Minutes of the Evaluation network meeting

Brussels, 29.02.2008
I. Welcome and introduction

V. Gaffey (chair) welcomed all participants and highlighted the importance attached to evaluation by DG REGIO, especially within the framework of the forthcoming Policy and Budgetary Review and the perception of cohesion policy in that regard. The agenda of the meeting and the minutes of the previous meeting were adopted. It was announced that the next network meeting would take place on 26th - 27th June.
II. Core Indicators during 2007-2013
A. Abdulwahab presented the main findings for the reviewed targets for core indicators in all the approved Operational Programmes under the convergence and regional competitiveness and employment objectives. The results of this exercise were presented and key challenges for the future identified. The presentation was followed by a discussion with Member States of experiences and challenges on using core indicators:

UK (Scotland) asked to what extent guidance had been provided on indicators and commented that additional guidance was still needed. He asked whether MS had a clear understanding of the indicators used and suggested that the Inforegio site could be used as a clearing house so that Member States (MS) could all see what other countries were doing. In Scotland a lot of work had been put into providing clear definitions. V.Gaffey responded by saying that in some countries there was guidance and clear definitions, but that some had less well developed systems. It was agreed that Inforegio could be used as a clearing house in order to foster the exchange of experience and information.
Poland asked for core indicator definitions and suggested it could be a good idea for DG REGIO to provide MS with benchmarks. It was also suggested that work should also be dedicated to defining territorial cohesion. V.Gaffey made the point that indicators had to be defined at national level in order to take into account national contexts. Some MS have already developed detailed definitions; nonetheless, the Commission is ready to help MS who have not, by providing guidance and support.
Germany informed participants that they had launched a tender and a working group on evaluation of indicators.
France commented on the need to define core indicators at the European level or at least to establish a common starting ground for the definitions in order to obtain reliable analysis and better data comparison between the Member States.
Italy commented that some core indicators are more difficult to use than others. A. Abdulwahab provided clarification on the electronic transmission of Annual Implementation Reports (AIR), explaining that MS would input core indicator data through SFC2007.
Cyprus said that they would need to develop their core indicators. They asked what approach should be taken to result indicators, whether these could be obtained directly from the beneficiaries or through evaluation carried out by the managing authorities. V.Gaffey suggested that this could be addressed in the next meeting and acknowledged that it was interesting to raise the issue of how and what data to obtain from beneficiaries.
Ireland raised a practical question with regard to the Annual Implementation Report emphasising that for 2007 there would be a limited number of priorities up and running and delivering outputs. V.Gaffey responded that the Commission only expects a few outputs at this stage and that we would check with the IT department to make sure that zero reports against indicators could not block the transmission of the AIR.
Austria commented that the national and regional levels have different needs. Its indicator/monitoring system is almost complete.
Romania remarked it would be working together with its Polish colleagues to define indicators. The difficulties in defining impacts on CO2 emissions were highlighted and the delegate suggested working with DG Environment on this issue. V.Gaffey encouraged the exchange of information between MS and suggested that the Romanian delegation speak to France and the Czech Republic who had already developed a model in this regard.

Slovenia commented that they were setting up a working group in order to define the indicators and urged other MS to provide any suggestions. 
V.Gaffey asked all MS to send any documentation they had on indicator definitions to DG REGIO. A page would be created on Inforegio in order to promote the exchange of information and this would also allow benchmarks to emerge which can be discussed at the next meeting of the network.
Cyprus welcomed this initiative and mentioned that this was a "learn as you go" process.
The Netherlands supported the proposal for benchmarking and gathering data. The Dutch delegation was interested in knowing, at the next meeting, how MS used the paper on employment effects.
V. Gaffey concluded this first session by reminding all participants to send any documentation on indicator definitions. At the next meeting definitions used for the core indicators will be presented. Workshops will also be organised on particularly complex indicators, such as leverage and induced investment. Participants were encouraged to contact the Evaluation Unit if they have particular requests on indicators which they would like to explain in more detail or if they believe they have a good practice which they could present at the next meeting.
III. Evaluation Arrangements for 2007-2013
A. Burylo made a presentation on the main findings for evaluation and evaluation plans: an overview across MS. This was followed by an exchange of Member States experiences and a discussion on how to best co-operate and exchange information concerning evaluations undertaken during 2007-2013.

