those operating in uncompetitive niches, will find no benefit from the
sector strategy, However, the consolidation of the sector strategic framework is a crucial step
to help consolidate the positive effects achieved so far in terms of rural livelihoods and
poverty reduction in the targeted areas. This consolidation process will also benefit the large
initiatives supported by other development partners.

The EU contribution to a strengthened policy framework was also substantial in the area of
regional development. Together with other key DPs (e.g. UNDP, Switzerland and Member
States such as Germany, Austria and Poland), the EU has been instrumental in the
development of the Georgian State Strategy for Regional Development 2010-2017. In
particular, it provided a crucial support to the work of the inter-ministerial working group
responsible for the drafting of the strategy. The EU also indirectly contributed to the
subsequent development of specific strategies and action plans at regional level. The EU
financed analytical work (such as the 2013 Report on Regional Disparities in Georgia) which
was crucial for policy development. Whether through specific projects at the local level or the

21 E.g. TAIEX workshop on Agricultural Strategy Development AGR 43892, December 2010.
*2 The ENPARD programme has a budget support component of EUR 18 million out of which more than half of
the amount had been disbursed by mid-2014.
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wider support provided in the context of the “Support to Regional Development reform
programme”, the EU has helped to build confidence between the population and local
governments and contributed to developing the capacities of regional governing bodies
although important challenges persist at this level.

Regional Development is still at a very early stage. While the State Strategy was used as a
guiding document at national level, it constituted little more than a series of activities and
could be more accurately characterised as a strategy for infrastructure rehabilitation in the
rural areas of the country. It is not yet based upon a coherent policy designed to address
regional disparities and stimulate socio-economic cohesion and, in 2014, the “programming”
dimension was still missing in the approach adopted by GoG. Finally, as the funds provided
by the EU via BS are small compared to the scale of the investments targeted, they are
unlikely to have a strong impact on regional disparities in the short term and can only play a
limited role in terms of seed funding.

Appropriateness of EU engagement

EU support to agriculture and regional development must be set against a background of
years of neglect by the GoG, in which there was no clear strategy for development in rural
areas. Infrastructure was provided to gain political support, but not in line with any long-term
strategy. Some EU projects reflected a livelihoods orientation that would be more familiar in a
low-income country than in a country at Georgia’'s level of development. However, the
rationale and focus of larger EU interventions in this area was to support a more integrated
approach to tackling the problem of rural poverty, poor competitiveness of the agriculture
sector and a lack of access to rural services. Involvement in this sector was and is essential
to support Georgia towards a more equitable development path that, at the same time, will
better facilitate integration into the European economy. In the medium and longer terms, it
may provide a means by which Georgia may leverage its current underperforming agriculture
resource base and provide for a transformative impact on the rural and wider economy.

The EU engaged appropriately in agriculture, responding to the immediate poverty and post-
conflict needs after 2007, accompanying the significant GoG policy shift to support medium-
and long-term strategic development of the agriculture sector in the following years, and
moving to support the newly adopted strategy from 2012 onwards. The earlier focus on
project-level targeted geographic and target beneficiary has addressed such core issues of
IDPs, food security, poverty alleviation and rural livelihoods. The more recent aim of EU
intervention, though for example the ENPARD programme support, is strengthening the
institutional framework around which policy and strategy can be designed and implemented.
Through a combination of TA and budget support, it strengthens the larger enabling
environment (e.g., adoption of legislation and the putting in place of structures for service
delivery). Approximation and work concerning the DCFTA will eventually pay off in terms of
improved access to European markets. At the same time, it has to be remembered that
development of export markets is a long-term matter and, for many years to come, the main
benefits may be for the Georgian consumer, e.g. in the form of improved food safety.
Moreover, as in any trade-related reforms, there are likely to be winners and losers; in
particular, between farmers engaging in different types of production.

The need for a regional development approach came also from the need for rural
diversification and the fact that many problems of rural poverty in Georgia are not “rural “ per
se, but arise from isolation, lack of access to markets and services, etc.

This has, however, proven a challenging area, for multiple reasons, including:

The lack of data in the sector has seriously hampered policy design. The EU
adequately responded to that by investing in sustained policy dialogue, in-depth
sector analyses and the implementation of specific thematic studies in this area.

In the absence of adequate financial resources and clearly devolved capacity and
competences at regional level, there is a strong risk that regional strategies will
remain a ‘wish list' of projects, particularly infrastructure projects. The funds provided
via BS are insufficient to have a significant effect at that level.
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It also appears that regional strategies have been developed without being
underpinned by a strong rationale. Regions in central and eastern European
countries are generally small administrative regions, which rarely equate to the NUTS
2 regions used for regional policy purposes within the EU. The confusion with the
context of regional policy within the EU observed in some accession and pre-
accession countries also affected the approach taken in Georgia. In general, the
concept of “region” in Georgia is still insufficiently adjusted to the reality of the
country.
Summing up
Through projects, the EU contributed to relieving rural poverty and strengthening agriculture
at the local level already in the first years of the period under review. When the GoG
displayed readiness to adopt a more strategic and longer-term perspective on Agriculture
(from 2010 onwards), the EU successfully contributed via TA and budget support to the
development and implementation of strategic plans in agriculture and regional development.
The EU also contributed (through Comprehensive Institution Building TA) to development of
a strategic plan for food safety.

Concrete effects of EU projects can be seen at the local level. However, it is still too early to
see national-level impacts of the EU’s contribution to strategy development. But the
strategies in place are consistent with better long-term development of the agriculture sector,
improved rural living standards, and decreased regional disparities.

5.4 Civil Society
Evaluation Question 4: To what extent, and how, has EU support to Civil Society strengthened

participative democracy?

Introduction

Civil Society is not a sector per se, and this EQ in some ways shares more the
characteristics of a transversal EQ — and has in significant part been answered based on a
synthesis of sector EQ answers.

One of the conclusions of the assessment of the ENP mid-way through the period covered
by this evaluation was that insufficient attention was being paid to the role of Civil Society,
particularly to its potential for promoting European values and the European project. In
Georgia, desk analyses as well as the field mission indicate that Civil Society in Georgia
enjoys a relatively (as compared to other countries in the European Neighbourhood East)
benign legal and fiscal environment, engages relatively easily with public authority, and has
reasonable capacity, at least in the middle- and top tiers of NGOs. Yet, desk analyses mid-
way through the evaluation period concluded that civic engagement was low and distrust
high, particularly at the grass-roots level. The ability of Civil Society to function
independently, i.e. in the absence of donor support, in its role as a driver of democratic
development was found to be limited. Self-assessments of Civil Society representatives
suggested that the actual impact on government policy, while significant, was modest.

While only some EUR 6.6 million of EU support went directly to the focal sector “Civil Society
Development”, a much larger amount, about EUR 22 million, was channelled through
national NGOs for focal and non-focal sector activities. This substantial sum offered
opportunities for learning through doing, capacity building, networking, institutional
development, etc. The basket of instruments used was coherent in the sense that each
instrument was designed with a niche in mind — IfS for emergency response, CSF for
promoting pro-European voices, EIDHR for flexible support to human rights, rule of law, and
vulnerable groups, NSA/LA for local CSOs. Civil Society groups contributed to most sector
reform efforts: in Justice by promoting juvenile justice reforms and providing services to
prisoners and ex-prisoners, in Agriculture by playing a part in cooperative formation and
integrated poverty reduction projects, and in IDPs by advising government on strategy,
monitoring implementation, and supporting dialogue between IDPs and local governments
and host communities.
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Not surprising, most EU support has gone to Thilisi-based organisations (in a ratio of about
three to one), although some support has gone into the regions in Justice and Agriculture
(see below for the emergence of regional NGOs). The EU provided financial support and
capacity building to a range of NGOs in Abkhazia and, subject to stringent limitations
imposed by the de facto authorities, in South Ossetia. A significant theme in analysing EQ 6
on Confidence Building is that the EU did not aggressively test the boundaries of the
activities that could have been supported. The box below summarises the main inputs
provided by the EU support in this sector.

Box 5 Overview of main inputs (Civil Society)

Dialogue: exchanges between EU, GoG and CSOs on policy reforms; Structured Dialogue with CSOs
and Local Authorities (policy consultation process); coordination of Civil Society 2014-17 Roadmap
process.

Training: (including training of trainers): training sessions for a wide range of sector stakeholders (e.g.
local NGOs, CBOs, and local authorities) on a variety of topics (e.g. networking, advocacy, lobbying,
local and central budget planning, participation in development of local and Regional development
plans, dispute settlement and negotiation skills, EU external aid policies and programmes, project
cycle management under EC procedures, etc.).

A selection of other inputs: seminars (e.g. for the core working groups and local authority
representatives) and workshops (e.g. Georgian/Abkhaz Civil Society dialogue); training manuals (e.g.
for joined GTUC/GEA ToT on collective bargaining with translation into Georgian); participatory
Integrated Resources Management Plans (IRMPS) in the selected pilot communities, of Citizens Guide
(on public participation mechanisms for local stakeholders to let the public participate effectively in
decision making); information booklets, (e.g. “Results of the Monitoring Military Guardhouse”), posters,
placing information on the billboards, documentary (e.g. “My Second Home"); preparation of
corresponding draft laws and other normative acts based on the Conception regulations prepared; etc.

Progress in government — Civil Society engagement

During the field phase, all persons interviewed stated that government had become more
open to dialogue with Civil Society over the evaluation period, and especially after the
October 2012 elections. Many members of the new government were formerly affiliated with
Civil Society organisations. This view was particularly expressed in the area of IDPs, where it
was reported that the EU, through its conditionality, had created political and policy space for
NGOs to influence policy both in strategy setting and, via monitoring, in implementation. A
concrete example of this was government’s acceptance, albeit with some reluctance, of the
need for a livelihoods strategy, privatisation of housing, and a need - as opposed to status-
based approach - to assisting IDPs.

Civil Society provided expertise and advice in areas such as electoral reform, electronic
surveillance, and media legislation, as well as briefing papers on IDPs. The role of EU-
supported CSOs in the “trialogue” between the EU Delegation, Government, and Civil
Society in the months before and after the October 2012 elections has emerged repeatedly
as a major contribution of the EU. Largely as a result of CSO involvement, politically driven
election-law amendments were avoided and media coverage of the political campaign was
enhanced. There is evidence of increasing Civil Society engagement with Parliament, in the
form of a Memorandum of Understanding signed in December 2013 between the NGOs
gathered under the CSF-supported Georgian National Platform and Parliament.

Technical ministries, especially the MoF, remain distrustful of NGOs’ technical competence
to comment on areas such as PFM reform, but two qualifications are in order. First, during
the field phase it was reported that such resistance is diminishing. Second, as discussed in
answering EQ 2, the nature of the PFM reform itself, which is more a bundle of function-
oriented technical fixes rather than an “overarching reform” (as the phrase is used in PFM),
acts to weaken the ability of Civil Society either to contribute to strategy setting or to monitor
implementation.

Key sector outcomes and their evolution over the evaluation period

Field interviews and the results of a recent attitudinal survey by the Caucasus Research
Resource Centre document significant positive developments in 2011-14, the first date
corresponding roughly to the survey alluded to above. Public awareness of Civil Society,
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appreciation of its potential role, and trust overall have improved. For example, the share of
over 2,000 respondents who professed ignorance of what an NGO was declined from 45% to
33%; the proportion stating that they trusted NGOs rose from 18% to 28%, and the
proportion with a positive view of NGOs’ motivation (“to help Georgian people solve their
problems”) rose from 30% to 41%. However, constraints must be recognised. Possibilities for
citizen engagement are limited by still-low levels of civic education, low capacity of local
government institutions, and the absence of mechanisms for participation. The proportion of
survey respondents actually civically engaged remains constant at about 20%. Nonetheless,
there have been some successes; for example, Kutaisi has seen the development of a
regular consultative forum in which citizens can express their view on budget priorities to the
municipal council. In Zugdidi, IDPs communicated their development priorities to local
government, which in turn incorporated these fully into the municipal development plan.

Even the increased openness of government to Civil Society can be questioned. A number of
Civil Society representatives interviewed during the field mission wondered whether the post-
October 2012 opening could be continued to last. None assumed that it would.

Georgian CSOs continue to remain dependent on international donors for finance. As a
result, they adhere to donor agenda. Dependence leads to uncertainty and discourages long-
term planning and institutional development.

