Minutes of the Evaluation network meeting

Brussels, 20-21.09.2007

First day of meeting, 20.09.2007

I. Welcome and introduction

V. Gaffey (chair) welcomed all participants. The agenda of the meeting and the minutes of the previous meeting were adopted. 

II. Indicators

A. Abdulwahab presented the main findings from the questionnaire on indicators that was sent to the Member States, focusing on the link between programming and indicators, core indicators, data gathering / quality control and future issues concerning output and result indicators. The presentation was followed by an exchange by the Member States of experience on using indicators and setting targets:

FI started with a very complex system of indicators, but when data could not be found for many of these, they progressed towards using core indicators.  They are eager to improve reliability of data, and would welcome comparability among the programmes in the MS.

AT encountered a similar problem, where data gathered could not be used for monitoring, as it was not always comparable.  They favour using output indicators for monitoring purposes and having evaluations for the more in-depth questions and thematic aspects.  They also value partnership, and have discussions with all managing authorities on the core indicators that are common to all programmes, and then decide on programme-specific indicators, including socio-economic partners in the discussion.  AT questioned whether results can be measured at EU level, especially in areas like innovation and knowledge economy, where the timeframe is 4-5 years before an indicator can be measured.  They do consider result indicators important, but they should be looked into with specific evaluations.

IT also has a monitoring system in place with output indicators together with a strong, focused evaluation system for in-depth analysis. While they agree with the Commission's focus on result indicators, they do not feel it is always feasible and useful to collect them through the monitoring system (i.e. at the project level and on the basis of the beneficiaries’ declaration), although it is obviously crucial to measure results through ad hoc surveys, administrative sources (when available) and statistical sources (with all limits this entails to).  As the effects of result indicators are available at a later stage, there are difficulties in collecting data, and there are also questions as to the reliability and quality of those data.  The monitoring system collects output indicators at project level, primarily physical and employment ones.  This system is strict but ensures comparability and the possibility of aggregating (summing up) the values of indicators for similar projects.

DE (Sachen-Anhalt) started with a limited number of indicators, but in the 2000-2006 period they extended the indicators, making evaluation and comparability increasingly difficult. For the 2007-2013 period they use an electronic monitoring system to aggregate data by use of a macroeconomic model, focusing on simple output indicators.

FR briefly presented the concept of "carbon neutrality", which consists of the projects having carbon emissions being balanced out by projects saving on carbon emissions, thus resulting in a "carbon neutral" programme.

MT has made a political commitment to lower greenhouse gas emissions, concentrating 1/3 of ERDF funding towards environment and streamlining it across all axes.  In addition, project calls for proposals include greenhouse gas emission reduction.

EL has been using indicators selection criteria since the last programming period, trying to balance strategic indicators with those that can be measured within one period.  Lisbon benchmarks have also been used in the NSRF and the OPs.  In the current period, they have given the managing authorities total control of indicators, targets and monitoring.

CY encountered difficulties linking output to result indicators.  Not having enough expertise, they welcome good practice.

NL provided an indicator on innovation:  amount of R&D generated as output indicator and total development of R&D in a region as a result indicator (which is more of a context indicator).  They also commented that programme developers show more interest in earmarking than indicator targets.

BE (Wallonia) uses a bottom-up approach, where they request quantified information on output and result indicators on the contract forms of the projects.  In the first call for proposals, the criterion of number of projects is used; the financial progress of the axis is observed, and at mid-term any significant departure is examined.

BE (Flanders) also uses a bottom-up approach, where applicants can indicate targets in the calls for proposals.  The contracts signed also include a legal obligation for delivery of results in time.  As to what constitutes significant departure, there are still internal discussions on the subject.

MT expressed concern over result indicators as well, fearing that at mid-term it would be too late to react to a significant departure.  They wondered whether a contractual obligation for delivering information on indicators should lie with beneficiaries or the programmers.

PL stressed the need for core indicators in order to be able to aggregate data at EU level and be able to measure the effect of Structural / Cohesion policy and justify spending.  They suggest limiting core indicators to the most important output and result indicators, for comparability purposes.

IRL defined indicators in cooperation with intermediate bodies and now faces the challenge of measuring impact in medium-sized programmes no longer eligible for Objective 1.  

EE had a rather problematic first system of indicators.  The lesson learned was to have a seamless link among objectives, indicators and selection criteria. Emphasis is now placed on what is to be achieved.  Selection criteria are then coherent with targets and indicators, thus avoiding an unexpected outturn in implementation after 4 years.  The core indicators used are closely linked to the particular objectives.  They suggest that Member States with different objectives use different indicators, like the Lisbon ones.

LT has not yet defined "significant departure" which would trigger an evaluation.  They are currently reflecting on whether to have a more flexible or more rigid system.

PT indicated that result indicators are the focus of the indicator system, based on each objective having output and result indicators at each axis.

SK coordinates the preparation of indicators by having a working group with representatives from all OPs together with external experts.  They also have a contractual basis, whereby information has to be provided within 5 years.

A. Abdulwahab summarised the results from the questionnaire and the comments made by the Member States confirming that when designing a monitoring system the question to answer is who needs what.  There has to be coherence among objectives, indicators and selection criteria.  Where possible, indicators should have values that can be aggregated, so as to facilitate procedures.

V. Gaffey concluded the morning session repeating that monitoring should deliver on outputs and results (where possible), so that evaluation can move from that basis to explore reasons for performance and evaluate impact. It is a priority for the Commission that approved OPs should contain targets for outputs and results particularly in relation to core indicators.  It is a major concern for the Directorate General to be able to defend Structural Policy, based first on outputs achieved and results likely to be achieved.  This information does not currently exist at EU level.  The Commission intends to examine actual outputs and results over time against the core indicators in the annual implementation reports.  In the future, the Commission hopes to be able to move to more sophisticated work at EU level related to more result indicators, but the first step is to gather information against the core output and result indicators.

