Minutes of the Evaluation network meeting

Brussels, 14-15 October 2010
First day of meeting, 14.10.2010
Introduction, agenda, minutes of last meeting
Veronica Gaffey (chair) welcomed participants. The agenda of the meeting and the minutes of the previous meeting were adopted.
Core Indicators: Annual Reporting Exercise 2010
A. Abdulwahab (Evaluation Unit) presented the main results from the aggregation of information on core indicators uploaded in the SFC 2010 modules in the context of the Annual Reporting Exercise 2010. 

Italy pointed out that reporting was improved but measurement units still remained a big problem. It was suggested analysing achievements in relation to the rates of expenditure.
The Romanian representative said that the national evaluation unit tried to strongly coordinate the reporting of indicators. They firstly matched indicators included in Operational Programmes with Core Indicators. Then, they communicated the results of the exercise to Managing Authorities and strongly recommended entering identified indicators in SFC2007. 

Poland joined the pilot exercise. They would like to further improve the encoding of data in SFC2007 promoting a greater coordination at national level.
Latvia and Germany raised technical problems faced in entering data via SFC2007.
Portugal noted that Portuguese Operational Programmes reported data on contracted achievements and not on actual values.

Ireland and Slovakia raised doubts on the reliability of some of the data reported.

V. Gaffey asked the participants to further check data reported via SFC2007 and informed them that the Working Document n. 7 will be reviewed on the basis of the results of the 2010 exercise.
Dg Regio Ex Post Evaluations Of Interreg and Urban Initiatives (2000-2006) 

P. Rantahalvari and D. Mouqué (Evaluation Unit) presented the main results from the ex post evaluations of Interreg and Urban initiatives.
INTERREG III

The Polish representative informed the participants that they carried out an ex post evaluation of Interreg programmes which Poland was involved in. The evaluation concluded that better and greater effects on socio-economic conditions could be achieved by promoting stronger territorial and thematic concentration. 
URBAN II
Portugal noted that the lack of local ownership and coordination between actors was identified as the main constraint faced in implementing urban interventions.
Poland supported Portuguese remarks and pointed out that the Polish evaluation of the impacts of Cohesion Policy on cities reported problems of local actors in developing integrated approaches.
DG REGIO ex post evaluation of Cohesion fund and Ispa
J. Vaznelyte from the Evaluation Unit presented the current status of all 3 studies on the Cohesion Fund and ISPA which started in January 2010. She informed participants that interim reports are published on:
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/evaluation/rado2_en.htm
Ex post evaluation of erdf in Objective 1 & 2 Programmes (2000-2006) – 
Work Package 11: management and implementation systems
A. Burylo (Evaluation Unit) presented the main recommendations and policy implications of the evaluation of management and implementation systems. A core idea is that DG REGIO and Member States should co-operate more actively and play a stronger role in further developing institutional capacity, embedding a "learning reflex" in management bodies and strengthening leadership in the policy field.
Germany remarked that the European Commission cannot set general standards for good management and administration in all Member States. It is necessary to adapt request for improvements to real needs of specific areas. European coordination should be limited to well-defined themes such as reporting against core indicators and IT standards for electronic transmission of data.
Poland underlined a need to reallocate more human and financial resources within administrations to performance-related tasks. Exchange of experience, peer reviews and high level debates on results are necessary to improve the performance orientation of Cohesion policy. Some of these activities are already taking place within the Visegrad Group Countries co-operation.
Italy was against establishing standards at the EU level for good public administration. Instead of standards certain incentives should be introduced to encourage result-focused policy implementation. It would also be useful to create conditions for 'leadership' to be successful (by moving from procedures to results) and introduce measures which support innovative thinking and actions in this field.
Hungary pointed out a difficulty related to reporting on good governance as well as underlined a necessity to reward good practices. 
Expert Evaluation Network: performance of cohesion policy 2007-2013
K. Stryczynski (Evaluation Unit) informed the participants on the future development of the Expert Evaluation Network and M. Riché (Evaluation Unit) presented the main results from the policy analysis on innovation carried out by the Network this year. Moreover, she presented further activities - planned by DG REGIO - to improve evaluation methods in the field of innovation. A network of Managing Authorities had been set up and MS were invited to actively cooperate with DG REGIO in this field. 
Presentations by Member States
Presentations by selected MS were followed by questions.
Poland - "First Results of the Ex Post Evaluation: 2004-2006" - The following issues were discussed: the division of the evaluation work into thematic work packages, measurement of jobs created by investments in environmental infrastructures and assessment of effects generated by integrated approaches based on complementarity of Funds; the use of Eurostat data design and management of individual work packages.
Italy - "Measurable Objectives for Public Service Provision: Experience of the Performance Reserve in Italy: 2007-2013" - The delegates presented the main activities carried out. Relevant statistics and quantified targets were set at the beginning of the programming period to assess the regional performance in strategic fields.