Apart from some examples in the justice sector, CSO involvement in service provision (e.qg.
social services) appears to be rather low. Civil Society was involved in monitoring reform in
justice and IDPs, but their role in monitoring PFM remains limited. There have been
successes on CSO engagement with local authorities in IDPs and Agriculture and Rural
development. A theme often raised is the enormous gap, in terms of capacity and
effectiveness, between Thilisi-based national NGOs and NGOs outside Thilisi. A positive
development over the evaluation period was the emergence of a middle-tier of NGOs, based
mostly in secondary cities, with reasonable capacity and the ability to attract international
funding. At the grass-roots, however, Civil Society remains very weak, and nowhere more so
than in minority-populated regions.

EU contribution to change (both at policies / reform level and outcome level)

The EU has contributed significantly to Civil Society's role in democratic development in
Georgia. At the political level, the EU has insisted on a place at the table for Civil Society; for
example through the Structured Dialogue with CSOs and Local Authorities on policy issues.
As a result, in areas such as Agriculture, Justice sector reform, and IDPs, the relevant EQs
have revealed growing engagement of Civil Society. Through the CSF and support to the
Georgian National Platform, the EU has lent weight and voice to Georgian Civil Society. EU
projects were responsible for the Kutaisi and Zugdidi initiatives described above. EU support
for Civil Society in Abkhazia provided a lifeline for groups in that breakaway region.

The most significant contribution of the EU was, borrowing a phrase used often in the IDPs
area, opening a political space for NGOs to contribute to strategy setting and implementation
monitoring. The nature of this contribution has varied from sector to sector (strategy setting in
Agriculture, monitoring in justice, both strategy setting and monitoring in IDPs). In PFM, Civil
Society has scored relatively few gains.

Most EU instruments for direct support to Civil Society were on a call for proposals basis,
requiring capacity and a track record to succeed. Despite this, and related to the
development of Civil Society in Georgia, a number of middle-tier NGOs were able to win
European support. The problem of only a handful of elite NGOs qualifying for support no
longer characterises Georgia. However, there still lacks a mechanism for supporting NGOs
at the grass-roots community level. Outside Agriculture and IDPs, EU support has so far
resulted in little strengthening of grass-roots community-level Civil Society because the
limitations are so challenging. This problem is acute in minority regions.

Appropriateness of EU engagement

Like other countries in the Eastern Neighbourhood, and despite significant progress, Georgia
continues to suffer from a deficit in Civil Society. The EU’'s support for Civil Society
development was entirely appropriate with ENP goals and reflected the findings of the ENP

Evaluation of the European Union’s co-operation with Georgia (2007-2013)
Final Report - Volume | - May 2015 (Particip GmbH)



39

mid-term evaluation calling for more attention to the area as a means of promoting European
values and advocating for close ties with Europe. The broad mix of instruments opened a
range of possibilities for NGOs and did not bar all but top-tier NGOs from successfully
applying. What the EU could have done better was to reach out to grass-roots NGOs at
community level, a need that was clearly emerging by the end of the evaluation period.

Summing up

Over the evaluation period, the engagement between Civil Society organisations and
government gradually increased, in significant part because of the change of government,
but in part thanks to donor support. EU insistence that Civil Society have a place at the table
in sector reforms made a contribution to strengthening Civil Society’s role as a force for
participatory democracy. That having been said, problems were encountered, for example, it
was a difficult struggle to increase NGO access to prisons and NGO involvement in PFM
remains minimal. One of the successes in this area was the involvement of civil society in
monitoring IDPs actions, a process that brought transparency while at the same time
increasing CSOs’ capacity and confidence in their ability to have an impact. Comparable
surveys from 2011 and 2014 suggest that public awareness of Civil Society and its role have
increased, as has trust in Civil Society organisations. While problems of donor dependence
persist, a favourable trend has been the emergence of sustainable NGOs outside Thilisi. This
has not yet occurred, however, at the grass-roots village level, and minority regions lag far
behind. This may not be unrelated to the comment often heard during the field mission, that
there is still a great deal of misunderstanding of the EU project outside Thbilisi. The main
problem to be surmounted remains low levels of civic engagement. The Western model of
civil society sees it as a catalyst for promoting democratic development; a communicative
turnpike facilitating dialogue between citizens and government. While this model is
appropriate in Georgia, and probably much more so than in its neighbours in the South
Caucasus, it underscores the challenge posed by the disconnect between the ordinary
citizen and government.

5.5 Internally Displaced Persons
Evaluation Question 5: To what extent, and how, has EU support contributed to timely and

effective improvement of living conditions of conflict affected populations in Georgia?

Introduction

Displacement was a major poverty and political issue in Georgia, as well as a testing point
for the competence of the Government, which has on many occasions been criticised for not
dealing effectively with the crisis. The increase in displacement following the August 2008
War, which instantly gave rise to the distinction between “old” and “new” displaced persons,
with the implicit perception that the second group has fared better, raised the stakes for an
effective Georgian and EU response, yet the problem of IDPs dates back to the 1990s, even
if the Government IDP Strategy dates only from 2007.

The main form of EU financial support was a series of budget support programmes, IDP |
(agreed in 2007) (EUR 9.3 million), IDP-II (EUR 50.7 million) and IDP-IIl (EUR 43.4 million).
The EU stated overall objective in budget support programmes was “to provide Durable
Housing Solutions to IDPs and raise both them and their host communities out of extreme
poverty and lessen their dependence on the State”. As per the government’s approach the
funds went primarily to finance investment in housing, yet separate TA components were
attached as well. The primary partner ministry was the Ministry of Internally Displaced
Persons from the Occupied Territories, Accommodation and Refugees of Georgia (MRA), but
in an arrangement that significantly weakened the MRA'’s sense of ownership, the budget for
implementation of IDP programmes was allocated to the Ministry of Regional Development
and Infrastructure (MoRDI), which was responsible for organising construction of the housing
and related infrastructure through the Municipal Development Fund (MDF). . Yet, the TA
provided was mostly policy-related, not in areas like construction.

In the wake of the August 2008 War, the EU used ENPI funds (EUR 12 million) and
Instrument for Stability (IfS) funds (EUR 15 million in Phase | and EUR 14 million in Phase II)
to support projects, many implemented by international NGOs (INGOs) such as Oxfam and
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Action Contre la Faim (ACF) or UN agencies such as the FAO. Limited DCI funds had also
been used to finance INGO projects.

The EU did not just focus on IDPs and conflict-affected populations in areas under the
control of the Government of Georgia but also engaged in Abkhazia working with UN
agencies, INGOs and local partners, often in difficult circumstances, to reach communities
primarily in the Gali district. Gali is the major returnee area for Georgian IDPs in Abkhazia.
South Ossetia proved more of a challenge to access, not only for the EU but also the
international community as a whole.

The box below summarises the main inputs provided by the EU support in this sector.

Box 6 Overview of main inputs (IDPs)

Financial resources: funding provided via budget support (ENPI).

Dialogue: exchanges between EU and GoG on policy reforms in relation to budget support, IDP issues
also part of the high Geneva International Discussions, part of the informal dialogue with EUSR had
with de facto authorities.

Technical assistance provided to MRA and MRDI (policy related, not technical/engineering).

Building and infrastructure: housing built / refurbished, minor connecting infrastructure developed, etc.
A selection of other inputs:

Training: central and local administration staff trained on a variety of IDPs-related issues ; IDP
target groups and host communities trained on planning of local projects, entrepreneurship
and business development, including women'’s groups and youth

Other: awareness campaigns implemented (e.g. on return/integration conditions; housing
rights; etc.); legal services provided at the local level; civic structures supported at the local
level; networking platforms for IDPs supported at regional and national levels; information
bulletin for IDPs/host communities and other communication/awareness materials; analytical
work to support monitoring conducted, etc.

Progress in main government reforms
The evaluation period saw a number of government policies and actions. Among them were:
IDP Strategy 2007;
Action Plan on IDPs 2009-12;
IDP Action Plan 2012-14;
Housing Strategy and Action Plan 2010;
IDP Law 2013;
Livelihood Strategy and Action Plan 2014-16 (the latter still not approved).

While the evolution of government policy, under EU pressure through budget support policy
dialogue, was generally in the right directions over the evaluation period, progress was slow,
for reasons discussed below the next section. Problems with poor quality of housing and
refurbishment, as well as the inadequacy of the complaints and reporting system, were
serious throughout the evaluation period. The MRA ignhored sound advice given during EU-
financed technical assistance regarding the prioritisation of IDPs for immediate relocation.
While Government eventually finally overcame its aversion to a sustainable livelihoods
strategy (implicitly recognizing that the IDPs crisis required long-term solutions), there was
disagreement between MRA, and the EU (as well as other donors) on the best way of
implementing the livelihoods strategy an issue which is still ongoing. Despite legislative
changes, the formal definition of IDPs in Georgia still does not fully adhere to international
standards and conventions.

Key sector outcomes and their evolution over the evaluation period

It is indicative of the low capacity of the Ministry of Internally Displaced Persons from the
Occupied Territories, Accommodation and Refugees of Georgia (MRA) that it is unable to
give a precise figure on the number of IDP households that have been provided with housing
through EU budget support. While it is possible to contend that as this was targeted budget
support, specific figures related to EU support are not an appropriate way to approach the
topic, this is still somewhat unsatisfactory. The figure of 10,000 was mentioned in three

Evaluation of the European Union’s co-operation with Georgia (2007-2013)
Final Report - Volume | - May 2015 (Particip GmbH)




41

separate interviews by different stakeholders although the EU nor the MRA was able to
provide an exact figure for the support over IDP I, Il, Ill and IV. Living standards of IDPs were
undoubtedly improved by the durable housing solutions were made possible by benefitted
from EU targeted budget support. In this regard, however, a continued problem reported by
IDPs and independent monitoring and evaluation exercises was the poor quality of buildings
constructed or refurbished by MDF-funded contractors. There have been gradual but not
substantial improvements in the quality of housing provided yet some significant problems
persisted throughout the evaluation period despite being identified early on. Most problems
relate to poor contracting procedures and weak quality control mechanisms in the MDF,
although low skills of construction firms have been cited, the general lack of a building code
and unfavourable locations. In one instance, it was questioned whether there were enough
resources for the purchase of quality materials.

Some EU-financed infrastructure and INGO activities had a certain amount of success in
providing social services in terms of health (e.g. via mobile health team) and support to
education (incl. vocation training), particularly in the immediate post-conflict phase in 2008.
Yet these were areas in which the EU wished to avoid investing too much of its IDP related
support so as not to crowd out government in what is a quintessentially public function. INGO
projects implemented through local partners focused more on sustainable livelihoods and on
putting in place the institutional mechanism for dialogue and consultation between IDPs and
local governments in host communities. Overall, results related to genuine sustainable
livelihoods appear, based on available evidence, to have been mixed. The general level of
poverty and the lack of realistic opportunities and available land to ensure sustainable
livelihoods were major constraints — as were the fact that housing at times was not near
centres where productive economic activity could be undertaken.

EU contribution to change (both at policies / reform level and outcome level)

EU budget support and projects contributed significantly to improving the welfare of IDP
families in Georgia over 2007-13. The argument that EU support simply substituted for efforts
that government would have taken itself does not stand up to scrutiny when consideration is
given to the fiscal pressures that were experienced as a result of the August 2008 War and
the global financial crisis. While much of this was focused on IDPs from the August 2008
conflict, the EU was principled and clear that host communities and both “old” and “new”
IDPs should benefit from their engagement. The EU constantly put forward that the
government should move from status to needs based approaches to IDPs, yet the
government was reluctant to fully embrace this because of the political consequences
associated with this. However, in a sign of progress, in moving from the IDP 11l to the IDP IV
programme, there was a shift from status-to needs-based approaches and this was captured
in the policy matrix for IDP IV programme showing that the dialogue although difficult and
slow had borne some fruits. Indeed the EU had a substantial, comprehensive and all-
encompassing dialogue with the government on policy issues that affected IDPs. It, along
with other members of the international community, had a direct influence on the State
Strategies and subsequent Action Plans on IDPs. It also supported the development of other
necessary policies, such as those regarding sustainable livelihoods and durable housing
solutions. There were, however, limits to how much the EU could effect change as this
primarily depended on the MRA to engage with the Ministry of Finance and Parliament and
GoG system in support of IDPs. The MRA had low capacity or was not influential within the
wider government system. Changes in the Ministers (of which there were five during the
evaluation period), not MRA policy shifts, were more determinant of how IDP issues were
handled. Nevertheless, the EU conditioned its budget support on policy changes while
managing the delicate balance of both being a partner to the government and MRA but also
a force for change. Given that the MRA was not a beneficiary of direct budget support (funds
went through the MoF to the MDF) it has to be questioned how much leverage budget
support in itself gave the EU over the MRA. Indeed within the MRA itself the notion of budget
support was poorly understood.