III. Parallel Workshop – measuring employment effects

The French and German delegations presented their experience on the use of employment indicators in the regions of Midi-Pyrénées and Nordrhein-Westfalen respectively.  For the 2000-2006 period they measured direct employment only, due to lack of data for indirect employment. The latter will be looked into in the new programming period, complemented by ad hoc evaluations.  In both cases, the systems have been built up over a number of years.  Clarity on definitions used is also an important element in both systems (e.g., for terms like direct and indirect employment, construction related jobs, jobs created through marketing / advisory services, etc.), as is the communication of these definitions and training for those using the system.

Member States discussed practical ways to measure employment effects:  information on employment created required in project award contracts combined with a possibility of no final payment without provision of information; in the absence of an electronic monitoring system use of macroeconomic models together with surveys and interviews; quality control of data provided by beneficiaries; creating a degree of ownership among beneficiaries of the whole system, etc..

The session concluded that the collaboration between the managing authorities and the beneficiaries is part of the larger project of accountability of the EU to its citizens. It is better to report some rough estimation of jobs created rather than not provide any information. The durability of these jobs is a question for evaluation and cannot be found in the projects.

IV. Parallel Workshop – measuring time savings

The Spanish delegation presented their experience on the management of physical indicators in ERDF. The indicator system presented can trigger programme changes in case of poor performance where the number of beneficiaries is limited; otherwise, it has to make compromises. Time saving as the result indicator was used in 10 regional operational programmes in the 2000-2006 period. It is planned to carry ex post evaluation for this indicator as for the final beneficiaries it is difficult to measure it. Two approaches were taken to measure time saving – total hours saved and average hours saved per user.
The Polish expert presented their experience in techniques determining transport time of people and cargo, in the context of time saving.  Poland is using several transport models to measure the time saving, in most cases at the project level performing project economic cost benefit analysis. 

Data requirements are important for measuring investments in transport but also resource-intensive. To invest in them has to be justified, on the basis of the scale of the investment in transport as to other sectors.    
Two subjects need further elaboration: first, whether the group wishes to have this as a core indicator, or whether there are other indicators that provide better information that can be aggregated.  Member States are encouraged to provide feedback on this matter and the Commission will search for a better description within the ex post evaluation; second, for this indicator, the Euro value of time savings has to be explored as well.  In this regard, the "HEATCO" study provides useful reference values
.  Such specific discussions will continue within the group.
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V. Evaluations by DG REGIO – State of Play

The state of play of the different evaluations currently underway and further information on the evaluations still to be awarded by DG REGIO was presented to the members of the group.  As soon as first results become available, they will be communicated.

VI. Conclusions from the Workshops

Both workshops provided interesting and in-depth discussions.  To measure employment effects, it is clear that a monitoring system has to be in place and that monetary and human resource investment for continuous training has to be foreseen.  It was also concluded that measuring of gross effects is not enough.  As the monitoring system cannot provide information for net effects, parameters outside the system are necessary, for the evaluation of net effects.

As to transport, this indicator was chosen from the fact that more than 30 % of total Structural funds budget for the 2000-2006 programming period was allocated to the transport sector, therefore the relevant programmes might benefit from time savings. In addition, the studies, such as World Bank, confirm that time saving accounts about 80% of economic benefit from transport projects. While it is feasible, it is not an easy indicator to measure.

In the discussion that followed on indicator definitions, the following was concluded:

· The Commission will not impose any indicators on Member States; however, it is clear that there is a demand for more guidance from the new Member States and for no new requirements from many of the EU15.

· In this regard, the Commission proposes a pragmatic approach which, instead of discussing indicators in the abstract, will focus on core indicators being used and their definitions.

· The Commission is gathering targets against core output and result indicators from approved OPs; the results of this exercise will be sent to the network and will be discussed at the next meeting – probably at the end of February.

· Definitions being used for the core indicators will also be refined for discussion by the network, with network members asked to contribute their definitions for more complex indicators in advance of the meeting.

· From summer 2008, the Commission will examine reports against indicators in the Annual Implementation Reports and the findings will be discussed by the network.

VII. Capacity building

The study on benchmarking evaluation capacity is finalised, and its results will be presented in the next meeting of the group.  35 indicators were identified, and reliability / comparability of data was explored.  Case studies proved sometimes more useful for collecting data.  The main result of this study is an indicative framework which could be used as a tool for self-assessment.  The report will be published before the end of 2007 and network members will be informed accordingly.

The Evalsed website it is being transferred to EUROPA, with a view to improving its content.  In addition, the Guide part will be published in paper version in English during 2008.  Member States are welcome to arrange translations into other Community languages as has been done already for Czech, Italian and Polish.  Following this, an exchange of information took place regarding the evaluation capacity activities of several delegations in their countries.  

Veronica Gaffey concluded the meeting by thanking all participants.  The internet site of the Evaluation network will be updated with all presentations made during the meeting.  Member States are encouraged to invite one or more representatives of their managing authorities to future meetings, to ensure that messages are communicated throughout the system.

� European Commission, HEATCO - Developing Harmonised European Approaches for Transport Costing and Project Assessment, project funded under the 6th Framework Programme, coordinated by the University of Stuttgart, 2006. �HYPERLINK http://heatco.ier.uni-stuttgart.de/ ��http://heatco.ier.uni-stuttgart.de/�








