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Abstract
Since July 2015, evaluation has been an important innovation in the governance
of State aid. Introducing a requirement for the ex-post evaluation of large or novel
State aid schemes has contributed to making Member States increasingly
responsible for and aware of the effectiveness of the State aid implemented. The
study provides an independent fact-finding analysis concerning the
implementation of the evaluation requirements; the results may contribute to the
European Commission’s reflections on possible developments of State aid rules.
The study is based on desk and field analyses of the evaluation organisation and
implementation in the 28 MSs during the past 5 years.
After mapping and describing the evaluation process in the different Member
States, the study verified the coherence of the implementation with the main goals
of the evaluation, the commitment to evaluate of the MSs and their implementation
capacity to carry out evaluations according to the decided evaluation plans.
Conclusions show that State aid evaluation works already quite well and does not
need drastic changes in the future. However, improvements and reinforcements
should accompany the evaluation system into a “maturity” stage that deals with
the highlighted issues, and in particular: evaluation coverage of aid schemes and
countries, different evaluation capacity among MSs, broadening the possible
methodological approaches maintaining high quality standards, fostering a wider
use of the evaluation results.

Depuis juillet 2015, l'évaluation est devenue une innovation importante dans la
gouvernance des aides d'État. L’introduction d’une obligation d’évaluation ex post
des régimes d’aides d’État de grande ampleur ou présentant de nouvelles
caractéristiques a contribué à rendre les États membres de plus en plus
responsables et conscients de l’efficacité des aides d’État mises en œuvre. L'étude
fournit de manière indépendante une analyse factuelle concernant la mise en
œuvre des exigences d'évaluation et les résultats peuvent alimenter les réflexions
menées par la Commission Européenne sur l’évolution possible des règles en
matière de régime d’aide d’Etat. L'étude est basée sur des analyses documentaires
et de terrain sur l'organisation et la mise en œuvre de l'évaluation dans les 28
États Membres au cours des 5 dernières années.
Après avoir tracé et décrit le processus d’évaluation dans les différents États
Membres, l'étude a vérifié la cohérence de sa mise en œuvre à travers les
principaux objectifs de l'évaluation, l’engagement à évaluer des États Membres et
leur capacité à mettre en œuvre des évaluations suivant les plans d’évaluation
prédéfinis. Les conclusions démontrent que l'évaluation des aides d'État fonctionne
à ce jour assez bien et ne nécessite pas de changements radicaux à l'avenir.
Cependant, des améliorations et des renforcements devraient accompagner le
système d'évaluation dans une phase de «maturité» qui traite des problèmes mis
1

en évidences , et en particulier: la couverture des régimes d'aide soumis à
l’évaluation et des pays concernés, des capacités d'évaluation différentes parmi
les États Membres, l’élargissement des approches méthodologiques en maintenant
des critères et normes de qualité élevées, la promotion d’une utilisation plus large
des résultats de l'évaluation.

Seit Juli 2015 ist die Evaluierung eine wichtige Neuerung bei der Verwaltung
staatlicher Beihilfen. Die Einführung einer Vorschrift für die Ex-Post-Evaluierung
umfangreicher oder neuartiger staatlicher Beihilferegelungen hat dazu
beigetragen, die Verantwortung der Mitgliedsstaaten und ihr Bewusstsein für die
Wirksamkeit der durchgeführten staatlichen Beihilfen zu stärken. Die Studie liefert
eine
unabhängige
Analyse
der
Fakten
über
die
Umsetzung
der
Evaluierungsanforderungen; die Ergebnisse könnten zu den Überlegungen der
Europäischen Kommission über mögliche Entwicklungen der Regeln für staatliche
Beihilfen beitragen. Die Studie basiert auf Sekundärforschungen und Feldanalysen
der Organisation und Umsetzung von Evaluierungen in den 28 Mitgliedsstaaten in
den letzten fünf Jahren.
Nach der Kartierung und Beschreibung des Evaluierungsprozesses in den
verschiedenen Mitgliedsstaaten überprüft die Studie die Kohärenz der Umsetzung
mit den Hauptzielen der Evaluierung, die Verpflichtung der Mitgliedsstaaten zur
Evaluierung und ihre Umsetzungskapazität zur Durchführung von Evaluierungen
gemäß den genehmigten Evaluierungsplänen. Die Schlussfolgerungen zeigen, dass
die Evaluierung staatlicher Beihilfen bereits recht gut funktioniert und dass in
Zukunft keine drastischen Änderungen erforderlich sind. Allerdings sollten
Verbesserungen und Verstärkungen das Evaluierungssystem bis zu einer
“Reifephase“ begleiten, in der die hervorgehobenen Fragen behandelt werden,
insbesondere: Reichweite der Evaluierung von Hilfsprogrammen und in
verschiedenen Mitgliedsstaaten, unterschiedliche Evaluierungskapazitäten der
einzelnen Mitgliedsstaaten, Erweiterung der möglichen methodischen Ansätze
unter Beibehaltung hoher Qualitätsstandards und Förderung einer beiteren
Nutzung der Evaluierungsergebnisse.
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European Commission, Directorate General for Employment, Social
Affairs and Inclusion

DG REGIO

European Commission, Directorate General for Regional and Urban
Policy

EC

European Commission

EP

Evaluation plan

ERDF

European Regional Development Fund

ESF

European Social Fund
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European Structural and Investment Funds
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European Union

GBER

General Block Exemption Regulation

JRC

Joint Research Centre

MA

Managing authority

MS

Member State

OP

Operational programme

PSM

Propensity score matching

RDD

Regression discontinuity design

TBIE

Theory-based impact evaluation
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Executive Summary
The
Fact-finding
study
on
the
implementation
of
the
evaluation
requirements foreseen by the GBER and
relevant
guidelines
analyses
the
implementation
of
the
evaluation
requirements as defined by both the
General Block Exemption Regulation
(GBER) and the European Commission’s
(EC) relevant guidelines to inform the EC
policy making with findings and lessons
learnt. In particular, the study aims to
assess
the
efficiency
of
the
implementation
of
the
evaluation
requirements
from
a
legal,
organisational and technical perspective.

administrative
evaluations.

impact

of

new

Monetary costs of the evaluations are
modest and represent a minimal quota
of the budget for State aid.
Consequently, we can state that
administrative costs do not represent a
significant obstacle to the evaluation of
aid schemes; however, they must be
considered from the perspective of
reinforcing evaluation activities.
A second important aspect concerns the
type of evaluation. In practice, all MSs
implement some kind of evaluation of
State aid schemes. In countries where
impact evaluations are not carried out,
ex-ante
assessments
to
verify
compliance with EU rules and national
budget
constraints
are
generally
implemented. Every country has set up
a more or less sophisticated aid scheme
monitoring system to verify State aid
expenditures, identify beneficiaries and
to provide the EC with the required
information.
Expanding
and
consolidating these systems and the expost assessments in their regular
activities would be a logical integration
of the existing national systems for
controlling
State
aid
and
the
organisation thereof would not require
excessive effort.

To achieve this goal the study analyses
the national requirements for the
evaluation of State aid in the 27 MSs and
the UK (under task 1) and the
implementation
of
the
evaluation
requirements in the 14 MSs and the UK
for which an evaluation plan was either
under discussion or approved by a
Commission decision, by the end of
December 2019 (under task 2).

The main results of task 1
Task 1 focused on the national rules and
capacity in the evaluation of State aid
schemes. The first finding of task 1
concerns the possible administrative
burden deriving from the evaluation of
State aid schemes: in countries covering
around 70% of the EU State aid
expenditure, obligations to evaluate
already exist and, consequently, a
higher quota of State aid schemes could
be
evaluated
without
excessive
additional burden.

A third aspect concerns the willingness
to evaluate. The analysis shows how
countries with obligations to evaluate
have built up their evaluation capacity
over many years of political and
administrative commitment to assess
public policies. Instead, in some
countries without evaluation obligations,
the management of State aid is
organised more to address EC requests
and comply with EU rules rather than to
examine
the
efficiency
and
the
effectiveness of the aid schemes. It is
not easy to improve and reinforce the
commitment to evaluate. As all the
national management systems of State

On the other hand, if the main priority is
to involve all the countries in evaluations
of State aid, the potential burden could
be significant in some of them. However,
the evaluation units created for ESIF
programmes
are
widespread
and
relatively developed in many countries;
a more direct involvement of these units
in State aid evaluation may reduce the
8

aid are based on the principles of
financial
stability
and
market
competition and given that in many
cases the current instruments used to
monitor and assess aid schemes cannot
fully satisfy these principles, it may be
necessary to introduce a more systemic
evaluation approach.

The evaluation plans include all the
requirements of the EC and adopt
counterfactual
methodological
approaches. The ‘customisation’ of the
evaluation is limited and only in some
cases are specific evaluation questions
added to the standard requests
proposed by the EC. Data issues are not
fully accounted for in the plans,
notwithstanding the fact that data
availability was seen to be one of the
main barriers to the execution of the
evaluation according to the initial plan.
The preference for an external and fully
independent evaluator was explicit in the
majority of the EPs. The attention paid
to the quality of the evaluation process
is significant, but not equally developed
in all the EPs. In some cases, the quality
control is assigned to internal officials of
the authority responsible for the
evaluation, while in other cases steering
committees or panels of experts are
invited to review evaluation reports.

A fourth issue that emerges from task 1
are ESIF evaluations, which are
numerous in all MSs and extend their
scope to many State aid schemes. The
analysis of ESIF evaluations shows a
broad coverage of aid schemes, but also
reveals a difficulty in clearly identifying
types and characteristics of these aid
schemes. This makes the identification
of
overlaps
between
evaluations
difficult; if an integration with the
evaluation of aid schemes were to be
envisaged, ESIF evaluations should be
more focused and clearer.
The analysis also shows the need of
ensuring similar quality in both the ESIF
and State aid evaluations through a
convergence
of
their
operational
processes and the rigorous application of
evaluation
methodologies.
In
conclusion, a stronger coordination or
integration with ESIF evaluation could be
potentially
fruitful
for
State
aid
evaluation, and it would allow covering
MSs that are not subject to the State aid
evaluation requirement or driven by a
national
obligation
to
evaluate.
However, such integration would require
a coordination of rules and operational
arrangements in order to start the new
programming period with clear and
harmonised guidelines.

The main results of task 2

Aid scheme evaluations are still
relatively new but their definition and
implementation have not encountered
significant problems. The EC obligations
apply to MSs with different evaluation
capacities and this clearly affects the
organisational process, the available
skills and the use of results. It is
generally recognised that the evaluation
process produced good quality reports
thanks
to
clear
methodological
guidelines and clear implementation
steps. However, a reflection on the
timing of the process, the legal
obligations and the analytical constraints
could lead to the identification of
possible further simplifications to ease
the implementation of the EU obligation.

Task 2 focused on how evaluation of aid
schemes under the obligation of the EU
regulations is carried out in practice in
Member States. The aim of the analysis
was to assess how the current
evaluation requirements are performing,
and it provides suggestions for the
reflection on the future regulatory
framework.

The need for a wider methodological
approach is essential in order to better
match the characteristics of some
schemes and enrich the counterfactual
methods with other qualitative results.
An additional observation concerns the
evaluation of the indirect effects, the
appropriateness and the proportionality
of aid schemes. These aspects are often
9

not well developed in the evaluations
and suffer from methodological and
information constraints. Research and
discussion
on
methodology
and
information issues associated with these
types of evaluation should be promoted.

asset in the development of aid scheme
evaluation. The MSs demand more
assistance and involvement through
increased formal and informal contacts.

Synthesis of the main issues
It is possible to observe the evaluation
process in light of the results of the
study. Figure 16 below shows a synthetic
picture of these additional issues and
risks emerging from the findings.

Data availability sometimes hampered
the impact evaluations or made their
implementation more difficult. An
increase
in
administrative
data
availability would multiply the potential
of the State aid evaluations; an initiative
of the EC in this sense would also help
the national administrations to identify
necessary information and to interact
with data owners.

The first step of the process consists in
the identification of the aid schemes to
evaluate according to the scope of State
aid evaluation. At present, only a limited
number of aid schemes are being
evaluated under the current rules. This
may hamper the overall effectiveness of
the evaluation system, which depends
on the possibility of being able to
estimate effects of aid schemes on the
single market and to strengthen the
evidence-based planning of aid schemes
in all the MSs.

The use of the evaluation results follows
formal and informal patterns: from the
internal use to the sharing and
discussion
of
the
findings
with
stakeholders and other interested
administrations.
Some
actors
highlighted that the use of these results
is still unclear, which may in the future
reduce the sense of ownership by the
MSs of the evaluation process and their
commitment to evaluate. Until now, the
EC has focused on the implementation
and the quality of the aid scheme
evaluations because the process was
new and had to be started in all the
countries. Now it is time for the EC to
focus on the contents of the evaluation
and design a “learning system” linked to
State
aid
evaluations.
National
authorities recognise positive features of
the evaluation process and should
appreciate further opportunities to
exchange
experiences,
debate
methodological issues and disseminate
findings.

The second step involves the definition
and approval of the evaluation plans
(EPs) of the aid schemes under
evaluation. The study highlighted some
issues related to this step: a) the greater
power of the EC during the definition of
the plan; b) the rigidity of the Decision;
c) a limited ownership of the MSs of the
evaluation as they see it only as a means
to have the exemption prolonged; d) the
necessity of continued interactions
between the EC and the MSs. To a large
extent, these issues derive from the
novelty of the evaluation plan procedure
and
with
more
experience
and
comprehension of the EC’s requirements
they should diminish in the future.
However,
they
must
not
be
underestimated because they affect the
quality of the final evaluations and the
MSs’ commitment to evaluate.