If not influencing policy directly, the EU projected influence by the provision of technical

support which was appreciated by the MRA and also other IDP stakeholders who recognised
the expertise. Admittedly, the advice provided was not always followed, but in the context of
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constantly changing Ministers and senior staff, EU-financed TA provided continuity and
institutional memory at MRA.

The EU recognised the housing quality problem early on and strenuously tried to apply
pressure, conditionality and other measures to address it, e.g. supporting an improved
complaint mechanisms, pressuring for the adoption of standards, specific evaluations,
general and specialist Civil Society oversight and studies of the housing and procurement
process, and a redress mechanism as part of the policy matrix under IDP IV but with limited
results in terms of change, i.e. actually tighter standards being applied on the ground.

The EU also identified early on that sustainable livelihoods should be an area of priority for
the Government yet it did not become the major focus until the programme IDP IV despite
being part of policy dialogue earlier. In order to have a holistic approach the EU pressured
the MRA to address the lack of a policy framework strategy and priorities on the issue of
sustainable livelihoods. The EU’'s engagement on this area encouraged the evolution of
policy and accelerated government progress. The EU’s consistent emphasis on sustainable
livelihoods in policy dialogue and through the provision of TA was appreciated and noted by
Civil Society and IDP groups in Georgia. So was the EU’s championing of the principle that
IDPs themselves and Civil Society should be consulted. Throughout the period 2007 — 2013,
the MRA as well as local authorities developed some priorities in the area of sustainable
livelihoods, often with EU technical and financial assistance, but this was at times hampered
by the lack of political support, changes in Ministers (and top level administration) and a lack
of clarity in what the MRA could itself do in this area. The EU also financed a number of
initiatives through INGOs working with local partners on livelihoods as well as enabling IDPs
to take an active part in regional and local development committees soon after the crises of
2008 and up to 2011. Despite some progress at the macro-level in terms of creating an
enabling policy environment and instances at the micro-level of how specific activities had
contributed to economic livelihoods, it is difficult to judge the overall impact of the EU
engagement in this challenging area on a total number of beneficiaries.

In its policy dialogue and programming the EU prioritised enabling good community relations
through a comprehensive approach to IDPs (both old and new) and their host communities. It
sought to be equitable to communities and to engage in community mobilisation and ensured
that EU-financed infrastructure investments and social services provision benefited host
communities as well as IDPs. Inevitably there was tension between host communities and
IDPs, yet implementing partners of the EU were well aware of these and there were no
discovered examples of a negative impact where EU programming exacerbated these
tensions. Civic engagement of both IDPs and their host communities to defend their rights
and advocate for changes at the national and municipal levels was enabled by EU funded
projects, particularly IfS but also ENPI funded initiatives through INGOs, UN agencies
working with local partners and CBOs. The EU was a consistent advocate for CBO and NGO
engagement and comprehensive consultation in the development of all Government
strategies. NGO representatives appreciated the fact that the EU created policy space for
Civil Society and expressed doubts that they would have been consulted in the absence of
consistent EU pressure to do so.

Appropriateness of EU engagement

IDPs were a humanitarian, poverty and a political issue in Georgia, and the EU had no
choice but to become involved. It further chose to work mainly through the MRA and MDF
rather than only through INGOs or UN agencies. According to those interviewed in the
course of this study, there were very limited alternative options for the EU to undertake such
large-scale building programmes of durable housing for IDPs. While other donors did run
building initiatives, they were not of the same scale and scope as the EU was trying to
develop. The EU Delegation does not have the capacity to run a large, complex programme
of building (including procurement and technical oversight). That having been said, we
recognise that there was also a key political dimension to the decision to work through the
government.

While the strategy represented a logical choice, MRA and the MDF were far from ideal
partners. In addition to low capacity and frequent changes at the top, the MRA was often not

Evaluation of the European Union’s co-operation with Georgia (2007-2013)
Final Report - Volume | - May 2015 (Particip GmbH)



43

politically powerful enough to engage other Ministries to affect change with all the issues
related to IDPs. The EU did try to engage and work, as well, with the Ministry for Regional
Development and Infrastructure on IDP issues to compensate for MRA/MDF weaknesses.
While the EU moved to support livelihoods questions, it can be asked if it was effective in
encouraging the government to prioritise this aspect of IDP support, While livelihoods were
part of IDP Il the government was more keen on developing housing, and the new
Livelihood Strategy was not adopted until 2013. .

While IDPs assuredly benefited and some progress was made on policy issues, and the EU
operations staff did their very best to affect change, it can be asked given the large sums
involved whether results would have been better if the EU had raised issue more
aggressively at the highest political level

Summing up

Overall, the EU was a major, consistent, and much appreciated player in improving the living
conditions of the conflict-affected population throughout Georgia. Without the level and scope
of the EU’s engagements whether they be targeted budget support, TA, supported INGO/UN
projects or policy dialogue, conflict-affected populations and IDPs in particular would have
been considerably worse off during the period 2007-2013. The decision to use primarily
targeted budget support and work through the GoG, MRA and MDF was a politically and
practically understandable but had negative consequences for the effectiveness and quality
of IDP support and the ability to affect change directly. While it is a moot point it did not seem
that there were readily available and logical alternative options that could have easily be
used to acquire better results. What leverage the EU had by itself and with others it used
well, but progress was often slow related to wider political issues and low capacity in
addressing IDP issues. More aggressive political dialogue on IDP-related issues, especially
the persistent problem of low housing quality provided by the very substantial resources
invested through targeted budget support to the MoF to MDF, might have improved the
situation. Yet this would have required a level of boldness and expenditure of the EU’s
political capital at a higher political level that some think unrealistic.

5.6 Conflict Resolution
Evaluation Question 6: To what extent has EU action in conflict prevention and peacebuilding

constituted an added value?

Introduction

Conflict resolution and peace building issues in Georgia and the wider Caucasus region are
profoundly complex and not subject to quick fixes. The international community, not just the
EU, has been challenged to stage an effective response. The “frozen conflicts” (although this
term can be disputed) in Georgia have become, if anything, more intractable over the
evaluation period. The UN Mission and OSCE lost access to South Ossetia and Abkhazia
was blocked by Russia after the conflict in 2008. Georgians were able to travel to Tskhinvali
region/South Ossetia, although with some restrictions, prior to 2008. After 2008, Georgians
are not allowed to travel to this region at all, except for those who live in Akhalgori district.
Travel to and from Abkhazia is also very heavily restricted.. The 2008 war significantly
changed the dynamics, making resolution less rather than more likely, as Russia recognized
the so-called “independence” originally declared by de facto authorities in Abkhazia and
South Ossetia in the 1990s, with the GoG position towards them hardening. The on-going
crisis in Ukraine has raised the stakes for all asides and further hardened attitudes.

The EU, as evidenced by the role of then-EU President of the Council Nicolas Sarkozy in
brokering an end to the August 2008 conflict and the fast deployment of a European Union
Monitor Mission (EUMM) which is however blocked by Russia and the de facto authorities
from accessing Abkhazia and South Ossetia, has assumed a high profile role. EU Special
Representative(s) EUSRs have also been deployed. Yet its engagement in Confidence
Building and Conflict Resolution pre-dated the 2008 conflict with the EU having a long-
engagement towards this end across the Caucasus since the late 1990s.

Evaluation of the European Union’s co-operation with Georgia (2007-2013)
Final Report - Volume | - May 2015 (Particip GmbH)



44

Yet, as will be explored below, less was actually distributed for the peaceful resolution of
conflicts. There were a number of reasons for this. One was because of the EU’s inability or
unwillingness to navigate the GoG reluctance to see money spent in Abkhazia in ways that
the GoG would regard as legitimitising the de facto authorities or that could be construed in
their mind as state-building. Yet it was also because of the restrictions imposed by the de
facto authorities themselves, especially in South Ossetia which virtually closed off the
territory allowing only ICRC access amongst the international community. Complicating the
picture further was the lack of unanimity in approach from EU member-states and also the
role of Russia in the conflict which also significantly impacted the operational environment in
which cooperation activities would actually be welcomed.

Levels of Engagement

As noted by the EU sponsored report Fact-Finding Mission on the Conflict in Georgia in
2009, three separate but interconnected levels of conflict related to Georgia all require
resolution:

Level | - Unresolved issues regarding the status of and relationship between
Georgian authorities and the different minorities living within its borders;

Level Il - The strained and ambiguous relationship between Georgia and its powerful
northern neighbour, the Russian Federation; and

Level 11l - The geostrategic interests of major international players, both regional and
non-regional, competing for political influence, access to energy supplies and other
strategic interests.

While the EU was rapid in its response to the 2008 conflict, the environment for Conflict
Resolution or for that matter cooperation activities generally has become increasingly
challenging since. Not least because of the role of Russia. The majority of the EU’s co-
operation activities (rather than political or crisis management activities) were focussed on
Level I, yet obviously Levels Il and lll also had an influence and there were activities that
touched on these levels as well.

Key developments over the evaluation period

The overall outcomes of EU co-operation programmes were affected by the evolution in the
political environment. Therefore there was very limited progress and even some regression
in the resolution of the conflicts at any level. The situation changed dramatically with the
August war of 2008 and Abkhazia and South Ossetia’s recognition by Russia, with access to
South Ossetia being becoming almost impossible for the international community. The GoG
Law on occupied territories in 2010 was a key development which could have restricted
engagement but was successfully challenged by the EU. The GoG contended however that
the law did not restrict humanitarian, community development, and human centric
engagement and that this was misperceived by the EU while others noted that the EU was
not bold enough in challenging this. Another key development during the period was the
change of government in Georgia in 2012. The Incident Prevention and Response
Mechanism (IPRM) has been *“blocked” since 2012 and the Geneva International
Discussions have been yielding little, meaning that the co-operation projects and EUSR’s
access were one of the few tangible aspects of the EU's engagement. While not falling within
the temporal scope of the evaluation beginning negotiations and then the subsequent signing
the Association Agreement with the EU in July 2014 also represented a political change, as
did the Agreement between Russia and the de facto authorities in Abkhazia in one hand and
with South Ossetia in 2014 on the other. Events in Ukraine throughout 2013 and 2014 and
the role of Russia were closely watched and had a spill over impact on the environment for
resolution.

EU contribution to change (both at policies / reform level and outcome level)

The EU has deployed a multifaceted response involving political engagements at the highest
level of Geneva International Discussions and participation in the IPRM for Abkhazia when
operational. Yet the EU has also engaged through civilian crisis management mission in the
EUMM and the deployment of an array of funding instruments (ENP, IfS, EIDHR) to support
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peace building and conflict resolution initiatives including at the regional level. This is in
addition to humanitarian and livelihood work within Abkhazia, most notably in the Gali district.

The EU enabled some innovative responses and assisted in keeping lines of communication
open between conflicting parties at not only the grass-roots level but also at the middle- and
higher levels. A range of EU-funded projects, the largest being COBERM | (EUR 4.5 million)
and 1l (EUR 5 million) but also smaller projects totalling EUR 2.4 million implemented by
specialist INGOs (International Alert, Conciliation Resources, Saferworld, IISS, Berghof, Pax
Christi) with long track records in conflict-related work have enabled direct and indirect
contact between stakeholders to the conflict, particularly at the grass-roots and meso levels.
This was often in most difficult circumstances and it has at times necessitated the direct
involvement of the EUSR, the EU Head of Delegation and the UN Resident Representative.
In Abkhazia, EU funding has made an important contribution to the emergence and
functioning of Civil Society, which some see as an important force for further conflict
prevention.

While a few other donors (UK, Sweden, Switzerland) also supported conflict-related
initiatives, the length, scale, diversity, and breadth of the EU institution's engagement set it
apart. However, despite the innovative nature of the EU’s actions, it must be acknowledged
that these were implemented under extremely unfavourable conditions. For example the
project level evaluation team of the COBERM | programme noted, “...the evaluation team
believes that the most that can be claimed for the two-year programme is that COBERM has
fertilised the ground for further Confidence Building in support of conflict reduction.” Yet a
follow-up programme COBERM Il was valuable in improving the capacity of a wide variety of
organisations to plan and implement a variety of confidence-building measures.