Hungary - "Evaluation of the Modernisation of the Public Employment Service in Hungary: 2004-2006" - The methodology and results of the study were presented. A question was raised on whether and how the study assessed the efficiency of implemented interventions and it was explained that efficiency was assessed by case study analysis.
Evaluation Capacity Building 
A. Simou (Evaluation Unit) informed the participants on the state of play of the update of the "Resource for the Evaluation of Socio-Economic Development" (EVALSED) and on further steps to be taken. In 2009, the Sourcebook on Methods and Techniques was updated and new sections were introduced (i.e. counterfactual impact evaluation, macroeconomic models). Further work is needed. Chapters on Regression Analysis, Beneficiary Surveys and Theory-Based Evaluation will be elaborated and a brainstorming session on EVALSED development will be organised.
Evaluations planned By Dg Regio: 2010/2011

The Evaluation unit listed the main evaluations and activities planned for 2010/2011: ex post Evaluation of CF and ISPA; Evaluation Expert Network; study on the "Relevance and effectiveness of ERDF and CF support to regions with specific geographical features"; study on the "Contribution of local development in delivering interventions co-financed by ERDF in the periods 2000-2006 and 2007-2013"; ex post evaluation of selected CF and ERDF major projects 1994-1999; evaluation of the achievements of ERDF programmes over the longer term (from 1989 up to the present); 3 evaluations on enterprise support (counterfactual methods); meta-evaluation of ERDF, CF and ISPA (transport and environment); analysis of closure reports (2000-2006); Solidarity Fund ex post evaluation.
Second day of meeting, 15.10.2010
Counterfactual Impact Evaluation of Cohesion Policy
D. Mouqué (Evaluation Unit) presented the final results of the Ex "Post Evaluation of ERDF in Objective 1 and 2 Programmes (2000-2006) - Work Package 6c: Enterprise and Innovation Support – Econometric and Counterfactual Approach", informed the participants on the main outcomes of the "Summer School on Quantitative Methods for Evaluating the Impact of Structural Funds" and described planned activities in the field of counterfactual impact evaluation of Cohesion policy.
The Netherlands presented the study on "Using an innovative experimental approach to evaluate innovation policy: Do Dutch innovation vouchers help SME’s to bridge the gap towards science?"
Lithuania, Romania, United Kingdom and Ireland asked for further information on the ex post evaluation of ERDF enterprise and innovation support regarding the design of the sample and the measurement of spill-over effects.
Italy said that some Italian regions had planned to carry out evaluations in the field of research and innovation. These will be accompanied by an on-going work on appropriate methods and tools.

Evaluation, Monitoring, Indicators And Reporting In The Next programming Period 
K. Stryczynski (Evaluation Unit) presented first ideas on monitoring and evaluation in the future programming period.

France expressed concern about a possible use of evaluation as a monitoring tool (limited to an analysis of policy objectives against indicators) as well as a possible use of monitoring as a control tool (supporting conditionality mechanisms). He suggested taking into account the objective of territorial cohesion in the design of monitoring tools and in the evaluation launched. He also suggested that MS should take part in the design of common indicators with the EC and recommended strengthening evaluation capacity in MS and supporting collaborative evaluation projects. This could be encouraged through less focus on control according to management capacity of MS and the nature of the actions financed. A performance reserve could also be a mean to reinforce evaluation; however, the criteria should be transparent.
J. D. Parker from the Directorate-General for Environment summarised the results of an Open Days session on dovetailing different environmental evaluations (EIA, SEA, and Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Directive) with presentations from Italy, the Netherlands and Belgium. The conclusions were that the SEA Directive should not be seen as an administrative burden, but as an opportunity to consider social, economic and environmental aspects. There should be more links between the SEA and ex ante evaluation teams, and of the on-going evaluators and those working on SEA monitoring indicators. Territorial Impact Assessment (TIA) ideas could be integrated into the SEA, and more sharing of good practices between MS encouraged.
Poland welcomed the DG REGIO's ideas. In particular, he stressed the importance of compulsory reporting against core indicators and suggested elaborating guidance on counterfactual evaluation. 
The Italian representative supported ideas presented. She suggested setting a common regulatory framework for all Funds with joint guidance on evaluation and common activities to be carried out. 
Lithuania agreed with the proposal of introducing Outcome Indicators. This is in line with the main recommendation of the evaluation on Lithuanian indicator system for the 2007-13 programming period which concluded that indicators should follow the intervention logic of the programme and should reflect what programme would like to change.  

Hungary, Romania and Austria supported ideas proposed and welcomed the introduction of Outcome Indicators. 
The Romanian representative noted that conditionality should be linked to reporting against core indicators and not to the achievement of targets.
I. Closing Remarks

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

· Lithuania presented a book on ex-post evaluations of interventions implemented in 2004-06 period and said that an international evaluation Conference will take place in Lithuania on 03/04th March 2011.

· Poland informed the participants that during the Polish Presidency, the evaluation network meeting will be organised in Poland (July 2010) jointly with DG EMPL. Also, an international evaluation conference will be held next day.
V. Gaffey concluded the meeting by thanking MS for their presentations and active participation. The next meeting will take place in the first half of 2011. 
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