The interactions between the EC and the
MSs played a fundamental role in
implementing
the
aid
scheme
evaluations, especially during their initial
experimental period. The position of the
EC as a “controller” of national State aid
could create distance and potential
conflicts; however, the MSs have so far
largely appreciated the collaborative
approach of the EC. This is an important
10

Figure 1 Synthetic view of the main issues in the aid schemes evaluation
process

Source: Ismeri Europa

The third step is the implementation of
the evaluation. This stage involves
methodological or operational issues, in
particular: a) the timing of the
evaluation is not always consistent with
the timing of the effects of the aid
schemes; b) CIE may not be appropriate
to evaluate some aid schemes; c)
available data is not sufficient or not
accessible; d) methodological problems
can limit the analysis of the indirect and
market
effects,
as
well
as
appropriateness and proportionality. As
mentioned in the previous sections,
these issues did not hamper the
implementation
of
the
evaluation
significantly but can affect the quality
and, from the perspective of an increase
in the number of evaluations, may
become a considerable limitation.
Finally, the fourth step concerns the use
of the evaluation. The GBER does not
specify how results should be used; the
current State aid guidelines envisage
only a generic reference to the use of the
result for designing the future aid
schemes. This leads some of the

interviewees to think that the goals of
the evaluation are not very clear and it
is only a formal obligation. MSs use
different methods of disseminating and
analysing results, and in some cases this
is simply a formal exercise not actually
linked to the decision-making processes.

Policy
implications
recommendations

and

It is necessary to state in advance that
the current EU State aid scheme
evaluation requirements work quite well
and do not need drastic changes. The
study verified the coherence of the
process with the main goals of the
evaluation, an adequate commitment to
evaluate the MSs and their capacity in
implementing
good
plans
and
evaluations. Hence, the perspective of
this final chapter is to propose possible
improvements to strengthen the State
aid scheme evaluation system and not to
suggest drastic reforms. In particular,
the improvements have to accompany
11

the evaluation system into a “maturity”
stage
that
deals
with
the
aforementioned issues and reduces the
disparities in evaluation capacity among
MSs.

political
incentives
for
using
evidence-based analyses in the
decision-making processes.
In the case of State aid, the application
of these principles is particularly
problematic because of the multi-level
nature of the system, which includes the
EC, national and local governments with
different roles and interests. This
complexity makes it necessary to
combine the evidence-based model with
a clear regulatory framework and close
coordination between the different
institutional levels.
−

Overall view of the aid schemes
evaluation
In
2014
the
introduction
of
transparency, monitoring and evaluation
principles in State aid governance
intended to balance the increasing
flexibility in the approval of the aid
schemes and share with the MSs the
responsibility for an effective and
proportionate use of State aid. This
change, and in particular the new role of
the evaluation, influenced the decisionmaking process of State aid. The
governance system moved from a
mainly regulatory policy model, where
the EC decided what was eligible for
funding on the basis of the regulation, to
a partial, and still embryonic, evidencebased policy approach. In this system,
the
regulatory
considerations
are
supported by scientific evaluations,
which become an internal component of
the decision-making mechanisms.

An additional consideration on the State
aid governance model arises from the
type of interventions being evaluated.
State aid schemes are relatively ‘simple’
interventions
because
they
are:
standardised
(equal
in
different
contexts), discrete (beneficiaries are
clearly identified and independent of
each other), implemented on a large
scale (with a large number of
beneficiaries or big single investments)
and often remain unchanged over a
period of time (many schemes are
prolonged for several years or are
occasionally
slightly
adjusted).
Therefore,
a
limited
range
of
methodologies are sufficient to assess
State aid schemes. However, the effects
on competition are difficult to assess
and, when some estimations are
attempted, they are generally assessed
at national level without reference to the
single market in which State aid is
regulated. This consideration implies
that, even if the current methodological
approach
is
robust,
a
constant
investment in data and methodologies is
essential.

Therefore,
MSs
were
given
the
responsibility of taking their decisions
also based on shared scientific studies.
The
evidence-based
policy
model
incorporates rigorous research evidence
which has to be shared and used by
scientists, practitioners and policy
makers in order to support decision
making mechanisms. It does not mean
that decisions are taken only based on
scientific results. However, evaluation
today plays a more important role than
it did in the past and three main
principles need to be satisfied to make
evidence-based
governance
work
effectively:
−
−

A final important element of an
evidence-based policy model concerns
knowledge. The evaluations produce
evidence and knowledge to use in the
decision-making
process.
The
knowledge is not specific to each aid
scheme but embraces other similar
schemes in other sectors or territories
when economic and social causalities

high
quality
information
and
evaluations;
evaluation capacity and presence of
professionals with skills in data
analysis and evaluation;
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activated by the schemes are basically
similar. Consequently, the accumulation
of knowledge is as important as
producing
high-quality
evaluations.
Knowledge also has to be disseminated
in an understandable and usable way to
different
stakeholders
and
policy
makers. To this aim, it is necessary to
arrange venues and tools to present
evidence to other researchers in a
validation process, to disseminate it
among stakeholders and to discuss it
with the policy makers. The capacity of
‘tailoring’ the existing knowledge cannot
be neglected in a well-functioning
evidence-based policy.

the main steps of the evaluation process
(identification of the schemes to
evaluate,
evaluation
plan,
implementation and use). In this way, it
is possible to align the main strategic
actions with the operational stages and
the practical tasks.
Table 1 below proposes a synthetised
description of this strategy. The rows
show the basic principles and the
columns show the stages of the
evaluation process. The key potential
improvements are summarised in the
cells and a note in red specifies if the
intervention is mainly under the
responsibility of the EC or the MSs.

To improve the evaluation in State aid
government a systemic approach is
necessary.
It is not really useful to improve
evaluation quality if policy makers do not
use the results and, on the contrary, it is
pointless to push the use of the
evaluation in the decision-making
process if evaluation findings are not
sufficiently reliable. Both elements have
to be upgraded simultaneously. In
addition, a systemic approach requires
the right balance between short-term
and long-term objectives. Some issues,
such
as
evaluation
coverage
or
exchange of experiences, can be tackled
quite quickly, while other issues, such as
evaluation capacity or use, take longer.
Another important element of a systemic
approach is the need for a progressive
convergence
in
the
skill
and
performance of the involved actors to
prevent great differences in the
implementation
and
use
of
the
evaluations.

Operational recommendations
To tackle the identified issues, and
promote the systemic approach to
evaluation
proposed
above,
the
necessary interventions should pursue
the three principles previously identified
(good quality evaluation, evaluation
capacity, incentive to use evaluation
results) and be articulated according to
13

Table 1 Outline of possible interventions to strengthen aid schemes evaluation in the next years
Schemes to evaluate

Good
quality
evaluation

−

Broadening coverage:
new rules to include
more schemes and
smaller countries (EC)

−
−
−
−

PRINCIPLES

−
Evaluation
capacity

Incentive
to use
evaluation
results

Strengthening
evaluation units in (or
linked to) the
management or
coordination units of
State aid (MSs)

Reinforcing the role of the
evaluation in the
regulations (EC):
− Recital of the
regulation with the
objectives of the
evaluation and the
evidence-based policy
approach
− Specific article(s) in
the Regulation on the
functioning of
evaluation

−
−

−

−

EVALUATION PROCESS
Evaluation plan
Evaluation Implementation
Including TBIE and CBA
− Using better ‘Theory of
approaches among the
change’ in the evaluations,
possible approaches (EC)
also CIEs (EC-MSs)
Promoting mixed method
− Investing in methodological
approaches (EC)
improvements and data
Ensuring a reasonable
availability (EC-MSs)
degree of flexibility (EC)
− Ensuring full transparency of
the assessment of the final
Updating methodological
guidelines (EC)
report (EC)
− Identifying possible division
Maintaining the 6-month
of labour between State aid
deadline for the approval of
and ESIF evaluations (ECthe plan (EC)
MSs)
Reinforcing interactions
− Promoting and supporting
between EC and MSs during
evaluation capacity in MSs
the definition of the plan
with specific and targeted
(EC-MSs)
initiatives (EC)

Promoting coordination
with ESIF - at EC level
between REGIO and COMP
and at national level
between different
administrations involved
(EC-MSs)
Planning steering
committees and
involvement of
stakeholders (MSs)

Source: Ismeri Europa
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−

Keeping administrative costs
at the current levels (ECMSs)

Evaluation use
−
−

−

Facilitating the scientific
debate making used data
and routines available (MSs)
Carrying out peer reviews or
seminars to validate results
(MSs)

Promoting meta analyses
and the development of a
‘learning system’(EC)

Normative
− Defining basic rules to use
results (EC)
Accountability
− Reporting main results of the
evaluations (EC)
Learning
− Demonstrating use and
including evaluation results
in monitoring reports (MSs)
− Promoting exchanges and
circulation of lessons learnt
(EC-MSs)
− Promoting ‘Soft law’ and
persuasion to use results
(EC)

a more widespread use
methods is also desirable.

Good quality evaluations
Ensuring and maintaining high-quality
evaluations is a necessary precondition
for the use of the evaluation findings in
the
decision-making
process
and
ensuring the necessary authority of the
entire evaluation process. In pursuing
the extension of the evaluation coverage
and
the
reinforcement
of
the
methodological
orientations,
it
is
preferable to follow an ‘incremental’
approach and keep the correct balance
between existing and new rules. The
evaluation coverage has to reach some
additional countries and schemes, but
the number of additional evaluations has
to be manageable by both the EC and
the MSs. The introduction of new
possible methodologies has to follow
clear and strict standards to preserve
the current quality.

of

mixed

Ensuring a reasonable degree of
flexibility (EC) – Evaluation plans should
continue to ensure a reasonable degree
of flexibility, leaving detailed description
of some methodological choices to
subsequent interim reports.
Updating
methodological
guidelines
(EC)- Broadening the spectrum of
accepted methodologies would require
the updating of the current “Common
methodology for State aid evaluation”.
Evaluation Implementation
Using better ‘Theory of change’ (ECMSs) – In light of the broadening of the
methodological
approaches,
a
widespread use of the “programme
theory” or the “theory of change” also in
CIEs can improve the evaluation quality.

Schemes to be evaluated

Investing
in
methodological
improvements and data availability (ECMSs) – A mapping of the existing
sources may promote a targeted and
widespread action for improving data
availability and accessibility. In parallel,
research on methodology to assess
indirect effects at national and EU level
should be promoted.

Broadening coverage (EC) – It is
necessary to introduce new rules and
criteria to identify the aid schemes to be
evaluated. The discretionary power of
the EC in the obligation to evaluate
should remain in order to ensure the
coverage of experimental or critical
schemes; however, the exercise of this
power should be reduced as much as
possible to increase the role of the
evaluation and make it an accepted
instrument incorporated in governance.

Ensuring full transparency of the
assessment of the final report (EC)– To
this aim, an ‘assessment grid’ presenting
the main criteria and indicators used in
the assessment should be circulated and
shared from the outset.

Evaluation plan
Including TBIE and CBA approaches
(EC)– The use of impact evaluation
methodologies
that
differ
from
counterfactual ones is often requested
by the national authorities and is also
accepted in the theoretical debate.
However,
a
wider
spectrum
of
methodological
approaches
must
preserve the evaluation quality and new
methods should be introduced gradually
and according to very clear conditions.

Evaluation use
Facilitating the scientific debate making
data and routines available (MSs)–
Reliability of the evaluation results is a
fundamental factor in order for them to
be used in the decision-making process.
To this aim, the regular inclusion in the
final report of data used, anonymised
when necessary, and routines of the
econometric software should be a
standard requirement.

Promoting mixed methods approaches
(EC) – In line with the above suggestion,

Carrying out peer reviews or seminars to
validate results (MSs) – An additional
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instrument to verify and reinforce the
robustness of the evaluation results is
their discussion with experts and
stakeholders.

evaluations may lead to a division of
labour in the evaluation of the same
scheme: for instance, ESIF evaluations
could assess the effectiveness of the
scheme and State aid evaluations could
assess indirect effects, appropriateness
and proportionality.

Evaluation capacity
The aim of this second line of
intervention is to ensure a common
capacity to design and implement aid
scheme
evaluations.
It
includes
interventions on skills and technical
solutions, as well as on organisational
aspects of the different actors. In
particular,
increased
coordination
between the different administrations
responsible for evaluations at EC and MS
level would be necessary.

Promoting and supporting evaluation
capacity in MSs (EC) – The EC could
promote activities aimed at reinforcing
the evaluation capacity of the MSs,
especially the weakest ones. These
activities should include: training,
exchange of experiences between MSs,
workshops in some MSs on specific
topics, direct assistance in some key
methodological
or
organisational
aspects.

Schemes to be evaluated
Strengthening evaluation units (MSs) –
MSs
should
carefully
verify
the
evaluation capacity available in the
administrations
involved
in
the
management of the aid schemes.

Evaluation use
Promoting meta analyses and a ‘learning
system’ (EC) – A significant amount of
literature and a number of evaluations
are already available on this topic and
only need to be made easily accessible
to practitioners and officials. In parallel,
the EC should implement some metaanalyses of the completed evaluations to
establish how and to what degree to
generalise the results of the individual
evaluations.

Evaluation plan
Maintaining the 6 month deadline for the
approval of the plan (EC) – Even if some
actors disagreed with this deadline, it
seems necessary: a) to avoid the
process becoming too long; b) to
maintain the current supervision role of
the EC thereby ensuring that all
evaluations use a similar approach; c)
because it is consistent with the time it
takes to prepare an evaluation plan. In
addition, current experiences should
speed up the process in the future.

Incentive to use evaluation results
Introducing evaluation in State aid
governance is of little use if the different
actors at EU and national level do not
use it. There is no single and always
successful way to use the results of the
evaluations, but each context may
require a different approach. In the case
of State aid, it seems appropriate to
mobilise more than one approach to
reinforce the role of the evaluation in the
decision-making process. In addition, a
better use of the evaluation results
should be included in the design of the
evaluation plan and should not solely be
pursued after the completion of the
evaluation.

Reinforcing interactions between EC and
MSs (EC-MSs) – During the definition of
the plan interactions may be organised
in formal periodic meetings (2 or 3) and
in informal contacts with the DG COMP
officials and with their technical
assistance.
Evaluation Implementation
Identifying possible division of labour
between State aid and ESIF evaluations
(EC-MSs) – Closer coordination between
authorities
responsible
for
ESIF
evaluations and State aid scheme
16

Schemes to be evaluated

the results should be organised in
specific or thematic reports and be
comprehensible to a non-specialist
audience. A greater institutionalised
circulation of the evaluation findings
may reinforce their importance.