While at the macro level, the amount of money mobilised and the range of funding
mechanisms (IfS, EIDHR, ENPI, and even DCI) enabled the EU to act swiftly and at times
creatively, there was a large discrepancy between planned and actual spending in the broad
area of “Support for peaceful settlement of conflicts.” This gap occurred both in 2007-2010
(planned 16%, actual 8%) and 2011 and 2013 (planned 5-10%, actual 2%). There were two
reasons given for this lack of spending: constraints placed on the EU by the conflict parties,
including Government of Georgia and the de facto authorities (particularly in South Ossetia
where the authorities did not allow international engagement save for ICRC), and as argued
previously, and EU political reluctance to test or negotiate the boundaries for the benefit of
people-centred development (as opposed to state building) in the breakaway regions,
particularly Abkhazia.

The evaluation has found no evidence of a collective strategy guiding the action of the
various parts of the EU in the area of conflict prevention and peace building in Georgia. The
EU’'s engagement had a mixed project feel to it rather than that of being part of a wider
comprehensive strategy -- despite claims by the EU that it was precisely the diversity of the
responses (political, civilian crisis management, co-operation) that was the EU’s added
value.

Various stakeholders have identified the EU’'s added value differently. However, recurring
themes included being a political as well as co-operation player, long-term engagement on
conflict and humanitarian issues including within Abkhazia, the promotion EU/Western values
through co-operation instruments, the weight of its financial instruments, the EUSR
mechanism (including links to the EUD operational section), consistent support to Civil
Society, previous support to the Inguri dam rehabilitation, and the commitment and creativity
of EU officials (from EUD and EUSR) in “staying engaged.” For the GoG, clearly the EUMM
and EU political support for their position on territorial integrity was a highly valued asset.

Appropriateness of EU engagement

For most of the evaluation period, the EU’s guiding principles were been non-recognition and
engagement with Abkhazia and South Ossetia. To this must be added operational
boundaries restrictions imposed by the parties to the conflict and the fact that the EU was
politically reluctant at the higher levels to explore the full extent of what could have been
usefully and appropriately funded, particularly within Abkhazia.
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The EU lacked an overall joined-up comprehensive strategy on Confidence Building and
Conflict Resolution more widely. There are instances where the EU Delegation (and Head of
Delegation) and EUSR engaged in political dialogue to advance conflict-related EU
programming. EUMM- and EUD-funded initiatives seem to have come in contact in the
EUMM areas of operations in some limited instances. The closest interaction seems to have
been on the level of EUSR staff with the EU Delegation operations section staff, who had a
productive and at times creative working relationship. However, while there would seem to
have been some interaction between the different actors of the EU’s engagement (EUMM,
EUSR, EU Delegation, EU Heads of Mission, and EU member-states officials focusing on
conflict) and different types (Civilian Crisis Management Mission, co-operation programming
and policy and political dialogue), it is debatable what this added up to in terms of Conflict
Resolution. The EU’s collective weight may not have been felt because of different
mandates, different lines of reporting, and different priorities, plus poor methods of working
together effectively, notably at the higher levels. That EU MS themselves had different
positions on conflict issues also did not facilitate this. While often excellent functional
collaboration existed at the personal level (e.g. between the EUSR’s office and the EU
Delegation operations section) joint work was not necessarily encouraged, enabled or
rewarded higher up in the EU hierarchy of the individual EUMM, EUSR, EUD
(DEVCO/EEAS) entities. Fixation with individual mandates at the higher levels trumped more
strategic, collective and creative working together, undermining all aspects including the co-
operation aspect.

While the EU undertook many worthwhile initiatives at both policy and programming level,
some of them quite innovative and flexible, the collective added value was less than could
have been hoped for. Whether a truly joined-up EU strategic engagement could have
actually changed overarching conflict dynamics and led to a more positive resolution in the
prevailing environment is debatable, but the EU at the higher levels did not put itself in the
best position for impact with its mixed engagement.

Summing up

The ability of the EU, through funding confidence-building measures and other co-operation
activities, to change the overarching conflict dynamics to make them more favourable to
resolution has been limited. The geopolitical nature of the conflict and Russia’s engagement
makes it particularly difficult. This fact does not make co-operation activities inappropriate or
without value -- far from it -- and a great deal of valuable and innovative work was done,
particularly under COBERM | and II and with specialist INGOs. Indeed the EU’s tangible and
appreciated engagement in Abkhazia was mainly through EU-funded projects and this is
commendable, but more could have been accomplished by co-operation with appropriate
political support within a clearer EU comprehensive approach. The EU’s co-operation work
around conflict issues has placed it quite well in the (unlikely) eventuality of a shift in the
geopolitical situation or if the positions of the parties to the conflict evolve. In South Ossetia
the position of the authorities made engagement with co-operation instruments almost totally
impossible yet opportunities for people-based development activities and proposition of EU
values have been missed, particularly in Abkhazia. While much of this may be fairly ascribed
to difficult conditions for cooperation activities some of which were created by Government of
Georgia, Russia and the de facto authorities, it is also due to the absence of a collective EU
strategy and a reluctance at the political level to test and fully explore boundaries of what
engagement could usefully entail.
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6 Conclusions
The conclusions and recommendations are organised into three clusters, as follows:
Global Strategy: approximation, overall relevance, etc.

Strategy implementation: aid delivery methods & channels (role of budget support,
involvement of civil society, etc.); coordination/complementarity; policy dialogue; etc.

Specific sector aspects:

Criminal Justice;

Public Finance Management;

Agriculture and Regional development;

Civil Society;

Internally Displaced Persons;

Conflict Resolution and Confidence Building.

O O O o o

6.1 On the global strategy

Conclusion 1: The EU strategy was reasonably effective in pursuing the main goals of
the ENP, namely reducing poverty, enhancing the potential for economic integration
and promoting spreading European values.

This conclusion is based on EQs 1-6.

Despite some of the weaknesses and limitations described below, the EU strategy advanced
ENP goals. Poverty in Georgia is concentrated in the countryside, and some progress
against poverty can be seen at the level of projects supported. However, the impact so far of
the sector strategies supported by the EU (Agriculture and Regional Development) cannot be
seen. The main contribution, the support in putting in place a comprehensive forward-looking
Agriculture strategy and support for its implementation through ENPARD, is too recent to be
able to trace in national-level data. Implementation of the Regional Development strategy,
also supported through budget support, is also recent. The potential for Georgian agriculture
to be integrated with Europe is significant, but lies in the longer term. For the economy as a
whole, the benefits from integration will be significant but modest and highly uneven both
between and within sectors.

The EU strategy was relevant to Georgia’s needs and the special circumstances arising from
the conflict there. A GoG priority area throughout the evaluation period was PFM. As
illustrated by the 2008 and 2011 PEFA reports, there was significant progress in many areas
and, whatever weaknesses pointed out in answering EQ 2, it is safe to say that the EU’s
support contributed to these improvements. Policy dialogue in the first PFM budget support
programme and TA in the second, were particularly effective. The EU responded flexibly and
at scale to needs that arose following the August 2008 War, and effectively became the
major foreign donor in the IDPs and Conflict Resolution / Confidence Building areas. Despite
persistent difficulties in promoting EU priorities with the GoG relating to IDPs, the EU support
contributed to some progress and made an undoubted improvement in the wellbeing of
thousands of IDPs via its contribution to durable housing solutions. In Conflict Resolution and
Confidence Building, various interventions significantly assisted Civil Society in Abkhazia and
made a contribution to spreading European values. At the same time, actual progress
towards resolution of the political stalemate was negligible despite multi-faceted EU
involvement at the political level. Moreover, the EU was unable to respond effectively to the
security needs expressed by the GoG.

The EU has, through budget support, consistently supported Criminal Justice sector reform
in Georgia, with contributions to juvenile justice including conditions of detention for young
persons, defence of human rights through the Public Defender’s Office, and access to justice
through Legal Aid Services. This support helped Georgia to meet international commitments
in the rule of law and rights of the child and promoted international good practice, with
tangible impacts on the groups targeted. At the same time, the EU’s contribution to justice
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sector reform has been constrained by relative lack of GoG interest in areas such as
independence of the judiciary and the transparency of the procuracy. In penitentiary reform,
as well, it should not be forgotten that the widely publicised instances of mistreatment in
2012 occurred despite years of EU support in the area and the system continues to fall short
of European standards for transparency and access.

With EU support, space was created for Civil Society in areas such as monitoring
government IDP activities and promoting better relations between IDPs and host
communities, monitoring prison conditions, and (with somewhat less success) PFM
monitoring. At the same time, areas such as minority rights remain very weak, as does
grass-roots civil society more generally. The promotion of European values and approaches,
and the explanation of why the European project is a beneficial one, has been far more
successful in Thilisi than it has in the countryside.

Conclusion 2: The focus on the broader and more political aspects of the ENP reform
agenda (promoting European standards, practices, and approaches, particularly
through approximation) led to decreased attention to actual sector outcomes and, in
some cases, weaker strategic monitoring.

This conclusion is based on EQs 1-3 and EQ 5.

Taking ENP Progress Reports as a broad indicator of strategic monitoring, EU attention was
focused on political aspects related to EU values, Human Rights, Conflict Resolution, Justice
and the Rule of Law, etc. Specific sector-level outcomes, e.g. in Agriculture and PFM, were
not emphasised and appear to have lost prominence over the years. General references to
commitment and engagement, in the form of positive developments in the policy framework
or procedures, outweigh specific references to sector outcome achievements.

In IDPs, specific data which could have been generated, with EU TA if needed, were often
lacking; e.g. the number of IDPs benefiting from EU support and reliable nationwide data on
income and poverty. Independent monitoring persistently identified major problems in the
quality of housing provided, yet it proved difficult to make progress on this issue and on
livelihoods. Reports are longer on account of improved GoG attitudes than on concrete
results. In PFM, monitoring had concentrated too much on operational results at the technical
sub-sector level rather than on overall PFM reform strategy progress. This moved monitoring
in the direction of activities-monitoring (“box-checking”) rather than overall strategic
surveillance. In Criminal Justice reform, some results emphasised, such as medical check-
ups for prisoners, are far removed from the actual hoped for outcome, which is improved
prisoner health. The extent of progress in terms of actual results depended heavily on GoG
political will. In civil society support, the template for strategy in recent years, via the EaP,
was provided by the Association Agreement, not by actual Georgian CSO needs.

The EU’s co-operation engagement in Georgia needed to respond to two related but distinct
sets of needs — the needs of a developing country with large numbers of persons living in
dire poverty, and the needs of a fairly developed one challenged by a post-Soviet legacy of
dysfunctional governance, weak institutions, and distorted incentives. Having started as a
programme largely to deal with the first, the EU's co-operation programme became
increasingly concerned with the second.

Conclusion 3: In some areas, approximation has been a strong framework for co-
operation, in other areas it has been a less effective one.

This conclusion is based on EQs 1, 2 and 3.

Approximation, i.e. the putting in place of legislation and practices in line with the EU, has led
to a number of good results. The outstanding example is the rehabilitation of the national
food safety system, which had decayed shockingly by the time the new government came
into power. EU TA and Comprehensive Institution Building, combined with popular outrage
over the situation, resulted in tremendous progress in raising safety standards and moving
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towards European phyto-sanitary standards. While there are still many challenges, the NFA
has made significant strides in improving the regulation, inspection and control of foodstuffs,
producers, processors, and abattoirs in Georgia. The driving force behind food safety is not
only approximation and EU aspirations (which play a large role) but the recognition by GoG
that for regional and international trade as well as for the domestic consumer market a viable
and efficient system of monitoring and control for food safety is a necessary prerequisite.
This was a great success for European visibility and the advance of European values, in this
case, consumer protection.

At the same time, many sectors of the Georgian economy remain far from being even close
to achieving approximation. In Agriculture, work has focused on poverty, food security, and
rural livelihoods; achieving approximation remains a long-term goal. There is a danger that,
in its pursuit of approximation, a range of laws and regulations that are ill-adapted to
circumstances on the ground, and are thus likely to be resisted and unlikely to be
implemented, will be adopted. Small food processors, for example, may be driven out of
business. Dialogue with the private sector on approximation appears to have been largely
absent. In Regional Development, capacity constraints in local government, ineffective fiscal
decentralisation, low levels of community civic engagement and the inappropriateness of the
European administrative regional model to Georgia reduce the potential of approximation as
a vehicle for progress.

To the extent that approximation overlaps with meeting Council of Europe standards, it
provides a good roadmap in Justice, Rule of Law, and Human Rights, but it is worth recalling
that Georgia still remains far from meeting European standards in prisons, more due to lack
of political will than resource or capacity constraints. This is an area in which the EU made a
considerable investment in Georgia. In PFM, like Justice, approximation largely overlapped
with the implementation of good international practice. There has been progress, but
problems remain (such as failure to follow the international good practice of having the
committee responsible for Parliamentary budget oversight chaired by a member of the
opposition).

DCFTA is, in some respects, similar to approximation — a double-edged sword. As most
economists would expect, studies show that it has potential to raise national income as a
whole — by some 3-5% or so — but also as always, there are winners and losers; not only
between sectors (Agriculture the winner, Industry the loser) but within sectors, as well. In an
ideal world, governments ensure that losers are compensated, but the institutions and
political dialogues to ensure that that will occur are weaker in Georgia than they are in
Europe. It is not clear that this has been sufficiently recognised, and European economic
integration and approximation is rather hard to promote outside of capital-based elites.
Georgia has never been an export-based economy and is unlikely to become an export
powerhouse in the near future.

Conclusion 4: EU development co-operation in Georgia is involved in a wider and
more complex co-operation and political framework. Yet, the development co-
operation programme in Georgia appears to have run largely in isolation.

This conclusion is based on EQs 1-6, EQ7, and EQ 9.

Although the EU’s engagement, via ENP, in Georgia was embedded in a geopolitical
struggle for political and commercial interest, particularly after 2008, the co-operation
programme appeared to share most of the characteristics of a programme carried out in a
typical (albeit post-conflict) developing country. “Development assistance” is a limited area of
co-operation, and linkages with the wider framework and negotiations process (Association
Agreement, DCFTA, etc.) do not appear very strong. In almost any sector, examples can be
found in which EU development co-operation, largely although not entirely through ENPI,
was embedded in a broader context. Yet, in documentation consulted and field interviews,
the focus was largely on bilateral ENPI assistance. Specific examples are to be found in PFM
and Agriculture, where multiple DGs in Brussels are involved in dialogue with GoG
authorities. In Conflict Resolution / Confidence Building, a need for better coordination
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between members of the EU family (EUD, EUSR, EUMM, MS) was found. There was little
apparent connection between the development co-operation programme and EU energy /
trade policy, which is largely dealt with outside development co-operation. The EUD was not
“in the loop” on the involvement of multiple Brussels DGs in, for example, PFM. While
DCFTA is largely the purview of DG Trade, there was little trade expertise evident at the
EUD. While IDPs and Conflict Resolution / Confidence Building, to name the two most
prominent examples, were highly political and cut across all sectors of co-operation, the
political section at the EUD was too small to keep on top of the large and broad co-operation
programme. In answering EQs 5 and 6, it was concluded that stronger political involvement
could have led to better development co-operation results.

6.2 On strategy implementation

Conclusion 5: A wide range of instruments were employed and effectively combined
to fill gaps, achieve complementarity, and exploit synergies, although the coordination
of regional and bilateral programmes was not optimal.

This conclusion is based on EQs 1-6, EQ 7, and EQ 9.

The mix of instruments employed was largely satisfactory. Even leaving aside non-financial
instruments such as political dialogue, the EU deployed a wide range of instruments in
Georgia — bilateral and regional ENPI instruments, thematic budget line instruments
(especially for Civil Society support), IfS, CIB, etc. In many cases, these were creatively
used. Two examples — rapid IfS response in the form of UN agency and INGO IDP projects
in the immediate wake of the August 2008 conflict and the use of EaP resources to fund
CSOs under “More for More”, thus relieving pressure on thematic budget lines — can be
cited. This flexibility allowed support for a variety of areas beyond the major reforms
supported in the focal sectors of co-operation (see support provided under the CIB, EIDHR,
etc.). It also allowed some interesting initiatives in the area of Rural Development and
Regional Development (see support provided under NSA/LA). The EUD did an excellent job
of coordinating this multiplicity of instruments. However, there was an apparent lack of
connection between the bilateral programme and regional or cross-border programmes and
instruments (such as the Neighbourhood Investment Facility). Regional programmes did not
finance major actions in the focal sectors of this evaluation, but were a significant part of the
EU’s portfolio and financed initiatives in, for example, energy, water, roads, and environment.

Conclusion 6: Budget support was appropriately used and, with some exceptions, was
successfully combined with policy dialogue and complementary capacity
development measures. However, the success of budget support operations in certain
areas was contingent on the level of interest shown by national partners.

This conclusion is based on EQs 1-6 and EQ 7.

The adequacy and appropriateness of budget support was identified early as a key theme of
this evaluation. Budget support appears to account for about half of the total co-operation
support in Georgia over the evaluation period — not a high proportion for a country at
Georgia’s level of development. However, if regional and non-ENPI support is eliminated,
budget support accounted for 80% of bilateral ENPI funds available — a figure far more in line
with Georgia’s level of economic and institutional development. In a number of sectors, it led
to or is leading to major advances. In Criminal Justice, it is doubtful if any progress would
have been made in its absence. In Agriculture, it has been crucial to the start-up of ENPARD
and, in Regional Development, to the development of a national strategy and action plan. In
PFM, it has contributed to significant improvements in PEFA assessments. Finally, in IDPs, it
has made a tangible difference in peoples’ lives by supporting durable housing solutions and,
more recently, livelihoods.

Experience has, however, been mixed, and a number of lessons can be derived. The correct
partner is crucial; in IDPs, the main interlocutor for policy dialogue was one entity (the MRA)
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and the agency actually receiving the money (the MRDI and, through it, the MDF) was
another, leading to a major shortfall in the budget support modality. MRDI and MDF were
admittedly part of the policy dialogue, as well, but their concern was essentially construction
of housing, not IDP policy broadly considered. The list of problems encountered is long. The
partner Ministry was weak and unable to effectively engage other ministries central to IDP
issues; there were frequent changes at the top of the Ministry, capacity was weak, and GoG
was persistently reluctant to recognise that the IDP issue was a long-term multi-dimensional
development issue, not a short-term humanitarian and housing one. At the same time, the
gquestion must be asked: what was the alternative? In the end, the budget support modality in
IDPs was the only option consistent with showing political and policy solidarity with the
government. In addition, the EU Delegation lacked the capacity to implement a large housing
construction programme.

In PFEM, lack of government interest during the first programme led to a near-total absence of
TA, a major opportunity missed. Policy dialogue, by contrast, was very successful in the first
PFM budget support programme. The lack of TA was rectified, with great success, in the
second budget support programme. In all sectors where it was applied, TA (and its close
relative, Twinning where the partner agency had the capacity, institutional depth, and long-
term commitment to effectively utilise it) were crucial to progress. Even in the troubled IDPs
sector, TA in the context of budget support helped the EU to nudge the national strategy and
action plan in preferred directions, and to have impact on specific issues like livelihoods,
while ensuring some institutional memory in a Ministry weakened by personnel change at the
top level.

As shown by experience in the Criminal Justice sector, political will or the lack thereof was an
important factor in determining the effectiveness of policy dialogue in the context of budget
support. In that sector, policy dialogue was successful in juvenile justice, where there was a
real commitment, but was not effective in areas where government was not interested in real
change. In short, budget support was an effective modality. However, in some cases, as
stated also in the next conclusion, it could have been more effective.

Conclusion 7: At a number of points, a stronger combination of political dialogue and
co-operation would likely have yielded better results.

This conclusion is based on EQs 5, 6, and 7.

The evaluation found fairly perfunctory day-to-day coordination between the political and co-
operation sectors in the EUD, the exception being the Hammarberg human rights advisory
mission following the October 2012 elections. Two areas where a stronger political voice
could have leveraged the EU’s co-operation programme potential into better results are IDPs
and Conflict Resolution / Confidence Building. In the first, shoddy construction and poor
complaint mechanisms were persistently identified by independent monitors and were
consistently taken up by the EUD in co-operation sector policy dialogue with the MRA and
MDF. Yet, progress was, and remains, very slow. If the issue had been taken up at the
highest political level, the reaction might have been more vigorous. In the area of Conflict
Resolution and Confidence Building, restrictions imposed by the GoG on work, specifically in
Abkhazia, significantly constrained what the co-operation programme was able to do.
Admittedly, restrictions imposed by the de facto authorities were also a constraining factor.
Nonetheless, opportunities for people-based development in that region were not pursued,
and a great deal of money remained unspent. The EU made only limited attempts in political
dialogue with the GoG to test, the boundaries of its strictly interpreted policy of engagement
without recognition policy. As a result, development-oriented opportunities that may also
have yielded benefits for Conflict Resolution were not pursued.

Conclusion 8: EU support strengthened Civil Society, leading to increased
involvement with co-operation programme design, implementation and monitoring.
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This conclusion is based on EQs 1-6.

The EU is a valued partner of Civil Society in Georgia and is credited with having created
political and policy arena for NGOs to operate in. Instruments financing actions implemented
by national NGOs included EIDHR, NSA/LA, CSF, IfS, and ENPI itself. Civil Society is still
subject to limitations in Georgia — there are few groups with the capacity to monitor PFM, the
relevant parliamentary committee is ineffective at monitoring the budget, etc. But there have
been improvements. CSOs now regularly monitor prison conditions, and were supported in
this by the EU using innovative means. CSOs were heavily involved in IDPs monitoring, in
building better relations between IDPs and host communities, and in Confidence Building.
The EU was the largest and most consistently engaged donor with Abkhazian Civil Society.
While there is some discontent about governance, the Georgian National Platform of the Civil
Society Forum is functional and has reached agreement with Parliament on how Civil Society
can contribute to Parliament’s work. There is now a network of functioning second-tier NGOs
outside Thilisi capable of raising money in order to operate on a continuing basis. Where real
gaps persist is at the grass-roots level, where NGOs remain very weak. There has been no
trickle-down of resources to them as there has been to the second-tier NGOs. The situation
is especially dire in minority regions, not coincidently the areas in which the EU has been
least successful in promoting European values.

Conclusion 9: A genuine EU-wide approach was not adopted in areas such as Conflict
Resolution and Confidence Building and possible opportunities were missed.

This conclusion is based on EQ 6.

EU interventions in Conflict Resolution and Confidence Building had many positive impacts —
keeping lines of communication open, holding authorities to account, providing material
benefit, promoting EU values, providing useful analytical work on conflict issues, and in some
ways breaking the isolated mentalities. These are all essential elements of effective
resolution should the position of the parties or geopolitical realities change. The diversity of
implementing partners and lines of engagement was also part of the EU’s strength, although
at times the EU’s co-operation in the area gave the view of a collection of projects rather than
a strategic package.

More seriously, the EU’s own actions did not maximise its potential collective added value
despite official claims to the contrary. No evidence could be found of a collective EU strategy
guiding the action of the various parts of the EU relevant to conflict prevention and peace
building. Despite some good relationships and collaborations and innovative features, the
collective weight of the EU’s non-financial instruments (political dialogue, EUSR, EUMM) and
financial instruments and engagement of EUD operations / DEVCO (ENPI, IfS, EIDHR) did
not add up to more than the sum of their parts.

The lack of an EU collective strategic purpose and effective working mechanisms involving
EU actors for peaceful resolution of conflicts undermined effectiveness and impact overall,
and of co-operation initiatives themselves. This would have admittedly been very difficult to
achieve in a highly dynamic environment, but this EU ambiguity as perceived by the parties
was not always constructive.

Effective operationalization of the engagement principle was constrained by GoG, de facto
authorities, role of Russia, EU Member States’ different positions, unclear collective EU
leadership/direction on how the limits of “engagement” would look like, EU financing
mechanisms, and lack of clarity on what precisely are the different EU financial resources
that could be mobilised for “engagement.” These questions are ultimately political in nature
but have a key operational component that raises the question of whether the EU was bold
enough in presenting tangible initiatives for engagement and overcoming its own internal
boundaries. As discussed with regard to relevance, the EU’s internal constraints also
prevented it from addressing GoG’s main concern, which was security.

EU visibility was often confined to putting pressure on implementing partners. A more
encompassing, dynamic and creative approach to EU visibility would have been useful.

Evaluation of the European Union’s co-operation with Georgia (2007-2013)
Final Report - Volume | - May 2015 (Particip GmbH)




53

6.3 Sector specific aspects

6.3.1 Criminal Justice

Conclusion 10: The EU has made tangible contributions to strengthening the rule of
law and improving access to Justice in Georgia, by supporting interventions to
improve capacity, efficiency, transparency and effectiveness of various Justice sector
institutions.

This conclusion is based on EQ 1.

EU support to the sector has contributed to better functioning of the Justice system,
improving (though to varying degree) transparency, efficiency, and effectiveness of the
targeted state institutions, which, following the Intervention Logic, should have improved
service delivery to the country’s citizens and contributed to democracy and human rights
protection. The improvements effected by the EU have been achieved through training and
TA, as well as providing capital equipment and infrastructure development. The use of sector
budget support made it possible for the EU to develop a long-term strategic plan of sector
engagement, which it could agree directly with the GoG, thus ensuring a higher level of local
ownership of the reforms. In some areas, such as juvenile justice or penitentiary and
probation reforms, SBS and TA have been well complemented by (1) grant projects
implemented by CSOs, which involved monitoring of the performance of public sector
institutions, (2) advocacy for improved compliance with international standards, (3) provision
of TA and capacity building as needed or requested, and (4) service delivery.

Institutional strengthening that came about with the EU support is evident, for example, in
case of the PDO, the LAS, the Civil Registry Agency (CRA), and the National Probation
Agency (NPA), which have also improved service delivery to their beneficiaries. Thus, the EU
has been at the forefront of supporting Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) in criminal
cases in Georgia, supporting the creation of diversion and mediation mechanisms for juvenile
offenders, which has since been applied to adult population as well. The impact of EU
support was weakest with respect to the transparency, accountability and effectiveness of
the penitentiary system (with the exception of improving prison healthcare towards the end of
the evaluation period), as well as the procuracy.

EU efforts directed toward improving access to justice have made tangible impact on the
lives of many people’ who benefited from legal aid either through the LAS or through EU
grant-recipient CSOs. Significantly however, more effort is needed to improve access to
justice for Georgian citizens, especially, minorities, who are facing additional obstacles of
language, marginalization, and stigma.

Conclusion 11: The EU support to justice sector reforms, most notably TA and
capacity building, has improved compliance with international standards /
conventions as a matter of form, which often ensured that the GoG did not digress
from the reform path. At the same time, however, difficulties have been experienced in
effecting substantive positive changes for the end users of the criminal justice sector.
The strength of political will, as reflected in the budget support policy matrix, was the
most important factor determining the extent of real change achieved.

This conclusion is based on EQ 1.

With support from the EU, the GoG has shown progress toward adherence to international
standards and conventions, as it relates to its Criminal Justice policies and practice, juvenile
justice, conditions in penitentiaries, and probation service. This was made possible through
technical assistance and capacity building, which have been part of almost every EU
intervention targeting the justice sector, including many EIDHR projects implemented by
CSOs. The TA and capacity building efforts have complemented well the sector budget
support and EaPIC grant projects implemented by CSOs. Some areas of support (e.g.
juvenile justice and probation) have seen better coordination of these efforts. The good
coordination has been achieved due to (1) the Criminal Justice Strategy and relevant action
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plans detailing the reform efforts, (2) long-term co-operation between CSOs and the GoG
(fostered by previous EU and other donor-funded projects), and (3) government will to effect
meaningful change.

The EU interventions have been most effective in steering juvenile justice reforms in line with
the principles of UNCRC and other child rights based approaches in the Criminal Justice
area. The EU has also contributed, although unevenly, to more accountable justice sector
institutions and helped with improved adherence to European Rules on Community
Measures and UN Standard Minimum Rules for Non-Custodial Measures, as well as
European Prison Rules and other COE standards as they relate to conditions in the
penitentiary. However, the improved adherence to international standards relevant to
penitentiary has been the least effective in effecting substantive changes for the ultimate
beneficiaries.

6.3.2 Public Finance Management

Conclusion 12: EU support has facilitated government monitoring of PFM reforms
implementation at the activities level, but has been less successful in facilitating the
monitoring of the extent to which the overall objectives of the PFM Reform Strategy
are being achieved.

This conclusion is based on EQ 2.

Improvement of PFM in many areas was demonstrated by the 2008 and 2011 PEFA
assessments. The monitoring of PFM reform implementation is in principle well established.
The MoF has the leadership and ownership of this process. There is regular monitoring and
reporting on the activities conducted during the reporting period and the outputs delivered.
However, there is no assessment of the extent to which the objectives and targets envisaged
in the PFM reform strategy have been or are being achieved. This does not allow
incorporating the lessons learnt in the design of the new or follow-up strategies. It also does
not facilitate adjustment of the course (i.e. the direction, pace or scope of reform measures)
when there are difficulties in achieving the expected objectives and desired results.

Assessment of progress is challenged not only by the lack of a results-based focus in the
monitoring of the implementation of PFM reform, but, even more importantly, by the lack of
clearly defined objectives, measurable and verifiable performance indicators and targets.

A related deficiency was the dearth of analysis and appreciation of the broad factors
responsible for PFM weaknesses, especially capacity constraints. As a result, the reform
measures were to a large extent technical solutions envisaging implementation of new tools,
systems, procedures without necessarily addressing capacity deficiencies at all levels —
individual, institutional and enabling environment levels. The lack of a systematic and
comprehensive approach to PFM capacity development led to loss of opportunities for
effective and efficient mobilisation and coordination of capacity development support that
would have been available from development partners in the PFM area.

6.3.3 Agriculture, Rural and Regional development

Conclusion 13: EU support to the agricultural sector has been critical and
instrumental in assisting the GoG to prioritize agriculture in order to reduce poverty
and serve as a vehicle to enhance economic development in the long term.

This conclusion is based on EQ 3.

EU TA support was critical in informing and reinforcing the GoG’s policy shift (just prior to
and after the change in government in 2012) prioritizing Agriculture sector development and
putting in place a long-term strategy. The EU has played a key role in facilitating and creating
the enabling environment through which the GoG could move from neglect to an appropriate
policy and strategy. This is particularly evident in the design and adoption of an institutional
framework and service delivery structure to support farmers. It is also evident in the EU’s
support to cooperative development, a move designed to reap economies of scale.
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Since sector strategy in Agriculture is of recent vintage, tangible impacts on poor peoples’
lives are to be seen mostly so far at a local level through projects supported by the EU in
food security, poverty alleviation and livelihoods development. These interventions should be
seen in light of the wider and bigger picture of geopolitical and conflict status in the region
and as short- to medium-term measures to mitigate the situation on the ground.

It is only at this stage with ENPARD that evidence shows that a more long-term and focused
approach to Agriculture sector development is emerging. This includes improved integration
of stakeholders along the production and value chains. Approximation and the DCFTA will be
necessary if Georgian Agriculture is to reach its full potential as an engine for growth in the
Georgian economy, and there are many problems to overcome in the area of standards,
practices, and efficiency. The major success to date is progress made in the food safety and
phyto-sanitary area, discussed under Conclusion 3.

Conclusion 14: EU support to Regional Development has had an impact at the national
level, through institutional and planning mechanisms, but meaningful impact at the
regional level must await the adoption and implementation of Regional Development
action plans and a corresponding allocation of adequate resources at the sub-national
level. Approximation is held back by the fact that the European administrative
definition of region is inappropriate to Georgia.

This conclusion is based on EQ 3.

The EU supported the Inter-ministerial Working Group that developed a National Regional
Development Plan and action plan. A number of Regional Development plans/strategies
have also been developed, but no corresponding action had been developed at the time of
this evaluation and, with their emphasis on long-term infrastructure projects, impact is likely
to be slow in coming. This is evident in the failure of Regional Development agencies to
improve their capacity and to act upon the Regional Development strategies that are
currently in place. The impression received in the field visits is that, while these strategies are
in place, little action has been carried out. This is partly due to a change in local governance
and partly due to lack of comprehensive methodology to develop and implement the action
plans. Further capacity at regional level needs to be developed along with concrete
resourced action plans to bring this forward. In addition, and in the approximation context,
the European concept of a region is not well suited to the actual political and economic
geography of Georgia - in EU regional policy terms, Georgia could easily be classified as a
single region (like Ireland in the 1990s) or at most three regions: East Georgia, West Georgia
and Greater Thilisi. The focus on the administrative regions is a pointless distraction.

6.3.4 Civil Society

Conclusion 15: EU support has contributed significantly to the development of Civil
Society as a force in Georgian politics and society, but the development has been
lopsided, with capital- and secondary-city based organisations attaining a
considerable degree of influence and sustainability while grass-roots organisations
remain weak.

This conclusion is based on EQ 4.

Civil Society is not a “sector” per se, but can informally be treated as such for purposes of
assessing EU engagement. EU support to Civil Society, mostly by aid channelling and
promoting the involvement of CSOs sector dialogues and reform monitoring, was substantial
over the evaluation period and paid off in Civil Society development. As recently as the
middle of the evaluation period, assessments of the strength of Georgian Civil Society were
fairly critical, drawing attention to low levels of public trust, low levels of civic engagement,
poor financial sustainability outside of an elite few, etc. Most indications are that the situation
has improved since, in part but not entirely due to the change of government and with EU
(and other donor) support. The baseline today is that the conditions for Civil Society as a
force for participatory democratic governance at the top and second-rank levels are
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reasonably good in Georgia. Tax laws, rules of association, etc. are not ideal but pose no
major barriers. Specific problems such as weak PFM monitoring by Civil Society can be
observed, but this is in part due to the nature of the PFM reform and associated monitoring
strategy itself, tending to exclude CSOs. In Agriculture, IDPs, and Justice reform, there is
solid evidence of Civil Society involvement, policy and political scope has been opened up by
EU support and conditionality.

Where weaknesses persist, it is at the grass-roots level and no more so than in the minority-
dominated regions where isolation, language barriers and distrust are major barriers to Civil
Society development. In part because of the weakness of EU support for Civil Society at the
grass-roots level, the EU has had difficulty in conveying, outside Thilisi, the advantages of
the European project.

6.3.5 Internally Displaced Persons

Conclusion 16: The EU mounted a multifaceted response to the challenges posed by
conflict affected populations. It was timely and rapid, and the EU made the right
strategic choices. However, the effectiveness of the support was challenged by some
difficulties associated to the use of the budget support modality and the heavily
politicised environment around the issue of IDPs.

This conclusion is based on EQ 5.

The EU engaged in a multifaceted response to the challenges posed by conflict-affected
populations during the period 2007-2013, with the strategy evolving flexibly as the challenges
themselves and policy context changed. The most dramatic development was the war of
2008 and a flow of “new” IDPs. While IDPs presented a humanitarian emergency, they also
constituted a development and political challenge. The EU’s response, by comparison with
other donors, was rapid and financially considerable. The EU made the right strategic choice
by seeking to align and work with the GoG, its Ministries and agencies rather than simply
relying on UN agencies and INGOs as the aid channel. The choice of budget support was
logical as the EU wanted to work primarily with the government at the macro level and to
influence the GoG overall strategy and action plan. It also reflected the fact that the EU
Delegation did not have the capacity to implement a large housing construction programme.

At the same time, the budget support modality was difficult. TA to the MRA was relatively
successful, and in particular helped to encourage the government to think, much against its
political instinct, about promoting sustainable livelihoods for IDPs. It also promoted
privatisation (again against its inclinations) and influenced the overall direction of the IDP
Strategy and action plan, including the gradual move from status- to needs-based
approaches, again somewhat against Government’s instincts. However, this TA did not
directly improve housing standards, which is where the greatest problems lay. Despite
scathing independent monitoring reports from international experts, Civil Society oversight,
some policy matrix conditionality, and constant policy dialogue, the EU was only able to
partially alleviate the problem of shoddy refugee housing construction. This can be ascribed
in large to the fact that, while the interlocutor for policy dialogue was the MRA, the actual flow
of budget support money was direct from the MoF to the Municipal Development Fund
(MDF). Because of this system, a number of Ministers (there were five over the evaluation
period) and senior Ministry staff had only limited familiarity with what the BS Facility was and
how it worked.

Not only the design of the budget support programme, but other factors also raised
challenges to effectiveness. The IDP problem was heavily politicised, and the clear priority of
the government after 2008 was quickly housing “new” IDPs. Providing “free” housing and
cash assistance was more politically attractive than privatisation and supporting livelihoods in
recognition of the fact that displacement was likely to continue. The MRA was a weak
Ministry, while IDP-related issues spanned the entire range of government (legal issues,
social issues, economic issues, local government, education, etc.). It was unable to forcefully
engage with other key ministries like the Ministry for Rural Development and Infrastructure.
The MRA had limited capacity, further compounded by the frequent changes at senior level.
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There is no evidence that the EU attempted to advance positive outcomes for IDPs by also
using the top level of engagement, namely political dialogue conducted with the President,
particularly on persistent troubling questions like the quality of building being unsuccessful.
This may have been an opportunity missed.

6.3.6 Conflict Resolution and Confidence Building

Conclusion 17: While the EU’s response to supporting Conflict Resolution and
Confidence Building in the breakaway regions was valuable, it suffered from the lack
of a joined-up approach and placed too much of a burden on the co-operation
programme and EUD alone.

This conclusion is based on EQ 6.

As in the case of Civil Society development, Conflict Resolution and Confidence Building do
not comprise a “sector” but give rise to similar specific conclusions.

Particularly (but not exclusively) through COBERM | & Il & INGOs the EU supported a
valuable set of activities in Abkhazia, in South Ossetia when possible, and among IDPs in
Georgia itself. The support for more developmental orientated activities was constrained by
the EU itself but also by GoG, and conditions imposed by the de facto authorities in
Abkhazia. Had there been a more integrated approach involving EUMM, EUSR, EUD, and
Brussels, these limitations might have been tested or usefully negotiated and the scope of
actions broadened. Key to this would have been the recognition that co-operation,
particularly with its short-term time frame and results-based logic, cannot do the job of
Confidence Building on its own. Political engagement at the highest level would have been
necessary to convince both GoG and de facto authorities that the people-centred
development initiatives that would have represented low-hanging fruit (e.g., in the social
sectors (health, education), agricultural sectors etc.) and a mutually beneficial investment in
long-term development regardless of the eventual political resolution, or lack thereof.

7 Recommendations
7.1 On the global strategy

Recommendation 1: Continue to focus financial assistance on the reforms initiated
(Justice, PFM/Public administration, IDPs, etc.) but address persisting challenges by
holding GoG to account for sector-wide reform results. Going forward, more attention
should be paid to identifying shared goals and areas where the EU can add value in
the context of Association.

This recommendation is based on conclusions 1, 2, and 4.

This recommendation is mainly addressed to: EUD, DG DEVCO, DG NEAR and EEAS
services.

While the evaluation has found progress in all sectors and non-sector areas (e.g., civil
society and IDPs), often there was progress where the GoG desired it and little progress
where it did not. To some extent this could be addressed by ensuring a results based focus
in budget support: (i) building awareness of the budget support conditionality process and the
role of policy dialogue in areas (e.g., IDPs) where it is weak, (i) focusing policy matrices on
actual outcomes and results rather intermediary steps, and (iii) focus on broad sector-wide
reform rather than technical fixes at sub-sector level (e.g., PFM). At the same time, budget
support conditionality is not a panacea, particularly when fiscal conditions are relatively good.
Budget support needs to be accompanied by strong dialogue to identify areas where there
are shared goals and where the EU can add value through TA and capacity building. This
kind of dialogue with government requires that the EU have a consistent vision, even a plan,
for how it wishes to pursue its goals. It also requires that, both in political dialogue and
programming, more account be taken of the fact that association is a weaker attractor than
enlargement — a factor apparently under-appreciated in the past in the ENP.
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Recommendation 2: When pursuing the approximation agenda, better communicate
the broad benefits of Europe, especially outside Thilisi.

This recommendation is based on conclusions 2 and 3.
This recommendation is mainly addressed to: EUD, DG DEVCO, DG NEAR and GoG.

It is recommended that the EU stress the social advantages of European approximation.
Economic advantages, while they are undoubted at the aggregate level, are a poor selling
tool. At no time soon is Georgia going to become an export powerhouse. For years to come,
it will be improvements and efficiency gains in the internal market, not the export market, that
are crucial to Georgian economic development overall. It is social progress in the form of
better environmental standards, safer food, improved fairness of the justice system and
access to it, greater tolerance of minorities of all kinds, reduced corruption, greater
accountability of government at all levels, streamlined bureaucratic procedures, etc.,
resulting from approximation that will promote the European project at village level. The EU
should take concrete steps to help GoG communicate the broad benefits of Europe outside
the capital, especially with regard to Russia-oriented minority regions which represent an
obvious challenge. It is recommended that the Civil Society plays an important role in
communicating the “why” of Europe to the common person. Actions under the umbrella of
ENPARD and Regional Development can also play an important role in bringing the
European message to a wider audience.

Recommendation 3: Better embed the co-operation programme in the broader
framework of multiple EU-Georgia dialogues and processes.

This recommendation is based on conclusion 4.
This recommendation is mainly addressed to: EEAS services and EUD.

The EU co-operation programme has benefited from the presence at the EUD of a
competent team of sector experts, who have tended to remain in post for a substantial
amount of time. It is recommended to simultaneously leverage their expertise, in the form of
lessons learned from co-operation, and increase their effectiveness, by forming closer links
with the political section as well as with other EU entities (e.g., EUMM, EUSR) and
responsible staff from non-DEVCO DGs in Brussels. This should take the form not only of
joint meetings, but joint initiatives, such as occurred, for example, when the co-operation
section collaborated with the human rights advisory mission of Mr. Hammarberg.

By implementing this recommendation, the EU would explicitly recognise the political
dimension of the co-operation programme, a dimension that has grown in importance
following August 2008 and particularly with recent geopolitical developments in the
Neighbourhood East. It would also go hand in hand with the recommendation made below
that political dialogue be more boldly used to promote results in sector reform co-operation.

7.2 Strategy implementation

Recommendation 4: Increase coordination between EU stakeholders while better
recognising the role of development assistance in the wider EU co-operation strategy.

This recommendation is based on conclusions 4 and 5.

This recommendation is mainly addressed to: EEAS services, EUD, MSs, DG DEVCO and
DG NEAR.

It is recommended that the EU adopt a “Whole EU” strategy, with the EUD at its centre, in
communication with the GoG regarding co-operation. The EU and GoG are involved in a
wide range of dialogues and negotiations — Association, DCFTA, and the Geneva
International Discussions, to mention some of the major ones — yet policy dialogues tied to
development co-operation seem poorly joined up with them. To give one concrete example,
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a number of Brussels DGs are involved in PFM reform, yet there is no Brussels-wide
message conveyed to the main interlocutor agency, the MoF. DCFTA is largely the concern
of DG Trade, yet there was no trade counsellor at the EUD.. The lack of effective
coordination between EUD, EUMM, EUSR, and MS led to missed opportunities in Conflict
Resolution and Confidence Building.

Given the multiplicity of EU instruments, programmes, and avenues of engagement, it is
crucial to ensure good internal coordination within the EU. The main coordinating body, the
EUD, cannot be held responsible alone for gaps in the EU internal coordination
systems/mechanisms. Careful coordination requires all EU services (including other DGs or
EU services involved in regional programmes) to assume their part in the coordination
activities and actively involve the EUD from the start (and use it as the focal coordination
point throughout the implementation of the co-operation activities).

The “Whole EU” approach will require a national counterpart coordination entity for co-
operation at a higher level than the Programme Authorising Office, which essentially
represents only co-operation aspects of the Association Agreement. It is recommended that,
while supporting the PAO as needed — an assessment be made of the needs of the new
Development Cooperation Unit, which is still in its infancy and likely requires strengthening.

Putting such a “Whole EU” architecture in place would not be easy. When added to the daily
operational demands on EUD staff, it would be a stretch. The view of the Georgian partners
would need to be assessed. To start with, specific processes and procedures, e.g. those
involved in the ENP revision process, could be examined to see if there is space for a unified
approach.

Recommendation 5: Continue using budget support as the main modality, in
combination with other specific measures.

This recommendation is based on conclusions 5 and 6.

This recommendation is mainly addressed to: EEAS services, EUD, DG DEVCO, DG NEAR
and GoG.

It is recommended to continue relying on budget support (where appropriate government
ownership has been established) appropriately combined with TA, Twinning, capacity
building, policy dialogue, and grants schemes. Incentive structures (e.g. in IDP-IV) need to
be examined and taken into consideration and complementary measures need to continue to
be developed. It needs to be assured that the interlocutor for budget support is responsible
for the entire scope of the reform supported, or can effectively deal with the range of
institutions that are. As demonstrated by the Justice sector and IDPs, assessment of how
well budget support aligns with government political will is important. When weak will to
change results exists, specific measures involving Civil Society are called for. In areas where
budget support is just beginning or is relatively new, such as Agriculture and Regional
development, the project modality should be used for poverty reduction, and it should be
recognised that budget support is a slow-moving vehicle for change.

Recommendation 6: Take advantage of political dialogue to further enhance results
perspectives of development co-operation.

This recommendation is based on conclusion 7.
This recommendation is mainly addressed to: EEAS services, EUD and GoG.

It is recommended that, going forward, the EU more closely aligns co-operation and political
dialogue. This should begin at EUD level but also involve Brussels as appropriate.

Cognisance should be taken that the ENP is as much a political engagement as it is a co-
operation one, and that sectors such as justice (particularly its human rights and rule of law
dimensions), IDPs, and Conflict Resolution / Confidence Building are highly political by
nature (see also Recommendation 3).
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Recommendation 7: Develop and implement a “Whole EU” approach to supporting
Conflict Resolution and Confidence Building — covering all relevant actors, and in a
broad dialogue with GoG and the de facto authorities on possibilities for action.

This recommendation is based on conclusion 9.

This recommendation is mainly addressed to: EUD, EUSR, EUMM, DG DEVCO, DG NEAR,
GoG, de facto authorities.

It is recommended that the EUD and DG DEVCO / FPI maintain a diversity of implementing
partners in relation to conflict issues and to other issues within Abkhazia (and where possible
South Ossetia). Concerns over duplication or funding the same organisations should be
secondary if implementing partners can consistently demonstrate quality and added value
and fit within a wider EU strategic approach.

For EUD (EEAS/DEVCO/FPI), EUSR and EUMM Confidence Building between Georgians
and others in South Ossetia and Abkhazia is important but should not be the only rationale
for conflict related actions and programming. Promotion of European values, Civil Society
oversight, sharing of European expertise, breaking the isolation of the breakaway regions,
promoting human rights standards, encouraging professional standards, providing alternative
ideas for resolution based on sector analysis, and promoting people-centred development
also merit more attention. It should be robustly explained by the EU that this approach is
actually in the interests of all stakeholders.

DG DEVCO/FPI/EUD should look again at what resources could be mobilised responding to
Abkhazia (and South Ossetia). As in the case of Confidence Building, the responsibility for
finding resources should be collective and not left to the individual in the EUD/FPI concerned
with conflict issues alone, as this an overarching EUD/DEVCO/DG NEAR responsibility.

If there is progress, DG DEVCO / EUD / DG NEAR should conduct professional baseline
surveys (in relation to agriculture, health, education, etc.) to inform the scaling up of any
people-centred development operations in Abkhazia if that should prove possible. There
should be a development logic, not just a political one, underpinning engagements.

Confidence Building is not a short-term endeavour and 6-month project actions (as financed
in COBERM-II) should be replaced with longer-term interventions that build relationships in
addition to financing short-term activities. This does not mean there cannot be useful quicker
impact initiatives as noted below.

The FPI/EUD operations section should continue to explore how it can support rapid
disbursements that can bolster political initiatives of EUSR and possibly EUMM with limited
financial resources. Yet there should be no blank cheques and appropriate oversight of co-
operation resources must be maintained. It would be more appropriate if guidelines, options
and mechanisms could be developed in relation to EUSRs and CSDP missions globally at
the “Whole EU” rather than just for Georgia as the burden for this should not fall on already
overstretched capacity in the EUD operations section.

7.3 Sector specific recommendations

7.3.1 Criminal Justice

Recommendation 8: Continue to provide support to the rule of law reforms broadly
defined, by deepening engagement with those institutions that demonstrate credible
will to reform and putting more emphasis on issues of transparency, accountability,
and (where applicable) independence.

This recommendation is based on conclusions 10 and 11.

This recommendation is mainly addressed to: EEAS services, EUD, DG DEVCO, DG NEAR
and MoJ.

It is recommended that the EU broadens its support to strengthening the rule of law in
Georgia and focus not only on Criminal Justice, but also on civil and administrative justice, as
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the latter are essential elements of good governance and well-functioning market economy.
This is also in line with the recommendation above to do a better job of promoting the
European project to the general public. The previous SPSPs have already been targeting
many of the institutions that would be key to these reform efforts e.g. the MOJ, CRA (now
PSDA), NBE, but implementing this recommendation would also require engagement with
the judiciary that, for years, lacked the political will to make real changes. The EU’s recent
engagement with the judiciary and the imminent change in judicial leadership in February
2015 provides the EU with the opportunity to engage with the judicial system to not only
ensure its institutional independence, but also support efforts to enhance its transparency,
accountability and the impartiality of individual judges.

