Minutes of the Evaluation network meeting

Brussels, 14-15 April 2011
First day of meeting, 14.04.2011
Nicholas Martyn, Deputy Director General of DG REGIO, who welcomed participants and introduced the main issues at stake, opened the meeting. He underlined the need to focus strongly on results in the new policy context and make evaluation more policy-oriented.
Introduction, agenda, minutes of last meeting
The agenda of the meeting and the minutes of the previous meeting were adopted.
Monitoring and evaluation of the European cohesion policy 2014+ (European Regional Development Fund and Cohesion Fund)
Kai Stryczynski and Adam Abdulwahab (Evaluation Unit) presented the Concepts and Ideas Paper: "Monitoring and Evaluation in the Practice of the European Cohesion Policy 2014+ - European Regional Development Fund and Cohesion Fund". 

Key Concepts

Latvia welcomed the paper, asked for further clarifications of the terminology, in particular, as regards the concept of "priority", and suggested better describing other possibilities than statistics for capturing results. She also pointed out that synergies with other funds should be improved. 
Portugal appreciated the good quality of the document and suggested better explaining the difference between results and impacts, further clarifying the different role of result and context indicators and including information on whether and how cumulative effects of different OPs should be investigated.
The Polish representative fully agreed with the proposal and remarked upon the very significant learning, which had taken place within the Commission and among Member States in recent years. He welcomed the new approach but he underlined that, for its successful implementation, good programming is a very important precondition.

Hungary suggested providing examples on how to actually put into practice the new approach proposed.
The Swedish representative noted that one of the main purposes of evaluation is to create knowledge and lessons learned for the future. He, therefore, suggested better focusing the paper on the importance of disseminating results from evaluations and following them up. 
Austria, Denmark, Germany, Malta and United Kingdom welcomed the proposal. However, they raised concerns on how it would / could be applied to smaller scale programmes. They pointed out that proportionality and flexibility should be taken into due consideration. Moreover, result indicators other than statistics should be included in the indicative list.
Italy appreciated the stronger focus on results and the new system of indicators proposed. They supported Latvia's remark on the importance of improving synergies between funds. 
Netherlands thanked the Commission for the paper. He suggested elaborating guidance on how to select indicators.

France underlined the importance of the availability of sufficient and well-trained human resources. 

Common Indicators and Result Indicators

Hungary suggested specifying the source of data per each common indicator.
Italy informed participants that they are piloting the establishment of a compulsory list of common context indicators for ERDF and ESF interventions. They suggested presenting the initiative at the next evaluation network meeting.
France underlined the importance of including in the paper explicit provisions on when and how to communicate data on indicators to a wider public.
Sweden noted that the common indicators for innovation do not properly capture the goals of their interventions implemented in that field.
Austria agreed with the proposal but noted that further indicators should be included, in particular, as regards tourism and rural / urban development.
Latvia said that target setting was a critical exercise. She asked for guidance on how to ex-ante evaluate the reliability of targets.

Portugal raised some doubts on the proposed link between common indicators and the categories of expenditure. He suggested providing definitions and common measurement methods of indicators. Poland and Germany supported Portugal's proposal. 
Practical Points (Programming, Ex Ante Evaluation, Evaluation Plan, Monitoring and Evaluation during the Programming Period, Ex Post Evaluation)

Poland suggested including risk analysis as part of ex ante evaluation.
Italy stressed the importance of discussing issues related to evaluation plans in monitoring committee meetings. They informed participants that a guidance book on impact evaluation has just been published in Italian. Translation into English is envisaged.
Finland asked to better explain the role of qualitative analysis and how it should be carried out.
Portugal raised an issue of how to establish and implement an evaluation plan at national level and not at the level of a single operational programme. In particular, he asked whether and how the new approach would allow coordination and implementation of evaluations across the OPs.
V. Gaffey asked participants to send further comments in writing by the end of May and proposed to pilot the new approach in volunteering Member States. Results from this pilot exercise will be presented at the next evaluation network meeting in Brussels in October.
Evaluating Innovation in Cohesion Policy programmes 
Marielle Riché from the Evaluation Unit informed participants about evaluation-related activities in the field of innovation and, in particular, about the Network of Managing Authorities working on Innovation evaluation methods and good practices. She invited authorities interested to participate in the next meeting of the Network (14 October in Brussels) to contact her by the end of May.