Reinforcing the role of the evaluation in
the regulations (EC) – A stronger
emphasis on the importance of the
evaluation in the regulations has the
objective of clarifying and underlining
that evaluation is a vital instrument in
the governance of the aid schemes.

Demonstrating the use of evaluation
results in monitoring reports (MSs)–MSs
should report how they have used the
evaluation results and publish the
related
debate
in
their
annual
monitoring report.

Evaluation plan
Promoting a coordination with ESIF (ECMSs)
–
Coordination
with
ESIF
evaluations should be defined in the
evaluation
plan
and
a
more
comprehensive flow of information
should be ensured between MSs and the
EC and between different DGs of the EC.

Promoting exchanges and circulation of
lessons learnt (EC-MSs) -The EC and the
national governments should promote
periodic reflections on the effectiveness
of
State
aid,
the
evaluation
methodologies and results.

Planning steering committees and
involvement of stakeholders (MSs)–The
steering committees of the evaluation
and a systematic involvement of the
stakeholders can also reinforce and
improve the use of the evaluation
findings.

Promoting ‘soft law’ and persuasion to
use results (EC)–The activities of this
possible learning system should also be
directed towards generating a kind of
‘soft law’ aimed to use evaluation results
in
the
decision-making
process,
especially in countries where the
institutionalisation of evaluation is
weaker.

Evaluation Implementation
Keeping administrative costs at the
current
levels
(EC-MSs)
–
The
administrative and monetary costs of
the evaluations are not particularly high.
Close
coordination
between
administrations managing the aid
schemes and units with experiences and
capacity in evaluation can keep
administrative costs low, and investing
in data availability can decrease the
monetary costs of the evaluations.
Evaluation use
Defining basic rules to use results (EC)–
A clear and transparent use of
evaluations in deciding whether an aid
scheme is admissible would be useful. In
some EU countries similar rules are
already in force in the national legal
framework.
Reporting
main
results
of
the
evaluations (EC)– The dissemination of
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Introduction
The “Fact-finding study on the implementation of the evaluation requirements foreseen
by the GBER and relevant guidelines” analyses the implementation of the evaluation
requirements as defined by both the General Block Exemption Regulation (GBER) and
the European Commission’s (EC) relevant guidelines to inform EC policymaking with
findings and lessons learnt. In particular, the study aims to assess the efficiency in the
implementation of the evaluation requirements from a legal, organisational and
technical perspective.
To achieve this goal the study analyses the national requirements on the evaluation of
State aid in the 28 MSs (under task 1) and the implementation of the evaluation
requirements in the 15 MSs for which an evaluation plan was either under discussion or
approved by a Commission decision, by the end of December 2019 (under task 2).
The study is an important factor in reinforcing the evaluation of State aid according to
the GBER. It analyses the national rules and arrangements for the execution of
evaluations of State aid schemes, as well as the evaluation plans submitted to the EC
between 2015 and 2019, which should comply with the prescriptions set up in the
“Common methodology for State aid evaluation” document elaborated by the
Commission. The results of these analyses will support the ongoing reflection on how
to improve the future regulatory framework.
The study also assesses and provides a full picture of the regulations set out in the MS’s
national evaluation frameworks and analyses the ongoing and ex-post impact
evaluations of aid schemes. Moreover, an analysis of the main evidence emerging from
the survey and the interviews carried out with national authorities responsible for State
aid sheds light on the main strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process in each
MS. These activities support policymaking and have an impact on the future planning
and design of State aid.
The final report aims to present the final and overall findings of the study. This report
is based on the evidence emerging from the previous interim report and the results
produced in task 1 and 2. The report provides a comprehensive overview of the issues
related to aid schemes evaluation and proposes some improvements in the current
regulatory and operational framework. The final report is structured as follows:
−
−
−

−
−

Section 1 presents the objectives of the study and provides an overview of the legal
background;
Section 2 gives an overview of the methodological approach;
Section 3 summarises the main results of the activities carried out under task 1: the
analysis of the country profiles, the mapping of the evaluations related to State aid
relevant measures and the mapping of evaluations carried out under Cohesion policy
obligations;
Section 4 presents the results of the analysis of the Evaluation Plans and the survey
and field analysis carried out under task 2;
Section 5 presents the main conclusions to be drawn from the analyses and some
recommendations to improve the future regulatory framework.

The Annex A includes the 28 Country Profiles produced in Task 1.
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Section 1. The objective and the background
1.1.The objective of the study
The purpose of the study is to provide the European Commission with an independent
fact-finding analysis concerning the implementation of the Evaluation requirements as
foreseen by the GBER and the relevant guidelines applicable since July 2015. The results
may fuel EC policy making and, in particular, into any new rules for State aid schemes
and their evaluation, as well as into the methods and processes for the implementation
of aid schemes evaluation.
To these aims, the study provides an analysis of the national rules and arrangements
to carry out evaluations on State aid and suggestions to improve compliance with
evaluation requirements and the future regulatory framework. The study also assesses
and provides a full picture of the national arrangements in which State aid evaluations
are implemented.

1.2.EU rules on State aid evaluation
In 2014, the State Aid Modernisation (SAM) initiative defined the new principles to
regulate State aid after the 2008 crisis. The principles were intended to strike a balance
between the increasing requests for State aid as well as for exemptions of their
notifications, as opposed to the need to safeguard market competition during the long
and fragile recovery of the European economy. The balance between the different needs
was found in the extension and simplification of the de minimis and exemptions and the
introduction of obligations in transparency, monitoring and evaluation of State aid.
These obligations aim to provide transparency in the use of State aid and to verify the
limited market distortions and the positive impacts generated by the permitted
subsidies.
This approach responds to two main issues:
Accountability, because the primary purpose of evaluation is to verify whether
the original justifications for the use of State aid - limited impacts on competition
and positive impacts on the economy - have been respected. This purpose
includes the principle of compliance and is mainly targeted at EU institutions,
national governments and stakeholders.
− Learning, because evaluation must provide evidence to inform decisions on the
continuation and the future design of State aid. This second purpose mainly
serves DG COMP, national authorities responsible for the schemes and
stakeholders and beneficiaries of each individual scheme.
The two purposes are implicit and not clearly separated in regulations 1, but their
differentiation helps to highlight the multi-objective nature of the evaluation of State
aid and the different responsibilities and interests in its implementation. For instance, a
MS which is implementing a large scheme may be more interested in the learning
purpose since it wants to support its economy, but other MSs or EU institutions may be
specially interested in accountability to be sure that the aid scheme does not distort the
EU single market.
−

1Also,

from a theoretical point of view accountability and learning have several common elements; on this
see Guijt I. Accountability and Learning, in Ubels J., Acquaye-Baddoo N. and Fowler A. Capacity
development in practice, 2010, Earthscan.
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A brief summary of the procedure of the aid scheme evaluation is useful to understand
better the characteristics of the evaluation process under scrutiny in the study (see
Figure 2).
The obligation for evaluation automatically includes the financially largest State aid
initiatives under the GBER and is discretionary for the notified State aid. Under the
GBER 2 evaluation is required for schemes with an average annual State aid budget over
EUR 150 million in the fields of regional aid, aid for SMEs and access to finance, aid for
research and development and innovation, energy and environmental aid and aid for
broadband infrastructures. Under the Guidelines and Frameworks 3 for Broadband,
Regional aid, Risk finance, Aviation, R&D&I, Environment and energy, Rescue and
restructuring notified schemes may also be evaluated if the EC requires it. The decision
of the EC has to focus on the aid schemes ‘where the potential distortions are
particularly high’, that is to say aid schemes with large budgets, novel characteristics
or when significant market, technology or regulatory changes are foreseen.
According to the above rules, a block exempted scheme under evaluation has to present
its evaluation plan and the plan has to be approved by the EC within 6 months of the
launch of the scheme, otherwise the scheme cannot operate anymore. The evaluation
plan has to follow the template and the methodological approach defined in the
“Common methodology for State aid evaluation 4” by the EC. The Evaluation plan is
formally approved by the EC with an official Decision, which is in force until the aid
scheme expires. For schemes under the guidelines, the evaluation plan is notified
together with the notification of the scheme and is an integral part of the aid measure
assessment by the Commission. Under these rules, 48 schemes in 15 different countries
were evaluated up until the end of 2019.
After the approval of the plan, the evaluation is implemented according to the timing
and the methods outlined in the evaluation plan; if the evaluation plan is not respected
the aid scheme is no longer compatible with the EU rules.
In general, the evaluation plans foresee the delivery of one or more interim reports,
which makes it possible to understand the progress of the aid scheme and refine the
methodology according to this progress. Sometimes an aid scheme may not start at all,
even if it was defined and approved; in this case the evaluation cannot be carried out.
If an aid scheme is implemented only in part, and/or the annual expenditure is inferior
to the threshold according to which an obligation to evaluate applies, the evaluation has
to be carried out.
The final evaluation report has to comply with the methodological outline and the
deadline agreed on in the evaluation plan. The EC has to assess the quality and the
compliance of the final report and can ask for additional improvements. The positive
assessment of the EC means that the official Decision that approved the evaluation plan
and the aid scheme was respected.

Commission Regulation (Eu) No 651/2014; see recital (8) and art.1(2)(a).
See
Guidelines
and
Framework
in
the
DG
COMP’s
web
site
https://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/modernisation/index_en.html
4 European Commission, Common methodology for State aid evaluation, SWD (2014) 179 final. The plan
has to include: objectives and intervention logic of the aid scheme, scope of the evaluation, result
indicators, methods, data collection, timeline of the evaluation, body conducting the evaluation, publicity
and involvement of stakeholders.
2
3
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Figure 2 Synthesis of the evaluation procedure for State aid schemes

Source: Ismeri Europa

The use of the results of the evaluation has not been formalised; however, the results
should be a factor in the decision of whether to continue the scheme or the design of
similar schemes. State aid Guidelines affirm that the evaluation has to be provided in
time to allow the EC to consider the continuation of the scheme.
The procedure of evaluating State aid raises some general issues that will be highlighted
here and that will be examined in detail below:
The evaluation obligation privileges large schemes and, consequently, evaluation
prevalently covers large countries;
− Both national and European interests are at stake in the procedure: national and
regional State aid intend to support national or local economies, but they can
affect both local competition and single market competition. This means that also
small subsidies in small countries or limited areas may influence European
competition and evaluation should encompass this question;
− The evaluation plan is an essential factor in obtaining a positive decision, as well
as the evaluation report is an important component in the decision to prolong the
scheme; consequently, their content and quality play a fundamental role in the
process. At the same time, MSs might perceive the evaluation merely as a formal
step in obtaining approval of their aid scheme and not give the right weight to
the design and the results of the evaluation;
− Evaluation rules may generate extra-costs (financial, organisational and
procedural) for the national administrations: these costs should be reasonable
and, moreover, counterbalanced by a higher quality of State aid policies.
These rules can encounter some practical difficulties. The initial evaluation plans may
necessitate adjustments during the implementation of the aid scheme; timing of the
evaluation or the number of beneficiaries may not favour a counterfactual approach
which needs a certain time lag after the end of the measure to estimate impacts and a
meaningful number of supported as well as control group enterprises; counterfactual
approach may also be difficult to use for some transport or other infrastructure aid
schemes. These problems are well known to DG Competition and they have to be taken
into consideration when an improvement in the coordination between national and EU
rules is pursued.
−

21

1.3. Evaluation rules in the EU MSs
The coordination between national and EU legal framework must work towards
obtaining high quality evaluations in a relatively short time. For this reason, it is
important to know the rules, the administrative environment and the evaluation
capacity in the MSs.
Over the last decades, evaluation has played an increasingly greater part in ordinary
procedures and tools of the administrations of the EU countries. After a pioneering
development between the 1950s and 60s, in the 80s evaluation received a new push
with the New Public Management movement which promoted more efficient and result
oriented public administration. In Europe, the widespread use of evaluation in decisionmaking was rooted especially in the Anglo-Saxon and Central-Northern European
countries, where administrative action is more result oriented, while its use remained
weaker in Southern countries which are more used to formal and compliance controls
in the administration. EU policies, and especially Cohesion policy, have been the major
impetus behind the ‘diffusion’ of evaluation practices across Europe over the last 25
years 5.
The “institutionalisation” of evaluation, with the creation of specific public bodies and/or
legal prescriptions that systematically carry out evaluations of the main public policies,
has become an increasingly marked feature of evaluation growth diffusion. In some
countries, evaluation is not only an option to assess a policy, but is a mandatory
prescription. The reinforcement of the institutional role of evaluation and its actual and
effective implementation vary between countries, and the evaluation culture and
capacity differ from country to country depending on their use of evaluation and their
technical and administrative competences in managing it.
Table 2 below shows the results of the study of Jacob, Speer Furubo 6 (2015) about
institutionalisation of evaluation for the more pertinent categories of the current study
and for the 10 EU countries involved. The findings in the table indicate that some
countries- the United Kingdom, Finland and the Netherlands - on average had a stronger
evaluation culture and institutionalisation (last column) and the same countries
recorded the highest score in the four categories pertinent to the present study. On the
other end of the scale Ireland, Italy and Spain were at the bottom of the rank in the
four pertinent categories and in the total nine categories. The focus on impact evaluation
was particularly significant in Sweden and Finland and the role of the Parliament in
evaluation was generally weak in comparison to the roles of Government and Court of
Audit.