UK (Scotland) suggested that these meetings be used more systematically to gather and disseminate information. The delegate asked DG REGIO to send a request for information on evaluations under way to the MS before the meeting. 
Poland plans to carry out over 100 evaluations in 2008 and they will have a database of evaluations which can be filtered by subject. They suggested that it would be a good idea to have this at EU level as well, and MS would provide executive summaries in English. 

Belgium (Wallonia) liked the idea of having a bilateral exchange of information. They recalled that evaluation issues should be discussed at the Monitoring Committee meetings. 

Bulgaria showed an interest in carrying out evaluations on implementation systems. 

Italy commented that more methods and concepts are needed in relation to added value; they feel they need help support from the Commission encouraging managing authorities to really carry out evaluations. Whilst it was interesting to share information on quasi-experimental approaches, it is not the only answer. V.Gaffey agreed with the comments and acknowledged that impact evaluation is not   necessarily appropriate for all cases; nonetheless it is important to advance and improve the different methodologies used. As we have moved from carrying out mid-term evaluations to an on-going programme of evaluations, we have the opportunity to use more interesting techniques. 
Estonia had the experience of receiving one tender for an evaluation which proposed to use counterfactual. This was, nonetheless not chosen as it was too time consuming and expensive for a small MS. 
France raised a question with regards to earmarking and categorisation of expenditure saying that more guidance was needed. V.Gaffey informed the delegate that the evaluation unit is not responsible for this issue and that earmarking was not particularly relevant for evaluation. The Evaluation Unit was presently carrying out an evaluation to examine the extent to which the OPs responded to the Lisbon and Goteborg objectives which would address some of the points raised. This evaluation will be published in the autumn.
V.Gaffey concluded the morning session by asking participants to send a list of evaluation contacts at programme level in their countries so that they could be directly contacted for information dissemination purposes. In addition it would be appreciated if participants could send a list of evaluations completed in 2007/2008 and which are currently underway.
IV. Framework to analyse the development of evaluation capacity
A.Burylo made a presentation of a study commissioned by the Evaluation Unit concerning a framework to analyse the development of evaluation capacity. This was followed by an exchange of Member States comments and experiences.
Poland thanked the EC for a comprehensive and interesting presentation and commented that Poland was in the negotiation phases at the time of the study and that results may not be representative. The presentation introduced an interesting diagnostic tool and Poland will consider incorporating this into its activities or perhaps carrying out an evaluation on administrative capacity. 

Estonia made a point that strengthening the demand for evaluations needs to go hand in hand with the capacities of the evaluation market. 
V. DG REGIO Evaluations – 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 and published on Inforegio.   
The floor was opened to MS to report on their particular evaluation activities.

Italy informed participants of its event on the 12th March where the regions would present their evaluation plans.

Poland said that evaluation plans would be on its website. They have an ongoing meeting every 3-4 months with the Managing Authorities where evaluation issues are discussed. 

V.Gaffey asked the MS to let DG REGIO know of any events they would be hosting. Evaluation unit staff could combine attendance at such events with fact finding visits on evaluation.
VI. Concluding remarks
V.Gaffey concluded the meeting by thanking all MS for their active participation and their comments. The next meeting will take place in June. MS are asked to provide definitions and information on any particular indicators they would like being discussed in the workshops as well as information on any evaluations underway or planned. The future meeting will also include a workshop on the guide on Cost Benefit Analysis which the Commission will publish at the time. DG REGIO will keep the MS informed about progress on its evaluations underway.
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