At the same time, it is important to ensure that the EU support goes to only those institutions
that show real willingness to reform and do not just seek one-off capacity building and
experience-sharing opportunities. Considering the evaluation finding that prolonged
engagement with an institution or in the issue area contributes to qualitatively better
adherence to international standards and practices, the EU is recommended to continue its
work on juvenile justice, improved conditions in detention facilities, reforming probation for
better rehabilitation and reintegration of offenders and supporting institutional capacity
building and independence to the LAS and the PDO. While the EU should continue to
engage with the Penitentiary Department and the prosecution, it should consider these
institutions’ track records in effecting real changes and be more vigilant when setting the new
conditions and their fulfilment indicators for budget support. The EU is recommended to
engage in robust policy and political dialogue with the Georgian authorities to set more
results focused indicators that would guide the GoG toward achieving the ultimate outcome
of strengthened rule of law and human rights protection, which is a shared priority for both
the EU and Georgia.

Recommendation 9: Adopt a strategic approach to enhance the capacity of justice
sector beneficiaries to influence Criminal Justice policy making and implementation.

This recommendation is based on conclusions 10 and 11.

This recommendation is mainly addressed to: EEAS services, EUD, DG DEVCO, DG NEAR
and MoJ.

It is recommended that, for the upcoming justice sector programming, the EU looks into
developing a more strategic approach to enhancing the capacity of justice sector
beneficiaries (physical and legal persons, majority and minority groups) to influence policy
making and implementation. This would involve not only improving their legal awareness, but
also reviewing legislation to (1) reduce technicalities and simplify language (see for example
the convoluted language of the June 30, 2014 GoG Decision No. 424 on deciding the
procedure for determining a person’s eligibility for state-funded free legal aid) and to (2)
detect bias against greater access of individuals and legal entities to justice sector
institutions (e.g. legislation of court fees, appellate process, self-financing of the NPA, etc.).
The recommended strategic approach should also ensure countrywide mobilization of Civil
Society actors, including the media, to monitor the performance of various justice sector
institutions against international standards and practice, as well as against the conditions for
budget support. For this to be successful, effort must target CSOs and media outlets both in
Thilisi and in various regions of Georgia, including through developing a more flexible
mechanism for regional CSO engagement in the reform processes. At the same time, both
the EU and the GoG are recommended to make public the conditions for budget support, so
that it is available to the interested justice sector beneficiaries.

7.3.2 Public Finance Management

Recommendation 10: Further strengthen support to the implementation of the PFM
reforms by more systematic capacity development efforts.

This recommendation is based on conclusion 12.
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This recommendation is mainly addressed to: EEAS services, EUD, DG DEVCO, DG NEAR
and MoF.

It is recommended that the EU supports the government in developing a comprehensive
PFM capacity development strategy informed by the objectives and desired results
expressed in the PFM reform strategies and an assessment of existing capacity gaps, or
capacity needs for the implementation of the respective reform measures. Such a
strategy/plan should cover the whole PFM sector at all levels (both national and regional)
and could address and integrate the existing government commitments and obligations in the
PFM area. The underlying capacity needs assessment should be based not only on
government obligations in respect to the implementation of the Association Agreement, but
equally on the obligations in respect to other agreements with the development partners. It
should encompass, as well as functional needs, the enabling environment in the form of
incentive structures and human resource policies in the various institutions involved in PFM.

7.3.3 Agriculture, Rural and Regional Development

Recommendation 11: Continue to support a long-term two-track strategic vision in
which Agriculture is commercialised via cooperative development while being
integrated into a broad vision of rural socio-economic development.

This recommendation is based on conclusion 13.

This recommendation is mainly addressed to: EEAS services, EUD, DG DEVCO, DG NEAR,
MoA and MRDI.

The EU should continue to support a fully GoG-backed long-term strategic vision that is
based on an integrated twin-track approach to Regional and Rural development programming
in which the key Agriculture pillar plays both commercial and wider socio-economic
development roles. This will require ensuring that cooperative development is viewed in the
long term (5-10 years), and that expectations in the short term (less than 5 years) are realistic
and measured; linking cooperative development to value chain processors and end markets,
monitoring and enhancing capacity of co-operatives is monitored and enhanced, and ensuring
that co-operatives are viewed as viable partners for the agro-processing sector and become
part of their supply chain or that co-ops themselves are able to evolve into other aspects of
the value chain (added value, processing, marketing and consolidation). Co-ordination with
other DPs and national actors involved in this area will need to be carefully organised. GoG'’s
role as the leading coordinating figure will need to be reinforced.

It is recommended to identify and develop a small number of success stories and build on
these going forward to ensure adoption and wider uptake of co-operative principles, link
individual commercial farmers to the co-operative supply chain, encourage where appropriate
co-operatives to broaden their areas of focus and intervention, not only on the production
side. There needs to be a programme of support in place that can in the medium term (5-10
years) ensure that semi-commercial and subsistence farmers that wish to move into
commercial Agriculture sector can do so, those that wish to consolidate holdings and expand
can do so, those that wish to rent and offer labour services can do so, and those who wish to
leave the sector have viable opportunities.

All this should be considered as part of a wider Rural development approach to be developed
going forward. Specific steps could include programming to include support to the semi-
commercial and subsistence farmers so that they have the opportunity to graduate to
commercial orientation, developing a rural development strategy, and developing a pluralist
model of advisory and extension services that has a role for both the private and public
sector, each building and developing their comparative advantage and strengths in service
delivery.

Recommendation 12: Regional Development strategies and action plans need to be
reviewed and updated, and there is an urgent need for capacity building at regional
level. Particularly in view of capacity constraints, the appropriateness of basing the
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strategy on administrative regions should be studied and also discussed in policy
dialogue.

This recommendation is based on conclusion 14.

This recommendation is mainly addressed to: EEAS services, EUD, DG DEVCO, DG NEAR
and MRDI.

It is recommended that Regional Development strategies be revisited and updated to ensure
full consideration of all stakeholders. These strategies need to be followed by concrete plans
matched with associated resource allocations that reflect and address real needs

Specific steps include implementing, where appropriate, a consultation and workshop
process should be implemented whereby solicitation of all relevant stakeholders’ inputs to
the revised strategy can be received and strengthening the capacity of regional authorities to
ensure that they have the resources to plan, manage and implement Regional Development
action plans that fit with wider policy issues and also incorporate in a balanced and
appropriate fashion the role of the various sectors (infrastructure, health, education,
agriculture, etc.)

The appropriateness of using administrative regions as a basis for Approximation, especially
in view of capacity constraints at regional level, should be examined and taken up in policy
dialogue.

7.3.4 Civil Society

Recommendation 13: Continue to support national CSOs but emphasise the
broadening of CSO support to grass-roots organisations in line with the Civil Society
Roadmap 2014-2017, especially to deal with the challenge in minority-populated
regions. Stress the monitoring function order to improve CSO’s contribution to
transparency.

This recommendation is based on conclusions 8 and 15.

This recommendation is mainly addressed to: EEAS services, EUD, DG DEVCO, DG NEAR
and GoG.

With well-established NGOs relatively strong and civic engagement and views on the role of
Civil Society apparently improving, it is recommended that the strategic orientation of the
next phase of support be targeted more towards the grass-roots. A multi-pronged approach
will be needed. One that should consist of vertical and horizontal networks, including sub-
granting in the first case, and mainstreaming local Civil Society into other interventions.
Projects will continue to play an important role in Agriculture and IDPs. Gains in Civil Society
involvement in PFM and justice should be extended to the regional and local level, for
example, by encouraging civic participation in decentralised budgetary decision making.
Minority regions suffer the most from marginalisation and accordingly need to be prioritised,
although in many cases, what will be needed most will be basic capacity building — office
skills in particular. Without running afoul of government language policy, the EU should take
firm measures to help break down the language barrier that keeps linguistic minority
populations in isolation.

A particular problem will arise from the tension between limited envelopes and relatively
large minimum grant sizes in the main instruments, CSF and EIDHR. The EU should
continue to seek ways of innovatively funding small CSO actions in Georgia, perhaps
through direct grants to larger NGOs for projects involving the participation of grass-roots
groups. IDPs and Agriculture would be likely sectors for such an approach. The EU should
explore innovative means of integrating grass-roots NGOs into larger bilateral projects and
budget support.

Increased CSO participation in monitoring holds special promise. It contributes to
transparency and builds CSO capacity and confidence while contributing to better GoG-CSO
understanding and citizen confidence in civil society.
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7.3.5 Internally Displaced Persons

Recommendation 14: While continued dedicated support to IDPs may be needed, the
EU should integrate support to IDPs into its broader co-operation programme in areas
such as agriculture, civil society, economic development, and rule of law.

This recommendation is based on conclusion 16.

This recommendation is mainly addressed to: EEAS services, EUD, DG DEVCO,DG NEAR,
MRA, MDF & MRDI.

The conflict affected population (especially IDPs) in Georgia still require support from the EU
and this should build on the support and learning from the last 5 years. While some specific
IDP programming may be needed (e.g., on livelihoods) and talk of an “exit strategy” would be
premature, the EU should look to develop a comprehensive transition strategy for its work
with IDPs. The key elements of this should be the mainstreaming of appropriate IDP
elements within other areas of EU support and policy dialogue such as agriculture, civil
society, economic development, social affairs, and rule of law issues. Key to this work should
be analysis of the incentives and disincentives for IDPs to make the best use of any
opportunities that may be provided. To be effective, designing the transition strategy cannot
be the responsibility of the specific EUD task manager for IDPs in the EUD alone, but has to
be understood across the EUD’s operations and at times political sections and with desks in
Brussels.

The EU should encourage full transparency and effective monitoring of its support to IDPs
both through the government and directly. It should continue to support the engagement and
technical and public monitoring by Civil Society groups and international non-governmental
agencies as well as Georgian official bodies like the ombudsman, that have real knowledge
of IDP-related issues or specific technical issues (e.g. livelihoods, law, economic
development). It is recommended to look in more detail at the issue of building quality
provided through the Municipal Development Fund (MDF), perhaps through a technical audit
and, working through MRA and MDF, to produce a credible estimate of direct benefits to
IDPs provided through the IDP II-IV programmes.

Any large-scale BS to deal with future IDP crises should be accompanied by a robust political
dialogue beyond the level of mere policy dialogue with clear policy conditionality calibrated
and focussed on those with direct leverage over those with responsibility for its
implementation. Complementary measures with INGOs, local Civil Society and UN agencies
would also probably be necessary.

7.3.6 Conflict Resolution and Confidence Building

Recommendation 15: Develop a more broadly joined-up policy in Conflict Resolution
and Confidence Building, with a deeper appreciation of the long-term contribution of
development co-operation.

This recommendation is based on conclusion 17.

This recommendation is mainly addressed to: EEAS, EUD, DG DEVCO, DG NEAR, GoG &
de facto authorities.

It is recommended that EEAS/DG DEVCO/DG NEAR retain Conflict Resolution (widely
defined) as a key component of the strategy for Georgia and ensure it has a central place in
the Neighbourhood East Strategy with resultant aligned resources in the upcoming review of
the Neighbourhood Policy. However, it must be recognised that, while co-operation activities
are important and very useful and have some unigue engagement components, Conflict
Resolution requires political engagement in support of these. EU/EEAS Services (including
EUSR / EUMM and where possible EU Member States) should look to develop a clearer and
collectively shared strategic logic (not necessarily a joint public strategy) informed by a joint
analysis for EU engagement in conflict issues in Georgia and the wider Caucasus. This will
require higher level political leadership from Brussels but must be informed by EU
stakeholders who have experience on the ground and responsibilities in the region (such as
EUD operations section officials). The EEAS has recently developed its guidelines and
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capacity for facilitating joint multi-stakeholder conflict analysis (K2 Division) and this could be
drawn upon. This is not necessarily a new idea so there is a need for an honest recognition
why this collective EU approach has been so difficult to achieve by all EU stakeholders in the
past and what sort of incentives can be put in place to change the dynamics.

It is recommended that the EUD with EUSR and with support from EEAS (including at the
highest level but also involving the EUD operational staff with the knowledge of
programming) enter into dialogue with all stakeholders about how people-centred
development components (around issues such as health, education and agriculture) can be
developed for Abkhazia. These discussions should include GoG and, while not necessarily at
the same time or legitimizing them, also consulting the de facto authorities. The EUD should
continue to search for all creative ways to continue to engage in South Ossetia (perhaps
through INGOs with informal links and not just through COBERM like mechanisms).
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