This diffusion process has been well-documented in Furubo, J.-E., Rist, R., & Sandahl, R. (2002).
International Atlas of Evaluation. New Jersey: Transactions Publishers and the updated study Jacob, S.,
Speer, S., & Furubo, J. (2015). The institutionalisation of evaluation matters: updating the international
Atlas of Evaluation 10 years later. Evaluation, 21(1), 6-31. A most recent review of the state of evaluation
in Europe is in R. Stockmann, W. Meyer, L. Taube, 2020, The Institutionalisation of Evaluation in Europe,
Palgrave Macmillan. A review of EU policy in the early 2000s was conducted by Stern, E. (2009),Evaluation
policy in the European Union and its Institutions. Evaluation policy and evaluation practice, Special issue
123.
6 Jacob, S., Speer, S., & Furubo, J. (2015). The institutionalisation of evaluation matters: updating the
international Atlas of Evaluation 10 years later. Evaluation, 21(1), 6-31.
5
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Table 2 Evaluation culture and institutionalisation in 2011 (score from 0 to 2)
Categories pertinent to the present study

5) Inst.
Government

6) Inst.
Parliament

8) SAI

9)
Impact

Sum of the
4 pertinent
categories

Sum of the
total 9
categories

Denmark
1,3
1,0
1,5
1,3
5,1
14,3
Finland
1,8
1,2
2,0
1,8
6,8
16,6
France
1,4
1,2
1,0
1,4
5,0
13,0
Germany
1,0
1,0
1,3
1,5
4,8
13,3
Ireland
1,0
0,3
1,0
0,8
3,1
9,0
Italy
1,3
0,7
0,3
0,7
3,0
10,7
Netherlands
1,8
1,5
1,8
1,4
6,5
15,3
Spain
1,3
0,5
0,3
1,5
3,6
11,3
Sweden
1,8
1,4
1,7
1,6
6,5
14,8
United Kingdom
1,5
1,3
1,8
1,3
5,9
15,3
Mean
1,4
1,0
1,3
1,3
5,0
13,4
Categories: 5) institutional arrangements in the government for conducting evaluations and disseminating
their results exist; 6) institutional arrangements in Parliament for conducting and disseminating evaluations
exists; 8) evaluation activities occur within the Supreme Audit Institution (SAI); 9) evaluations do not just
focus on inputs/outputs, but also on outcomes. Score ranges from 0 to 2.
Source: our elaboration on data from Jacob, S., Speer, S., and Furubo, J.-E. (2015)

These results imply that differences among countries in the institutionalisation of
evaluation are important and that the institutionalisation related to the four pertinent
categories also differ significantly among EU countries in importance or institutional
model.
The description of the institutional arrangements for conducting evaluations in the
different countries in (Jacob, Speer, and Furubo, 2015), provides a wide range of
solutions and rigid obligation is not common. More generally, the study shows an
articulated system of rules (from the constitutional law of France in 2008 to regulations
on public finance accountability in the Netherlands or the more discretionary approach
of Germany), creation of capacity and responsibilities (e.g. evaluation units in the
administrations) and different roles of the most relevant institutions (Government,
Parliament and Court of Auditors). These findings suggest that we should not look for
clear-cut national arrangements on national State aid evaluation but, on the contrary,
expect diversified environments, which are often dependent on discretionary practices.
Furthermore, EU rules are respected in all the countries and ESIF programmes and
State aid are evaluated according to them. In less developed and small countries, where
EU funds support a large part of the development and industrial policy, Cohesion policy
evaluations and State aid evaluations may easily overlap.
These very brief indications suggest that the study has to take into consideration how
different evaluation rules and practices mutually interact in each country and how in
this interaction it is possible to make State aid evaluation more efficient and effective.
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Section 2.The methodological approach
This section illustrates the proposed methodological approach. The descriptive nature
of the study favours the adoption of a very practical and direct methodology.

2.1.Approach to the study
The study has a descriptive nature (‘fact-finding study’) because it has to provide
adequate information on how State aid evaluation works in the different countries, the
influence of the national regulations, the evaluation capacity available and the
operational arrangements put in place. These elements are rarely analysed in the 28
countries and are also still largely unexplored in the more traditional field of the ESIF
evaluation. Consequently, the collection of targeted, updated and adequate information
from all the MSs is the primary purpose and the condition for the success of the study.
This objective has to be consistent with the limited amount of resources and time
available and duplication or inefficiency must be avoided in data collection and from a
methodological point of view. In this respect, the data collection activities of the two
tasks were combined as much as possible in order to avoid repetitions.
A fundamental aspect is the organisation of the information according to a set of
categories coherent with the objectives of the study. This is not a trivial point, because,
as we have observed above, the role of evaluation in a MS and its implementation
involve a large number of institutions, different administrative tiers, legal and political
conditions, evaluation capacity in the administrations and society. Each of these
components will be categorised and information will be stored accordingly; this will
avoid the loss of information in the process of inserting it into a dataset and, at the
same time, will make comparisons and analyses easier.
An additional issue stemming from the large number of elements involved is the risk of
enlarging the scope of the analysis and not addressing the research questions. The
focus of our analysis will be on State aid evaluations and will not embrace the entire
national evaluation system; when necessary, the national system will be investigated
from the point of view of State aid (for instance, broad national requirements which
include State aid evaluations, the national unit responsible for the evaluations including
that of State aid, etc.) but also in this case the analysis will always serve the
comprehension of State aid evaluations.
In addition to these more practical issues, the study raises also interpretive issues. As
noted above in the Section 1 about the background, a first issue concerns the relation
between the legal framework and evaluation practice. The legal requirements may only
be partially respected or their fulfilment maybe mainly formal. Furthermore, the
absence of strict rules does not imply the absence of evaluation. To tackle this issue, it
is necessary to effectively link the desk analysis with the field research and the survey.
Similarly, triangulating information from different sources may reduce the risk of
forming a biased view of the concrete evaluation processes.
It is also evident that evaluation processes cannot be analysed separately from the
methodological design required by State aid evaluation. The reconstruction of the
legal and procedural framework has to be linked to the methodological needs for State
aid evaluation (timing, information and type of evaluation). This responds to some basic
questions regarding the impact of the aid on market competition and on the economic
performance of the beneficiaries; in general, evaluation has to use quantitative and
counterfactual methods. As the legal framework and methods respond to different
priorities, the overlapping of national and EU rules may create inconsistencies. This also
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means that inappropriate legal requirements can justify formal and futile evaluations if
they do not take into account methodological constraints in the right way.

2.1.1.Organisation of tasks
The methodological design takes the aforementioned issues into account and provides
adequate solutions. Figure 3 shows, in summary, the main linkages among the tasks
and the activities planned to match the requirements of the Terms of Reference.
Figure 3 Tasks and main activities

Source: Ismeri Europa

In Task 1, the national evaluation contexts are analysed, covering all 28 MSs, mainly
using desk analysis and targeted interviews to collect information and recent
evaluations. In the figure above, the arrows describe the main contribution of the
different tools used to collect information for the different activities. During the
implementation of task 1, a survey of national authorities responsible for State aid was
also launched. The survey mainly collected information for task 2, but also helped to
validate and detail information gathered in the desk analysis of task 1. The survey also
helped the triangulation and validation of information from national experts and officials
and created a collaborative relationship with the national authorities. As part of Task 1,
an intermediate report containing the profiles on national evaluation obligations and
recent evaluations of the 28 countries was produced.
Task 2 focused on the national practices in aid scheme evaluations and covered the 15
countries that planned and completed (or were completing) these evaluations. In this
task, the team examined evaluation plans while national experts collected information
on national evaluation practices.
Figure 3 shows that tasks are implemented in sequence and that some activities are
common to both tasks. This makes it possible to ensure the continuity of the
collaboration between the core team and the national experts, to triangulate different
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information sources and ensure information reliability, to obtain a high level of
responses in the survey and respect the planned timetable.

2.1.2. How activities were organised
Table 3 below provides a summary of the activities carried out by the national experts
and the core team in the different tasks. In the inception phase the core team defined
the practical tools to be used in the study (questionnaire for the survey, database to
store national information, structure of the country reports), and drew up a template of
activities and a structure of the report to be carried out by the national experts.
Table 3 Main activities by task and subject
Inception
phase

Desk analysis

Core
team

Task 1

National
experts

Core
team

Task 2

National
experts

Core
team

Analysing
documents and
literature

−
−

Interviews
Survey
Collecting
information by DG
Competition
Designing the
Providing
questionnaire
interview template
for the national
experts

Reporting
Outlining country
reports and database
Submitting the
inception report

Reconstructing
national legal
Integrating desk
framework of
analysis with
State aid
interviews
evaluation
Collecting completed national evaluations
of State aid schemes

Helping
national
authorities to
Delivering national
fill
reports
questionnaire of
the survey

Providing national
Contacting national
experts EC
authorities and send
information/docu
EC presentation letter
ments

Launching the
survey

Helping core
team to analyse
national
documents
Analysing the
evaluation plans
and the
completed
evaluations

−

Collecting information
to analyse how
national GBER
evaluations are
implemented

Helping
national
authorities to
respond to the
survey

Summarising the
collected information

Analysing the
results of the
surveys

Source: Ismeri Europa

−

−

−

Drafting 28
country profiles
and an interim
report,
Entering
information in the
database

Analysing the
results and
provision of
recommendations
Submitting the
advancement
report and the final
report

The activities of national experts were not as rigidly divided in two phases as tasks 1
and 2. For instance, when national experts have to interview national authorities on
completed national evaluations (task 1) they can also collect information on the
organisation of aid schemes evaluation. This is possible because in all the countries,
national authorities responsible for national evaluation of State aid were generally also
responsible for aid schemes evaluation. According to this functional approach, the
national experts were responsible for desk analysis and interviews, as well as for
assisting the core team with several activities in task 1 and 2. The core team launched
and completed the survey, analysed the aid scheme evaluation plans, analysed the
collected information and provided a cross-task synthesis of the main findings and on
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this basis made suggestions to the European Commission. The core team also delivered
the reports as well as the databases.

2.1.3. The country experts
The Country Experts who participated in the study are listed in the table below.
Table 4 List of the national experts
Austria

Michael
Flickenschild

Italy

Eleonora
Peruccacci

Belgium

Luc Fischer/Roel
Peeters

Latvia

Anna Pluta

Bulgaria

Ruslan Stefanov

Lithuania

Agne Miseliuniene

Croatia

Marijana Sumpor

Luxembourg

Luc Fischer

Cyprus

Lena Tsipouri

Malta

Gordon Cordina

Czechia

Victor Kveton

Netherlands

Martin Van der
Ende

Denmark

Jakob Falk

Poland

Tomasz Kupiec

Estonia

Tarmo Kalvet

Portugal

João Telha

Finland

Tommi Ranta

Romania

Liliana Lucaciu

France

François De
Lavergne

Slovakia

Karol Frank

Germany

Oliver Schwab

Slovenia

Maja Bucar

Greece

Lena Tsipouri

Spain

Marta Jacob

Hungary

Gabor Balas

Sweden

Tommi Ranta

Ireland

Pete Tyler

United
Kingdom

Pete Tyler
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Section 3. Results of Task 1
This section illustrates the findings of the analyses carried out in Task 1. This task
focused on national obligations to evaluate in the MSs and their evaluation systems for
aid schemes.

3.1.The analysis of the country profiles
This section illustrates the main findings based on a cross-analysis of the country
profiles. The 28 country profiles are available in annex A; each one is organised in 6
sections: 1) national rules for evaluation of State aid schemes; 2) national authorities
responsible for the evaluation of State aid; 3) national guidelines to evaluate State aid
schemes; 4) the process of the national evaluation of State aid; 5) strengths and
weaknesses of the evaluation process; 6) mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State
aid schemes implemented according to national rules.

3.1.1. Preliminary remarks
The analysis of Task 1 examines the obligation to evaluate State aid in each country.
Since these obligations are not always in force and, since they may differ from country
to country when they do exist, the contents and the details of the country profiles differ
as some of them are more detailed than others and need less explanations. In addition,
difference in the availability of information and degree of interaction with officials
responsible for State aid during this difficult period added to these differences. Despite
these difficulties all 28 country profiles are complete and answer the main questions of
the study.
The country profile describes the main characteristics of the management and
coordination model of State aid. This adds to our understanding of the development of
the national State aid system and its management capacity.
Interpreting the evaluation concept was one of the most difficult steps in the crossanalysis of the country profiles. By its very nature, the evaluation concept includes
different meanings depending on the type (ex-ante, ongoing, ex-post), the aims
(compliance with a specific set of rules, measurement of socio-economic effects,
accountability of public expenditure) and the approach (impact evaluation, monitoring
of results, achievement of initial objectives). Consequently, it is not surprising that in
legal acts and practical experiences of the 28 MSs the term “evaluation” has different
meanings or is used for different purposes. These differences made it difficult to
compare national models and often required additional clarifications from national
experts.
To make the national approaches to State aid evaluation comparable, the definition of
evaluation of the EC methodology for State aid evaluation 7 has been used. This
definition can be summarised as an “impact evaluation” aimed to measure the socioeconomic effectiveness of the subsidy and its influence on market competition. The
impact evaluation does not necessarily have to be implemented after expiry of the aid
scheme, but a consistent number of investments supported by the scheme must be
implemented to determine their effects; in this respect it is an ‘ex-post’ evaluation. The

7European

Commission, 2014, Common methodology for State aid evaluation, SWD(2014) 179
finalBrussels, 28.5.2014
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use of this definition and the need to differentiate the impact evaluation from other
types of evaluations has meant that we have had to adapt the wording and the other
types of evaluations have been labelled with synonyms, such as ‘assessment’ or
‘analysis of compliance’, or qualified with specific attributes (such as, ex-ante or ongoing). The purpose of the analysis has always been to compare the national evaluation
models with the EC evaluation requirements and at the same time to take into
consideration the differences and complexity of each national context.
From a theoretical point of view, this approach may be debatable, because many other
definitions of evaluation are possible and valid, but it is justified by the aims of the
study. This definition, in fact, makes it possible to clearly identify countries which have
obligations and administrative arrangements aimed at implementing evaluations similar
to those required by the GBER and EC guidelines.