Presentations by selecting Member States followed.

Poland - "Evaluation of the Innovation Voucher Programme in Poland: Results, Methods and Plans" - The methodology and results of the study were presented. Questions were raised on the specific evaluation tools used throughout the study.  
Lithuania - "Cohesion Policy Support to Innovation in Lithuania: Lessons Learnt for Evaluation" - The following issues were discussed: quantification of impacts of networks, recommendations and lessons learned for the future.
DG REGIO evaluations: state of play 
V. Gaffey presented evaluations underway and planned: Counterfactual Impact Evaluation of Cohesion Policy: enterprise support (WP1) and support to innovation and R&D (WP2); Ex post evaluation of investment projects co-financed by ERDF or Cohesion Fund in the period 1994-1999; Study on the contribution of local development in delivering interventions co-financed by ERDF in the periods 2000-06 and 2007-13; Study on the relevance and the effectiveness of ERDF and Cohesion Fund support to regions with specific geographical features; Evaluation of the achievements of ERDF programmes over the longer term in 15 selected regions (from 1989-1993 programming period up to the present); Analysis of Closure Reports (2000-2006); Meta-Evaluation of ERDF, Cohesion Fund and ISPA (Transport and Environment).
DG REGIO evaluation-related activities: state of play 
The Evaluation Unit informed the participants about the state of play of evaluation-related activities: Core Indicators in the Annual Reporting Exercise 2011; Capturing the Impact of the European Territorial Cooperation: Pilot Exercise; Evaluation Expert Network: Performance of Cohesion Policy in 2007-2013; EVALSED Library of Evaluation Studies of the ERDF and Cohesion Fund carried out by  Member States.

(http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/evaluation/evalsed/evaluations/index_en.htm)
Second day of meeting, 15.04.2011
Dg Regio ex Post evaluation of Cohesion Fund And Ispa (2000-2006) 
J. Vaznelyte and A. Abdulwahab from the Evaluation Unit informed participants about the state of play of the evaluation and presented first results from the work carried out so far. The current three work packages (A, B and C) will be complemented by two other studies: WP D "Management and Implementation" and WP E: "Drawing Conclusions and Recommendations".

Mid-term evaluation in Member States 
France, Germany, Czech Republic and Bulgaria presented their experiences in mid-term evaluation:

· Mid Term Evaluation of French Programmes
· Mid Term Evaluation of the Saxony Programme
· Mid Term Evaluation in the Czech Republic
· Mid Term Evaluation of the Integrated Regional Operational Programme in Bulgaria 
The following issues were discussed: evaluation results, methods applied and lessons learned for the future.
I. Polish presidency in the EU: Cohesion Policy and evaluation-related activities
Stanisław Bienias, from the Polish Ministry of Regional Development, informed participants on the planned initiatives: a conference on more concentrated Cohesion Policy and better policy instruments for more performance-oriented interventions (7 July 2011); a joint meeting of the DG REGIO Evaluation Network and DG Employment Evaluation Partnership (8 July 2011); an Impact Evaluation Seminar (12t December 2011).
Anna Burylo, from DG REGIO Evaluation Unit, presented a draft programme of the joint meeting of evaluation groups that will take place in Gdansk on 8 July 2011.
II. Closing Remarks

MS reported on recent and/or upcoming capacity building activities:

· Hungary is organising a conference on evaluation that will take place at the end of May.
· Latvia invites the members of the Evaluation Network to a seminar on ex post evaluation that will take place on 11 May 2011. The main results from three studies in the fields of education, active labour, and enterprise support will be presented and discussed. 
C. Yocheva informed participants that DG REGIO launched an on-line collaboration platform 'RegioNetwork 2020' for representatives of European regions and others who are interested in Cohesion Policy.
V. Gaffey concluded the meeting by thanking Member States for their presentations and active participation. 
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