3.1.2. Obligations to evaluate
The obligation to evaluate State aid measures is the first element examined in the
country profiles. This obligation differentiates between countries that are used to, and
have the structures for evaluating, State aid schemes from those countries which are
not, and where such implementation would require a specific effort.
According to our analysis, 19 countries have no general obligation to carry out impact
evaluations of public policies.
In two countries (UK, IE) the obligation to evaluate stems from administrative rules
aimed at an efficient use of public resources; in the other six countries (AT, DE, FR, FI,
NL, SE) the obligation is stipulated by law, but it always derives from the principle of
promoting efficient and effective management of public resources. Finally, in Denmark
the obligation is defined on a case by case basis through evaluation clauses included in
the policy acts or political agreements between the main parties.
In some cases, countries with no obligation to carry out impact evaluation have
arrangements for implementing different kinds of assessments; for instance, in Poland
there is an obligation to carry out ex-ante evaluations or Regulatory Impact assessment
of new policies.
The obligation to implement impact evaluation of State aid is governed by the same
rules as the evaluation of other public policies; consequently, the above division
between countries with and without obligation still stands. The only exception is Spain,
which does not have a general obligation to evaluate but has recently defined a specific
model for the monitoring and assessment of subsidies; the obligation to follow this
control system requires the assessment of the final achievements of the subsidies but
does not explicitly require an impact evaluation as defined in the EC guidelines.
The MSs with no obligation to evaluate State aid differ from each other and their rules
frequently require an ex-ante evaluation or a compliance assessment. However, these
requirements appear to be more directed towards checking the compliance with EU
rules and coordinating internal proposals rather than being a preventive assessment of
the socio-economic effects or creating a baseline for future impact evaluations.
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Table 5 Summary of the results in relation to the obligation to evaluate
Country
AT

Obligation to evaluate public
policies
Yes, there is a legal obligation.

BE

No, there is no legal obligation.

BG

No, there is no legal obligation.

CY

No, there is no legal obligation.

CZ

No, there is no legal obligation.

DE

Yes, there is a legal obligation.

DK
EE

Yes, there is an obligation, which
derives from clauses in specific
policy acts or political agreements.
No, there is no legal obligation.

EL

No, there is no legal obligation.

No, there is no legal obligation. Coordination authorities only carry out compliance assessments.

ES

No, there is no legal obligation.

Yes, there is a legal obligation but not expressly for impact evaluation. Each central and regional
administration has to define a strategic plan for the implementation of its subsidies and the plan has to
be monitored and assessed.

FI

Yes, there is a legal obligation.

FR

Yes, there is a legal obligation.

Yes, there is a legal obligation. Central coordination of State aid but individual administrations have
the power to decide what kind of evaluation to carry out (ex-ante, mid-term or ex post).
Yes, there is a legal obligation. Central coordination of State aid and distributed responsibility for
evaluating them, among Ministries, agencies and regional administrations. Important role played by
France Strategie under the Prime Minister.

HR

No, there is no legal obligation.

HU

No, there is no legal obligation.

IE

Yes, there
obligation.

is

an

administrative

Obligation to evaluate to evaluate State aid measures

Yes, there is a legal obligation. Coordination of State aid is under the Central State, but responsibility
for granting and evaluating is generally decentralised. Federal states play a key role in impact evaluation
and each one follows its own rules.
No, there is no legal obligation. However, suggestions to evaluate are explicit in Flanders and evaluation
clauses are sometimes used in Walloon and Brussels-city. The management of State aid is highly
regionalised.
No, there is no legal obligation. Centralised coordination of State aid schemes. The main experience in
evaluation is that of ESIF programmes.
No, there is no legal obligation. Central coordination of State aid by an independent authority appointed
by the Council of Ministers.
No, there is no legal obligation. Central coordination of State aid and relatively important development
of evaluation in ESIF programmes
Yes, there is a legal obligation. Obligations descend from rules on the management of public
expenditures; Ministries of Finance, at central and federal levels, play a coordination role of State aid
and may push for their evaluation, but the responsibility of the evaluation lies with the individual
granting authority.
Yes, there is an obligation, which originates in clauses in specific policy acts or political agreements.
Central coordination of State aid but the evaluation responsibility generally lies with the granting agency.
No, there is no legal obligation. Central coordination of State aid under the Ministry of Finance.

No, there is no legal obligation. Central coordination of State aid by the Ministry of Finance. Initial
development of evaluation in ESIF programmes.
No, there is no legal obligation. Central coordination and decision making for State aid. An ex-ante
assessment is compulsory.
Yes, there is an administrative obligation.
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Country
IT

Obligation to evaluate public
policies
No, there is no legal obligation.

LT

No, there is no legal obligation.

LU
LV

No, there is no legal obligation.
No, there is no legal obligation.

MT

No, there is no legal obligation.

NL

Yes, there is a legal obligation.

PL

PT

No, there is no legal obligation for
impact evaluation but there is an
administrative obligation for ex-ante
evaluations or Regulatory Impact
assessment.
No, there is no legal obligation.

RO

No, there is no legal obligation.

SE

Yes, there is a legal obligation.

SI

No, there is no legal obligation.

SK

No, there is no legal obligation.

No, there is no legal obligation. Central coordination of the Anti-monopoly authority and Ministry of
Finance, recent reinforcement of public spending review and ESIF evaluation.

UK

Yes, there
obligation.

Yes, there is an administrative obligation. There is a central coordination of evaluations (the Department
for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy) but their implementation is under the responsibility of the
individual granting authorities; evaluation plans are proposed as good practices for ex-post evaluations.

Source: Ismeri Europa

is

an

administrative

Obligation to evaluate to evaluate State aid measures
No, there is no legal obligation. Central coordination of State aid but strongly decentralised competences
on their implementation. In some cases, evaluation clauses are promoted by regional councils.
No, there is no legal obligation. Ex-ante evaluation of aid schemes and central screening of their
compliance with EU rules.
No, there is no legal obligation.
No, there is no legal obligation. In the Ministry of Finance, the State aid Control Department is
responsible for State aid policy in Latvia but is only responsible for ex-ante assessments
No, there is no legal obligation. The State aid Monitor Board (composed of members from different
Ministries) carries out an ex-ante examination of the proposed schemes.
Yes, there is a legal obligation. General administrative law and specific evaluation clauses require a
systemic evaluation of all the main policies; since 2014 subsidies cannot be prolonged over 5 years
without a positive evaluation.
No, there is no legal obligation for impact evaluation but there is an administrative obligation for exante evaluations or Regulatory Impact Assessments (RIA). Ex-post RIAs, which can be considered
evaluations, are quite rare.
No, there is no legal obligation. Lack of a specific legal framework for State aid and central coordination
of State aid with an advisory role rather than a control role.
No, there is no legal obligation. Central coordination under competition authority and ex-ante
assessments carried out by granting authority.
Yes, there is a legal obligation. Evaluation is implemented by sectoral governmental agencies, which
also take the decision to evaluate.
No, there is no legal obligation. Central coordination and monitoring of State aid.
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It is noteworthy that all the 28 MSs are under the EU obligation to evaluate ESIF
programmes. However, in some countries with higher per capita GDP the amount of
ESIF is limited and their evaluations do not always cover important State aid schemes.
On the contrary, in countries with lower per capita GDP, the ESIF co-finance an
important quota of public subsidies, and their evaluations often involve the most
relevant State aid schemes.

3.1.3. Obligation to evaluate and expenditure for state-aid
The obligation to evaluate State aid seems to have no relation with the intensity of the
State aid itself. Table 6 below shows how MSs are divided according to the obligation
and the intensity of the State aid; the intensity is calculated as the value of State aid in
% of GDP in the 2015-2017 period and compared to the EU average (0.7%) in the same
period. MSs with the obligation to evaluate are equally divided into countries with high
and low State aid intensity. The same happens for countries without obligations to
evaluate.
Table 6 Intensity of State aid and obligation to evaluate (non-agricultural and
no transport aid, calculation at current prices)
Level of State aid on GDP
lower than the EU28 average

Level of State aid on GDP
higher than the EU28
average

Obligation of impact
evaluation

IE, NL, UK, AT, ES

FR, FI, SE, DE, DK

No obligation of impact
evaluation

IT, LU, SK, PT, EL, CY, RO, BE

MT, HR, LT, EE, SI, PL, BG, CZ,
HU, LV

Source: Ismeri Europa elaboration on EC Data (State aid Scoreboard 2018).

However, the obligation to evaluate is highly significant in relation to the total amount
of State aid: the 10 MSs with obligations 8 to evaluate State aid schemes represent 79%
of the EU total State aid in the 2015-2017 period 9 (see Table 7). In particular, the
obligations in Germany, France and the United Kingdom cover more than 60% of the
total EU State aid expenditure minus the agricultural and transport aids.

Nine countries with obligations on all public policies and Spain with specific obligations on State aid.
Including Spain in the group of countries with obligation, although its obligation did not produce impact
evaluations, and using the same State aid aggregate of the previous table.

8
9
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Table 7 Quota of EU State aid and obligation to evaluate (non-agricultural and
no transport aid, percentage values)
Country with
obligation to
evaluate

% of State aid in
the 2015-2017
period
1,7
38,7
4,0
1,6
15,5
0,4
1,8
3,6
8,9
2,5
78,9

Country without
obligation to
evaluate
AT
BE
DE
BG
DK
CY
FI
CZ
FR
EE
IE
EL
NL
HR
SE
HU
UK
IT
ES
LT
Total
LU
LV
MT
PL
PT
RO
SI
SK
Total
Source: Ismeri Europa elaboration on EC Data (State aid Scoreboard 2018).

% of State aid in
the 2015-2017
period
2,2
0,6
0,1
2,3
0,2
1,1
0,4
2,2
3,6
0,3
0,2
0,6
0,1
4,9
0,8
1,0
0,4
0,3
21.1

Eight countries out of ten with obligations are currently carrying out evaluations of aid
schemes under the aid schemes evaluation rules (see Table 8). It means that the
majority of countries involved in the EU evaluation should in any case subject their aid
schemes to an assessment in accordance with the national rules.
Table 8 Intensity of State aid and obligation to evaluate (non-agricultural and
no transport aid, calculation at current price)
Currently carrying out an
evaluation according to aid
schemes evaluation rules

Currently not carrying out an
evaluation according to aid
schemes evaluation rules

Obligation of impact
evaluation

AT, ES, DE, FI, FR, IE, UK, SE

DK, NL

No obligation of impact
evaluation

CZ, HU, IT, PT, EL, LT, PL

BG, CY, HR, EE, LV, LU, SK, RO,
BE MT, SI

Source: Ismeri Europa elaboration on EC Data.

3.1.4. Enforcement of the national obligations
In the majority of cases, the enforcement to evaluate State aid does not respond to
automatic criteria (financial thresholds, timing, typology of the aid, etc.) but is at the
discretion of the responsible authority. In the Netherlands, however, after 5 years of
implementation, State aid schemes must be submitted to evaluation in order to be
renewed.
The responsible authority for the evaluation is, in general, the same administration that
is responsible for the implementation of the scheme. With the exception of France,
where a central authority dependent on the Prime Minister directly carries out
evaluations of State aid schemes.
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The use of evaluation or strategic plans (e.g. in UK or ES) for State aid is not very
widespread but it is a further way to reinforce the obligation to evaluate.
In general, in the MSs with obligations the decision to evaluate is connected to the
financial and strategic importance of the State aid scheme and its novelty. Hence, RTDI,
energy and broadband schemes seem to be evaluated more frequently because they
are more prominent in the political and economic debate.

3.1.5.The role of the ESIF evaluation
The ESIF have the obligation to evaluate OP programmes in all the MSs and require an
evaluation plan where upcoming evaluation activities are projected. On the basis of
these plans and their current implementation Figure 4 shows how MSs are responding
to the ESIF obligation. The figure adopts a broad definition of impact evaluation, which
includes evaluations of a descriptive nature and not strictly consistent with the
counterfactual approach proposed in the DG COMP guidelines.
Figure 4 Planned and completed impact and results evaluations in ESF, ERDF
and CF 2014-2020 programmes (absolute value)

MSs with a limited number of evaluations
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253

160
114
8

7

EL

FR

36
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Planned

Source: Ismeri Europa elaboration on Helpdesk Evaluation (DG REGIO and DG EMPL) data.

Around 1,700 impact and results evaluations are planned in this programming period
and at the moment around 400 of them have been implemented. The ESIF evaluations
cover all the MSs, and even those with limited amounts of EU funds, such as Sweden,
Finland and Luxemburg, are committed to the implementation of a certain number of
evaluations. In large MSs with no national obligations, such as Poland, Italy, Greece,
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Czech Republic, ESIF support an important effort to evaluate public investments. In
addition, it is noteworthy that the ESIF evaluation covers many large and small aid
schemes, as the ESIF co-finance a large part of the aid schemes especially in countries
with lower per capita GDP and higher EU resources.

3.1.6. National guidelines and evaluation capacity
MSs with legal obligations to evaluate do not always define their own evaluation
guidelines. In countries where the obligations are administrative (UK, IE), guidelines
play a major role in the evaluation of the individual administrations because they define
the methodological approach and the regulatory framework at the same time.
Guidelines to manage State aid schemes, from their definition to their evaluation, are
used in many countries, especially in Eastern Europe. However, these guidelines focus
more on legal and procedural aspects than on impact analysis.
ESIF and GBER guidelines are important compasses to orient national assessments in
many countries with a recent history in evaluation.
External evaluators are involved or carry out directly the impact evaluations in all the
countries including those with a significant evaluation capacity in the administration
(United Kingdom, Germany, France, Netherlands, Denmark). This choice may be
prompted by the wish to ensure the independence of the evaluators and also because
highly specialised and interdisciplinary teams are necessary in impact evaluations.
As the analysis of the availability of administrative data would require a specific study,
we can only make some initial proposals here. Data seems to be a serious limitation in
small countries, where the limited number of treated or control individuals makes it
difficult to use counterfactual methods. Countries with more advanced evaluation
system have also a greater possibility to use administrative data on enterprises. In
some countries (France, Netherlands, United Kingdom, Italy) the national statistics
institute provides data or direct support to the evaluation systems, and this may also
be valid for other countries.
The countries with obligations to evaluate, and a longer tradition in evaluating public
policies, demonstrate a higher evaluation capacity, with specialised units in many
administrations responsible for State aid and a mature system of networking and
exchanges between these units, as well as a specific focus on evaluation quality. The
geographical area of small countries (for instance Croatia, Slovenia, Malta, Cyprus,
Baltic countries) only in part limits evaluation capacity, which seems to depend more
on the political and administrative willingness to create an effective evaluation system.
It is remarkable how the ESIF promoted evaluation capacity in many countries with little
or no prior experience; this is true especially for the most recent acceding EU countries,
which in many cases invested significantly in this capacity, as happened in Italy, Greece
and Portugal some years before. The necessity of implementing evaluations in each
operational programme generated a widespread network of dedicated teams; they often
still have a limited experience and not sufficient skills, but are now familiar with
designing and launching evaluations of State aid schemes with the support of external
experts. However, units or officials responsible for evaluation in ESIF are not necessarily
linked to the management system of State aid and may represent an “unused capacity”
in this context.
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3.2.Mapping evaluations of State aid-relevant measures
Task 1 required the collection of ex-post evaluations (completed or ongoing) of State
aid measures started in the MSs between the beginning of 2015 and the end of 2019.
The mapping also includes those completed evaluations complying with Commission
requirements (e.g. GBER, relevant State aid guidelines, ESIF regulations) as well as
those conducted – or commissioned - by national authorities to comply with national
requirements.
The main sources providing the necessary information are:
a) the national experts in charge of collecting evaluations carried out in compliance
with national requirements through a desk analysis, an investigation into the
relevant websites and interviews with the national authorities;
b) the core team that collected the evaluations that respond to EU requirements and
those in the Helpdesk library of DG Regio, which include all the ESF and ERDF
evaluations completed so far.
All the collected ex-post evaluations were classified according to the taxonomy from
GBER and to some other categories used in the JRC classification form (interim or expost, date of completion, responsible authority, requirements – if any - under which the
evaluation is implemented, type of aid schemes, economic sector, type of methodology
- theory based, quantitative, counterfactual - principal data used and main findings).

3.2.1. Evaluations under national obligation
Overall, the list of State aid evaluations provided by the national experts comprises 82
evaluations from 13 countries: Austria, Belgium, Germany, Denmark, Spain, Finland,
France, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Romania, Sweden and the United Kingdom.
However, no reports were found in the majority of those MSs which had no national
legal obligation to carry out ex-post evaluations of State aid.
All the reports were carefully reviewed in order to select those evaluations which, in
content, typology and quality, complied most closely with the European Commission’s
guidelines. 39 out of the 82 ex-post impact evaluations carried out under national
legislations were selected to feed the evaluation database.
It was necessary to reduce the number of evaluations, as some of the evaluations
provided by national experts were not suitable for the purpose of the study. In fact,
they were not relevant to the purpose of the analysis, as they are:
−

monitoring reports instead of real evaluations;

−

interim reports of incoming evaluations;

−

evaluations carried out under the GBER regulation and not under national rules;

−

evaluations carried out under ESIF regulations, which are analysed in another
part of this study;

−

evaluations of how national agencies operating in the State aid field work and
whether their functions are properly carried out.

The 39 selected evaluations cover 9 countries, as showed in Figure 5 below.
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Figure 5 Distribution of the identified evaluations per country
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Source: database of the national ex-post evaluations implemented by Ismeri Europa

As can be seen from Figure 5, the countries with the highest number of evaluations are
those where a national obligation to evaluate is in force: Finland (13), Sweden (6),
France (5), Denmark (4) and Germany (4). In only two cases, Belgium and Italy, were
evaluations carried out although no national legal obligation is in force.
A transversal analysis of the main evidence emerging from the collected ex-post
evaluations is presented in the following sections.
In reviewing the reports, it emerged that some national evaluations were carried out
despite the fact that no obligation to evaluate was in force: Belgium (1 case) and Italy
(3 cases). This result suggests that the obligation to evaluate is a strong and effective
motivation to carry out evaluations and when it is not in force few or no evaluations are
implemented.
Figure 6 Requirement under which evaluations were carried out
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National obligation

No legal requirement

Source: database of the national ex-post evaluations implemented by Ismeri Europa
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3.2.2.Authorities responsible for the evaluation
A first element relevant to the analysis is the identification of the National Authorities
(NAs) responsible for the evaluations. Table 9 summarises the NAs by typology.
Table 9 Distribution of the NAs per typology

Type of NA
N. of evaluations
National agency
20
Ministry
7
Regional Authority
3
Interministerial body
2
Prime Minister’s Office
2
Government
1
Office of the Cabinet of Ministers
1
Parliament
1
Other
2
Total
39
Source: database of the national ex-post evaluations implemented by Ismeri Europa

In approximately half of the cases, the authority responsible for the evaluation is a
national agency, involved either in promotion of innovation, use of renewables, energy
saving, or support to SMEs 10.
In 13 cases in 5 countries the authority responsible for the evaluation was connected
to government, being either the government itself, the Prime Minister’s office,
Ministries/Interministerial Bodies or the Office of the Cabinet of Ministers. The countries
were:
−

Germany, where federal Ministries were involved as responsible authorities;

−

Finland, where Ministries, the Prime Minister’s office, the Office of the Cabinet of
Ministers and the government were involved;

−

France, where Ministries were responsible for the evaluations carried out;

−

Ireland, where two Interministerial bodies commissioned the evaluations
(Department of Business Enterprise and Innovation; Department of Jobs,
Enterprise and Innovation);

−

The Netherlands, where a Ministry was involved.

Ministries, Interministerial Bodies (in both the United Kingdom and Ireland) and national
agencies were also responsible for managing the State aid notified to the European
Commission.
Different authorities were responsible for the evaluation process in the remaining cases:
in Germany the KfW banking group (2 cases); in Italy regional authorities (3 cases),
and in Sweden the Parliament (1 case).

3.2.3. The evaluators
Out of the 39 evaluations identified, 35 were carried out by external evaluators, while
in 3 cases (Ireland and Sweden) the internal evaluators are Interministerial bodies or
national agencies recognised as functionally independent of the national authority
managing the funds. In one case, in Italy (Umbria Region), a mix of internal and
external evaluators was adopted.

10Belgium,

Finland, Sweden, France, Denmark
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3.2.4.The types of evaluated aid schemes
All the collected evaluations have been classified according to the taxonomy elaborated
by JRC, where the GBER objectives were broken down into primary and secondary
objectives. In the majority of the cases (35), evaluations were focused only on one
primary objective, as presented in Table 10 below.
In the remaining 4 cases, there were two primary objectives, as follows:
− Denmark: one evaluation focuses on two primary objectives, “Environmental
protection including energy savings” and “Training”;
−

Finland: two evaluations focus on two primary objectives, respectively “R&D
including innovation” and “SMEs including risk capital”, and “Environmental
protection including energy savings” and “R&D including innovation”;

−

Italy: one evaluation focuses on “R&D including innovation” and “SMEs including risk
capital”.

Table 10 Primary objective of the evaluations (broken down by country)
Type of scheme/objective

BE

DE

DK

FI

FR

IE

R&D including innovation
1
2
3
1
SMEs including risk capital
3
1
1
Environmental protection includ. energy savings
3
2
1
Culture
3
R&D including innovation; SMEs including risk capital
1
Training
1
1
Employment
1
Environmental protection includ. energy savings;
1
R&D includ. innovation
Environmental protection includ. energy savings;
1
Training
Regional development
1
Sectoral development
1
Total
1
4
4 13
5
2
Source: database of the national ex-post evaluations implemented by Ismeri Europa

IT

2

NL

1

SE

4
2

1

Tot

12
9
6
3
2
2
1
1

3

1

6

1
1
1
39

As can be seen in Table 10, “R&D including innovation” was the most frequent objective
of the evaluation, either as a single objective or in combination with the objective of
“Environmental protection including energy savings” or “SMEs including risk capital”.
Sweden carried out 4 evaluations focusing on this primary objective and this is also
justified by the fact that the authority responsible for the evaluation is Vinnova, the
national agency for innovation. Similarly, the other countries that carried out
evaluations of this type of scheme had a responsible body whose aim was to promote
research and innovation.
Among the remaining schemes, the most frequently evaluated ones are those devoted
to SMEs and to environmental protection and energy savings. This can also be justified
by the fact that Member States often implemented measures to reach some EU
standards set in terms of increase in energy from renewables and decrease in the levels
of CO₂.
However, only in a few cases were ‘training and employment’ the primary objective of
the evaluations, although they were considered key issues in the Europe 2020 strategy
to be targeted in by Member States. This can also be justified by the fact that, in many
cases, State aid devoted to supporting R&D&I and environmental protection has an
indirect potential impact in terms of increase in employment, as evident in the review
of the evaluation plans notified to the EC. This also applies to schemes to support SMEs.
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In Denmark, for instance, the evaluation of a scheme supporting environmental
protection was also combined with a scheme supporting training in this sector. This
shows that there is a general awareness that there are potentially more rewarding
sectors with more relevant impacts on the labour market
Culture was analysed in three cases in Finland, looking at the impacts of aid schemes
on the media and film sectors. In one specific case, the evaluation focused on the
support to newspapers in minority languages, which was subsequently amended due to
conflicts with EU State aid rules and a significantly lower amount of aid was offered for
publications in minority languages.
In Sweden, the impact of a scheme for the sectoral development of shipping companies
was assessed, as passenger shipping is supported by public subsidies, both directly and
indirectly, and is a key sector in the country.

3.2.5. Methods adopted
According to the EC guidelines for the evaluation of State aid, the counterfactual
approach should be prioritised as – given the availability of reliable data – it can support
the assessment of the impacts of the schemes on beneficiaries. However, other
quantitative methods, as well as qualitative methodologies could also be adopted to
complement the evidence emerging from the counterfactual analysis.
Methods adopted in the examined evaluations are classified in Table 11 below.
Table 11 Impact Evaluation Methodologies
Acronym
RCT
RDD
PSM
DID
COMs

Type of methodology applied
Counterfactual – Randomised control trial
Counterfactual – Regression discontinuity design
Counterfactual – propensity score matching
Counterfactual - Difference in difference
Counterfactual – other methods (synthetic control methods, Structural equation models,
etc.)
CBA
Cost Benefit Analysis – Cost benefit analysis
OQT
Other quantitative
TBIE
Theory based impact evaluation (TBE)
OQL
Other qualitative
Source: Ismeri Europa

In 23 cases the evaluations adopted a mix of quantitative and qualitative methodologies
(in 2 Swedish cases 11 TBE was also planned), while in one case 12 (FI) only qualitative
methods were applied.
DID was the most commonly adopted counterfactual method in the remaining 15 cases,
usually in combination with other qualitative and quantitative methods and, in two
cases, also with other counterfactual methodologies, respectively COMs and PSM. The
latter was adopted in three other cases (France, Italy and Sweden). A CBA was carried
out in Finland (2 evaluations) and in the Netherlands, where the efficiency of the
interventions was under assessment.

11“Innovation

for sustainable growth Evaluation of Tekes Cleantech programmes Climbus, Densy, Groove,
Green Growth, EVE and Green Mining Evaluation Report. Tekes Report 1/2017” and “Program evaluation
of Vehicle Strategic Research and Innovation”.
12“Mapping of the effectiveness and media policy purpose of support for newspapers in minority languages
2012-2018”.
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The RDD methodology was adopted only in two cases in Finland, and in one of these an
RCT was also used, to assess the added value and employment impacts of large export
operations.

3.2.6.Quality of the evaluations and main evidence
The quality of the evaluations was assessed according to the following key elements:
−

Clarity and suitability of evaluation design;

−

Appropriateness and correctness of the techniques applied;

−

Data quality;

−

Reliability of the findings in the relation to the used data and methodologies;

−

Internal validity of the policy implications in relation to the provided evidences.

The general quality of the evaluations mostly varied between “good” and “sufficient”,
with only three cases being “not sufficient”; in these the validity of the evaluation design
was poor, the methodologies adopted did not seem suitable for the purpose of the
analysis and data were either lacking or unreliable (Figure 7).
The reports considered “not sufficient” had a weak evaluation design and did not really
provide any evidence of the impacts of the interventions. This was mainly due to the
fact that at least two of them could not, per se, be considered impact evaluations, as
the methodologies adopted were not suitable for this purpose.
Figure 7 Overview of the quality of the evaluations
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Source: database of the national ex-post evaluations implemented by Ismeri Europa

On the whole, the findings of the “good” and “sufficient” reports correspond to a positive
assessment of the scheme under evaluation, with positive impacts on beneficiaries also
in the long-term. In the reports rated as “not sufficient” it is not possible to state if the
results were sufficiently reliable.
With respect to the main evidence in the evaluations, it is worth mentioning some
results related to the most frequently evaluated sectors.
In the framework of the R&D&I interventions, the following findings can be highlighted:
−

In Flanders, Belgium, the evaluation of the subsidies granted by VLAIO found that
the aid was very effective. In fact, the report describes positive and robust effects
of the subsidies on a variety of innovation indicators of Flemish companies. It implies
that in absence of VLAIO subsidy schemes, Flemish beneficiary firms would have
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invested less in innovation and would thus have been in danger of losing their ability
of long-run growth and competitiveness also in global markets. This would not only
have threatened the survival of the firms and a large number of jobs in non-R&D
positions at these firms, but also the survival of many innovation-intensive Flemish
companies.
−

In Finland, the evaluation of six schemes supporting R&D, highlighted positive
effects. On average most participants introduced new products and services; created
new partnerships and networks; improved sales and productivity; improved
international competitiveness as shown by the increase in exports; developed new
practices internally. Beneficiaries experienced growth of turnover and the
programmes contributed directly and indirectly to internationalisation. In a more
nuanced view, particularly the RDI subsidies gave financial security to non-mature
enterprises, which enabled them to be bolder in investing in future products and
services and develop capabilities.

With respect to interventions for environmental protection and energy savings, the
following experiences can be highlighted:
−

In Germany, the evaluation of the KfW programmes “Energy efficient construction”,
“Energy efficient renovation”, “IKK/IKU – Energy efficient construction and
renovation” and “KfW Energy efficiency programme – Energy efficient construction
and renovation” aimed at supporting energy-efficient renovation of the building
stock and new construction was positive. Relevant effects were mainly found on
households of social security institutions and municipalities. The programmes had a
strong multiplier effect on public budgets, also because the investments targeted
sectors of the economy with high labour intensity and low import intensity.

−

In Denmark, the evaluation of the EUDP scheme was carried out. The EUDP was set
up in 2007 to ensure that innovative technology projects are implemented to support
the achievement of energy policy objectives of security of supply, the independence
of fossil fuels, the need for a cleaner environment as well as cost effectiveness.
Findings show that EUDP ensured the implementation of risky projects: only 3 % of
the beneficiaries would have implemented the same project without the EUDP. In
addition, to support the execution of risky projects financially, the EUDP will ensure
inter alia the blue stamping of technology and access to skills and expertise. The
EUDP projects are part of an ecosystem of energy research. The projects are
successful in attracting additional funds after the end of the project — DKK 1,2 per
increment. Private financing represents 68 % of the additional capital injection from
outside parties.

In the framework of State aid for SMEs, some of the most relevant evidence is:
−

In Finland, the evaluation of the NIY (Young Innovative Companies) programme and
the VIGO accelerators programme found that the interventions had a significant
positive impact on the capabilities and performance of start-ups. NIY programme
participants reported that the highest impact was on their ability to get into
international markets and their capacity to raise capital. The VIGO programme has
played a clear (although limited) role in catalysing the Finnish Accelerators. The
analysis of the VIGO accelerators’ portfolio companies suggests that VIGO
accelerators have contributed to the emergence of new high-growth companies in
Finland – albeit with mixed results.

−

In Ireland, the evaluation of the funding provided by Enterprise Ireland and Local
Enterprise Offices (LEOs) to start-ups demonstrated the effectiveness of the aid. In
fact, the 2007, 2011 and 2015 cohorts of High Potential Start-Ups (HPSU) client
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companies showed sustained growth in employment, turnover and exports in the
years following their classification as HPSU client companies. The number of femaleled HPSUs increased and female led HPSU’s represented 16 percent of the total
number of HPSUs developed in the 2012 to 2016 period and have experienced
increased survival rates over time.
It is worth mentioning that no significant analysis on market (or indirect) effects are
proposed in the examined evaluations.

3.3. Mapping of the evaluations under Cohesion policy obligations
This section examines the impact evaluations of aid schemes carried out under the
obligations of the Cohesion Policy 13. In particular, Regulation 1303/2013 requires that
during the programming period at least one impact evaluation for each priority axis of
all the programmes be implemented. The present analysis aims to verify similarities
and potential synergies with aid schemes evaluations.
The evaluations to be analysed were identified through the “Helpdesk evaluation”
repository managed by DG Regio 14, which includes evaluations of interventions funded
by the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), the European Social Fund (ESF)
and the Cohesion Fund (CF) since 2014.
On the basis of this documentation, 435 evaluations assessing the effects or impacts of
programmes or interventions, completed by the end of 2019 and funded by the
resources of the current 2014-2020 period, were selected 15. 324 of these impact
evaluations were not included in the analysis since their focus is on themes not relevant
to the purpose of this study (e.g. active labour market policies for unemployed people,
education and social inclusion measures, public services and infrastructures, territorial
analysis and general performance of the OPs). The remaining 111 evaluations focus on
themes and policy areas which are potentially pertinent to State aid schemes.
The present analysis focuses on 64 evaluations, selected among the aforementioned
111 impact evaluations. They include: a) all the impact evaluations (46) which used
counterfactual methods for aid schemes evaluation, as suggested by the EC; b) a
sample of other impact evaluations (18) which used theory-based impact approaches
or other qualitative methods.

3.3.1. Informative issues
The analysis of these evaluations was based on “Helpdesk” summary fiches prepared
for each evaluation, as well as on the available reports; however, some informative
difficulties were encountered. The identification and classification of the evaluated aid
schemes were complex tasks because often evaluation reports did not provide clear
information on the nature of the scheme under assessment, thus requiring the reader
to rely on indirect descriptions. In some cases, it was impossible to classify the aid
scheme which was then reported as “not available - n.a.” in the database associated to
this study. It means that available information prevents the reader from understanding
See articles 54-57 of EU Regulation n. 1303 of 2013.
See
the
public
library
of
the
cohesion
policy
evaluations
in
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/evaluations/member-states/.
15 At the moment of the extraction in February 2020, the library included 1,177 evaluations. 742 evaluations
aimed at assessing procedures or implementation aspects, or at verifying the progress of interventions and
were not considered in this analysis.
13
14
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whether the subsidy under evaluation is included in the EC aid schemes rules, in what
economic sector it intervenes and with what kind of financial instrument.
A second limitation concerns the objectives and methodologies of the examined
evaluations. Cohesion Policy evaluations often assess at the same time either a large
number of interventions or an entire operational programme. Hence, the impact
evaluation of an aid scheme might represent only a small part of the final report and
not the core objective of the research. When dealing with these broad analyses and
multi-method approaches, the counterfactual methodology is not always clearly
described and sometimes one has to rely on little and incomplete information to
recognise the econometric techniques adopted

3.3.2. Where and what has been evaluated
50% of the 64 examined evaluations come from only four countries: Poland, Denmark,
United Kingdom and Italy (see Table 12). Denmark is an exception in this ranking,
because of the quantity of resources received, and the small size of its operational
programmes do not explain such a high number of evaluations. However, Member
States may adopt different evaluation strategies when dealing with Cohesion Policy:
some countries, such as Denmark and Poland, prefer to implement a high number of
small evaluations, while other countries prefer to carry out few large evaluations that
include different analyses and assess several interventions. The advancement of the
programmes could also be the object of an impact evaluation. Last but not least, it has
to be noticed that the selection of evaluations primarily targeted CIEs, although their
distribution is uneven among MSs.
Table 12 MSs where the examined impact evaluations of Cohesion Policy
interventions were carried out (absolute value and %, data at February 2020)
Country
N.
%
Country
Poland
14
21,9
Portugal
Denmark
7
10,9
Slovakia
United Kingdom
7
10,9
Austria
Italy
5
7,8
Belgium
Czech Republic
4
6,3
Estonia
Lithuania
4
6,3
Greece
Romania
4
6,3
Spain
Germany
3
4,7
Latvia
Hungary
3
4,7
Sweden
Finland
2
3,1
Total
Source: elaboration of Ismeri Europa on Helpdesk evaluation data of DG Regio.

N.

%

2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
64

3,1
3,1
1,6
1,6
1,6
1,6
1,6
1,6
1,6
100,0

The policy areas covered by evaluations of aid schemes are of a limited number and
around 65% of the evaluations focused on two areas: SMEs and R&D (Table 13). This
was to be expected as these policy areas absorb a large amount of resources in cohesion
policy and their characteristics are well suited to the CIE approach.
In some cases, the same report focused on the analysis of more than one subsidy, while
only four regional development schemes were evaluated, although their classification
was very complex and often overlapped with SMEs categories.
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Table 13 Examined impact evaluations of Cohesion Policy interventions per
policy area according to the State aid taxonomy (absolute value and %, data
at February 2020)
SMEs including risk capital
R&D including innovation
Training
Several aid schemes
Environmental protection including energy savings
Regional development
Other (broadband)
Culture
n.a.
Total
Source: elaboration of Ismeri Europa on Helpdesk evaluation data of DG Regio.

N.

25
15
6
4
4
3
2
1
4
64

%

39,1
23,4
9,4
6,3
6,3
4,7
3,1
1,6
6,3
100,0

47 out of 64 evaluations are ex-post evaluations, often focusing also on interventions
from the previous 2007-2013 programming period; whereas, the remaining 17 impact
evaluations are ongoing evaluations. This means that impact evaluations are carried
out not only after the end of the interventions, but also during their implementation.

3.3.3. Who made the evaluations and how
The large majority of evaluators are external evaluators (in 88% of the evaluations)
and in only a single case was a mixed team involved in the evaluation (Figure 2). There
were various reasons for this: external teams had more experience in impact
evaluations, were better organised, and were more independent.
Figure 8 Type of evaluator in examined impact evaluations of Cohesion Policy
1

7

56

external

mix

internal

Source: elaboration of Ismeri Europa on Helpdesk evaluation data of DG Regio.

Detailed information on the evaluator selection procedure was not available, although
public calls for tender are the most common.
In line with the selection criteria of the examined evaluation, CIEs are the prevalent
methodology adopted (72%). As shown in Table 14, the methodologies used in these
evaluations are mainly: ‘Difference in difference’ (39% of CIEs) and ‘propensity score
matching’ (26%). In a further 27% of cases these two techniques are joined or
associated with other methods. Other techniques play a marginal role.
Assessing the methodological choices is impossible, due to a limited knowledge of the
available data, the evaluation questions and the types of interventions to be evaluated;
however, it is possible that the availability of long data series for SMEs, which are the
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main beneficiaries in the two most examined policy areas, favoured the adoption of the
difference-in-difference method.
Table 14 Types of methodologies used in CIEs examined impact evaluations of
Cohesion Policy interventions (absolute value and %, data at February 2020)

N.
%
DID
18
39,1
PSM
12
26,1
DID, PSM
6
13,0
mixed with DID
5
10,9
mixed with PSM
1
2,2
RDD
1
2,2
COMs
1
2,2
n.a
2
4,3
Total
46
100,0
Note: RDD - Regression discontinuity design; PSM - Propensity score matching; DID - Difference in
difference; COMs - other methods (synthetic control methods, Structural equation models, etc.).
Source: elaboration of Ismeri Europa on Helpdesk evaluation data of DG Regio.

In some cases, the adopted methodologies were either not rigorously applied, or not
clearly described in the final report, although the interim reports probably provided
better explanations. An appraisal has been given a mark, mainly focusing on CIEs,
based on available information. Nevertheless, this score was generic and focused on
the completeness of the description of the methods and the results, the soundness of
the methodologies adopted and of the evaluation questions and of the data used (when
they could be clearly identified). According to these general criteria more than 70% of
the evaluations were “good” or “sufficient”, but only 16% were “good”.
Figure 9 Appraisal of the examined impact evaluations of cohesion policy
interventions (judgment of the authors)
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good

sufficient

not sufficient

Source: elaboration of Ismeri Europa on Helpdesk evaluation data of DG Regio.
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3.3.4. What impacts
Finally, an analysis of the recorded impacts of the aid schemes was carried out.
However, findings should be interpreted with some precaution: the synthesis of the
results is generally extracted from the executive summaries or specific sections of the
final reports and may not include the entire range of results of the evaluation, or their
full explanation.
Figure 10 shows the impacts recorded by the examined cohesion policy impact
evaluations. Almost in 90% of the cases the impacts of aid schemes or subsidies were
generally positive, but in 47% of the cases positive impacts were only limited to some
outcomes. For instance, effects on employment or turnover were positive, while effects
on productivity were negative, or effects varied according to the size and the type of
enterprises.
Figure 10 Synthesis of impacts recorded in the examined impact evaluations
and concerning aid scheme or subsidies (judgment of the authors)
1
6
27

30

positive

positive but limited

not positive

no evidence

Source: elaboration of Ismeri Europa on Helpdesk evaluation data of DG Regio.

No “value for money” or “cost effectiveness” analyses were carried out to compare
different impacts or different interventions. The quality assessment of the evaluations
was not directly linked to the recorded impacts; the “non-positive effects” as well as the
other categories were similarly distributed among the three quality levels.

3.3.5. Some considerations
The ESIF impact evaluations of aid schemes demonstrate a high coverage of the existing
interventions and their wide distribution in many MSs. In recent months, the number of
impact evaluations has been increasing to comply with the regulatory indications and
will keep on increasing in the next years, provided that the pandemic does not
significantly impact on the programmes and the original evaluation plans. In this respect
potential synergies between aid scheme evaluations and ESIF evaluations are evident.
The choice of methodologies is not rigorously prescribed in the framework of ESIF
evaluations as it is for DG COMP evaluations of State aid schemes. This is mainly due
to the complexity of the ESIF operational programmes. The results of ESIF evaluations
could otherwise appear inconclusive or reliable only to a limited or different extent when
compared to similar evaluations carried out under the State aid regulation alone.
A third note concerns the large quantity of results produced by ESIF evaluations; even
if these results cannot be exactly comparable to those produced by aid scheme
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evaluations, they are based on a significant amount of knowledge which should be
transferred to State aid policies and vice versa.
A final consideration concerns information gaps, which, as previously shown, are
important when examining ESIF evaluations and comparing them to others. Information
flows between State aid and ESIF contexts have to work properly, if synergies are to be
developed. A clear understanding of the nature of the evaluated aid schemes in the
evaluation reports and of the characteristics of methods and data used are essential
conditions to ensure this synergy. To this end, the evaluation reports should respond in
the future to some simple informative requirements shared by DG COMP, DG REGIO
and DG EMPL.
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Section 4.Results of Task 2
This section presents the findings and the evidence that have emerged from the
analyses carried out in Task 2. This task focused on approaches and processes used by
MSs to implement the evaluations requested by the current EU rules. 48 aid schemes
defined in the 2014-2019 period and subjected to evaluation in 15 MSs were
investigated. An analysis of the evaluation plans of these aid schemes and a survey
distributed to the authorities responsible for their evaluations provided the direct
information sources; in addition, the national experts interviewed some of the officials
involved in the evaluations and provided a general picture of the evaluation processes.

4.1.The analysis of the evaluation plans
The analysis of the evaluation plans (EPs) notified and approved between 2015 and the
end of 2019 had the objective of examining how the national authorities outlined the
process of implementing the aid scheme evaluation. In total, 48 EPs have been
reviewed, of which 45 have been implemented, while the remaining three were not 16.
The minimum contents and structure of the EPs are set out in the Commission Staff
Working Document “Common methodology for State aid Evaluation” 17 and a
supplementary information sheet for the notification of an evaluation plan 18 has to be
submitted by Member States within the first 20 working days following the entry into
force of the scheme.
Thus, the main elements of the EPs have been analysed against the prescriptions set
out in the Commission’s Staff Working Document, with the aim to identify the main
choices of the Member States in methodological terms (objectives, evaluation
questions, methods, data) and in relation to the timeline and the most relevant
milestones of the evaluation, the identification and selection of the evaluator, the
envisaged choices in making the results available and in exploiting them to design future
policies.
It is important to point out that respecting what is envisaged in the EPs is a fundamental
element: in all the EPs approved, the Commission underlined that the Member State’s
commitment to carrying out the evaluation according to the plan submitted was an
essential element for approval.
Table 15 below summarises the main contents of the analysis of EPs.

SA. 40348 (ES), SA. 44400 (FR), SA. 46285 (LT).
SWD(2014)179 final.
18https://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/overview/transparency_and_evaluation.html.
16
17
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Table 15 Main elements of the analysis of the Evaluation Plans
Content of EPs

Main themes of analysis

Objectives of
the aid scheme
Evaluation
questions

−

Expected impacts of the aid scheme and the potential negative effects

−

Result
indicators

−

Whether all three evaluation questions (concerning the direct effects, the
indirect effects and the proportionality and appropriateness of the aid scheme)
are envisaged and clearly described

Methods

−
−
−
−

Data collection

Timeline of the
evaluation
The body
conducting the
evaluation

Publicity of the
evaluation

−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−

Source: Ismeri Europa

Selection of more common results indicators, both for the direct and indirect
effects, and their relation to the suggested indicators in Annex II of the Common
methodology for State aid evaluation
Which quantitative methods are going to be used more 19
How and for which purposes are the qualitative methods used, if they are applied
Sources of information and their contents
Whether specific techniques to collect data have been envisaged since the
approval of aid scheme
Accessibility of data
Role of primary data collected for the evaluation
Identification of the timeline and milestones of the evaluation
Potential risks identified by MSs in the EPs affecting the evaluation process
If the evaluators had already been selected from the beginning (when notifying
the EP) or in a later phase
Whether the evaluator participated in the preparation of the EP
Mechanism to guarantee the independence of the evaluator
Whether the experience and skills of the evaluator are indicated
Financial resources dedicated to the evaluation
Description of the strategy to make the findings of the evaluation public
Type and intensity of the involvement of stakeholders in the discussion of the
results of the evaluation
How the results will be used to review the State aid scheme or set up new
schemes

The evaluation plans have been analysed in qualitative terms and for each component
of the EPs a classification system and coded information has been extracted, to make
the comparison between EPs straightforward. When possible, information deriving from
the plans has been complemented by evidence emerging from the questionnaires
submitted under task 2.
In the following sections we present the most relevant evidence emerging from the
analysis of the EPs.

4.1.1.Distribution of the EPs by country and type of scheme
48 evaluation plans from 15 Member States 20 were reviewed in the analysis. Figure 11
shows the countries which notified the highest number of EPs: Germany (8 plans),
France (9 plans), Poland (7 plans), United Kingdom (6 plans) and Italy (4 plans). In
most cases 21, these countries also have a national legal obligation to evaluate State aid,
Previous analyses on a sample of EPs found that among the methods suggested by the European
Commission, the Differences-in-differences is the most frequently mentioned in the EPs. See Hans
Friederiszick, Ela Głowicka, Linda Gratz, Simone Lünenbürger, Andreas Rosenfeld, 2018, Ex Post State aid
Evaluation in Environmental Aid, in European State aid Law Quarterly, volume 17 (4), Pages 509 – 524.
20Austria, Czech Republic, Germany, Greece, Spain, Finland, France, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Lithuanian,
Poland, Portugal, Sweden, United Kingdom.
21 Germany, France and United Kingdom.
19
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meaning that they have a robust evaluation culture and often have recourse to this type
of schemes.
Figure 11 Distribution of the EPs broken down by country

Source: Ismeri Europa elaboration on data of the European Commission, DG Competition

Out of the 48 EPs analysed, 3 were notified but not implemented 22, meaning that the
scheme was not applied and, thus, the evaluation was not carried out.
Figure 2 shows an overview of the types of interventions under assessment, broken
down by primary objective of the schemes. It is however important to highlight that in
3 cases the schemes under assessment had two different objectives, whereas in 2
further cases the objectives were three in number.
Figure 12 Typology of schemes under assessment

Source: Ismeri Europa elaboration on the State aid evaluation plans

As can be seen in Figure 12, the most evaluated policy sectors are:
−

Environmental protection, including energy savings;

−

National broadband interventions;

−

Regional development;

−

R&D including innovation;

−

SMEs including risk capital.

22“Producción

de energía eléctrica a partir de fuentes de energías renovables, cogeneración y residuos”
(ES); “Régime ISF PME - Plan d'évaluation” (FR); “Regional aid scheme for the promotion of the
development of strategic information and communication technology (ICT) projects” (LT).
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A similar situation was found when analysing the national ex-post evaluations carried
out between 2015 and 2019, where the main sectors were: Environmental protection,
R&D and SMEs.

4.1.2. The evaluation questions in the plans
The evaluation plans have to assess the impact of State aid and, to this purpose, they
include a set of evaluation questions aimed at verifying direct impact, indirect impact,
as well as the proportionality and appropriateness of the aid.
As prescribed by the EC guidelines, all the EPs include the following three levels of
assessment in their objectives: direct effects, indirect effects (market effects),
proportionality and appropriateness.
In almost all the cases the evaluation questions can be assimilated to those proposed
in the EC guidelines (see Table 16), although they might not be exactly the same.
However, the differences can be explained by the specificity of the schemes under
assessment, which might require a different formulation of the questions.
Table 16 Evaluation questions for impact evaluation
Level of assessment

Direct impact of the aid
on beneficiaries

Evaluation questions

−
−
−
−

Indirect impact of the
aid scheme

−

−
−
Proportionality and
appropriateness of the
aid scheme

−
−

Has the aid had a significant effect on the course of action taken by
the aid beneficiaries? (incentive effect)
Has the aid had an effect on the situation of the beneficiaries? (For
example, has its competitive position or default risk changed?)
To what extent has the aid had the expected effects?
Have beneficiaries been affected differently by the aid? (For example,
according to their size, location or sector)
Has the scheme had spillover effects on the activity of other firms or
on other geographical regions? Did the aid crowd out investment
from other competitors or attract activity away from neighbouring
locations?
Has the scheme contributed to the relevant policy objective?
Can the scheme’s aggregated effects on competition and trade be
measured?
Was the aid scheme proportionate to the problem being addressed?
Could the same effects have been obtained with less aid or a different
form of aid? (for example, loans instead of grants)
Was the most effective aid instrument chosen? Would other aid
instruments or types of intervention have been more appropriate for
achieving the objective in question?

Source: Commission Staff Working Document “Common methodology for State aid Evaluation”

The French EP “Impact evaluation of fiscal aid to production investment overseas”
(SA.41550), gives a noticeable example of alternative formulation. It includes further
evaluation questions on the effectiveness and efficiency of the scheme, and impacts are
broken down per specific target group/theme (beneficiaries – direct impacts; citizenship
in general and employment – indirect impacts). However, this plan encountered many
problems in its implementation due to the excessive ambition and fragmentation of the
evaluation questions.
Likewise, in Poland, the EP of the “Polish support scheme for RES and relief for energyintensive users” (SA.43697) includes - besides those questions targeting direct/indirect
impacts, proportionality and appropriateness - a number of questions to provide a
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description of the scheme's output. A greater number of questions also emerge in other
EPs, such as in Spain 23, where around 20 evaluation questions were set.
On the contrary, some examples of plans with limited number of questions are:
−

The EP of the “Regional Growth Fund 24”in the United Kingdom does not present any
evaluation questions, although the main aims of the assessment are presented and
seem in line with the three levels required by the EC;

−

The Greek EP related to the Superfast Broadband (SFBB) Voucher scheme 25 proposes
only 4 evaluation questions, which, however, aim to assess direct and indirect
impacts, as well as proportionality and appropriateness of the scheme. However, it
is noteworthy that this is a very small scheme and with a proportioned approach the
plan focused only on the main issues.

This overview of the plans would indicate that the number of evaluation questions is
related to the effort of carrying out the evaluation. In this respect, the evaluation
questions should address all the main issues and, when useful, add specific topics to
the minimum requirements, but they should also be feasible, sufficiently flexible to
incorporate changes occurred during the implementation of the aid scheme, and
balanced to the financial size and the complexity of the aid scheme.

4.1.3. Evaluation methods
The Commission Staff Working Document “Common methodology for State aid
Evaluation” states that: “State aid evaluations should be able to identify the causal
impact of the scheme itself, undistorted by other variables that may have had an effect
on the observed outcome, e.g. general macroeconomic conditions or firm heterogeneity
[…] To estimate the effect of the aid on aid beneficiaries, it is therefore necessary to
construct this counterfactual, based on the most comparable firm(s) or control group”.
Therefore, it is evident that the adoption of a counterfactual approach is the primary
methodological choice when designing the evaluation of a State aid scheme, although
other quantitative and qualitative methods may also be adopted. From the analysis of
the EPs, it emerged that all the plans adopt a counterfactual approach for evaluating
the aid schemes. The most common counterfactual methods are: Propensity Score
Matching (12 EPs), Difference-in-Difference (21 EPs) and Regression Discontinuity
Design (11 EPs). In some cases, a mix of different counterfactual methods is planned.
Only in 13 cases was it clearly stated that qualitative methods would not be adopted,
while in 4 other cases the information provided was not clear (Poland) or the evaluator
would make that decision at a later date (Austria, France and United Kingdom).
In 28 out of 48 cases, qualitative methodologies are used, mostly in terms of
surveys/interviews to beneficiaries, case studies and focus groups. This is also in line
with the prescriptions of the EC, which state that “The evaluation of State aid could be
complemented by information from surveys of aid beneficiaries and/or interviews with
scheme managers. Qualitative information of this type is subjective by nature and
answers may reflect the strategic interests of the beneficiaries rather than providing a
genuine assessment on the effect of the aid.” If properly treated, information drawn

23
24
25

“Evaluation plan for renewable energy support systems and cogeneration in Spain” (SA.40348)
SA.39273
SA.49935
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from qualitative exercises can be a useful complementary source for interpreting and
reinforcing the results of the quantitative methods.

4.1.4.Data sources and availability
According to the EC guidelines, effective monitoring of the intervention and accurate
data collection and processing are crucial for ensuring the high quality of the evaluation.
The evaluation may need to draw on existing data sources, such as administrative data
sources (e.g. the tax office, the company registers, innovation surveys and the patent
office). Therefore, the EP needs to review the existing data sources, decide whether
they provide sufficient information for the evaluation and ensure their easy access.
From the review of the plans it emerged that the most common data sources for the
evaluations are: administrative and statistical databases, usually made available by
both public administrations and national/European statistical institutes, the monitoring
system and data emerging from interviews/surveys to beneficiaries. The European
Commission considers this last source to enrich the impact analysis of the interventions
using also the point of view of the users.
According to the plans, in most cases, data are easily accessible and data collection is
defined, on average, once a year. In a few cases a potential lack of data is recognised.
It is usually linked to confidentiality issues and to the unwillingness of the data provider
to share information. However, in almost all the EPs no confidentiality issues emerged
due to anonymisation of data.

4.1.5.The body conducting the evaluation
Widely recognised international standards 26 state that the evaluation should be
objective, rigorous, impartial and transparent. Therefore, evaluations should be carried
out by a body that is independent from the authority granting the aid, and has the
necessary skills and expertise to ensure the quality of the assessment.
The EC guidelines also make it clear that, whenever possible, the evaluator should be
involved in the design of the evaluation plan as it would enhance the quality of the
assessment. However, in most of the EPs analysed (32 out of 48) the evaluator had not
yet been selected at the design stage. In 11 cases the evaluator had already been
selected, while in the remaining 5 cases information was either not clearly provided or,
as in the case of one EP from the UK 27, the internal evaluators had already been
identified and the involvement of further external experts was provided for if necessary.
More generally, it emerged that no Managing Authority (MA) actually cooperated with
an evaluator in the design of an EP even when the latter had already been identified at
the time of submitting the plan to the EC.
The most common approach is the selection of evaluators through public tendering
procedures, thus ensuring their full independence from the MA and conformity with
public procurement rules. In most cases, where evaluators were nominated, they had
been selected internally from other independent units of the public administrations.

26European

Commission’s Evaluation Standards set in the “Better Regulation Guidelines” (19 May 2015);
OECD Evaluation Norms and Standards (set by the DAC Network on Development Evaluation) and
presented in the “Principles for evaluation of development assistance” document (OECD, 1991); United
Nations’ Evaluation Standards set in the “Standards for Evaluation in the UN System” document (UN, 2004);
and the “World Bank Group Evaluation Principles” (World Bank, 2019).
27 National Broadband scheme for the UK - Broadband Delivery UK (BDUK)
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In the plan, expertise is usually broken down in terms of:
−

previous relevant experience in evaluation;

−

the availability of a team involving experts who are experienced in applying the
methodologies selected for the evaluation;

−

expertise in specific sectors, such as R&D, and in-depth knowledge of the main issues
and characteristics of the typology of interventions to be evaluated;

−

knowledge of the socio-economic context in which the intervention(s) to be assessed
is(are) implemented.

The EPs are required to articulate the evaluation process and timing. The following are
some examples of the different levels of detail provided in this respect:
−

In Italy, the EP related to the “Regional Tax Credit (Credito di imposta)” (SA.45184)
indicated the starting and finishing date of the evaluation (June 2016-June 2021);

−

In the Greek plan of the “General entrepreneurship” scheme (SA.47412) some more
details were provided regarding the intermediate milestones of the evaluation
process (January 2019, first interim report - March 2021, second interim report final report, June 2021);

−

In Germany, the EP of the “Scheme of the Federal Government in support of the
expansion of comprehensive next generation broadband access (NGA)” (SA.38348)
also provided an indication of the implementation of annual reports (evaluation to
be carried out between 2016 and 2021 - progress/annual reports each year between
2017 and 2020 – in 2021 submission of the final report).

4.1.6. Arrangements to supervise and monitor the evaluation process
A careful supervision of the evaluation process should be defined in the EP, in order to
ensure the timely and effective tackling of any potential factors that could hinder the
smooth implementation of the activities.
To this purpose, it is advisable to establish steering committees/steering groups and
monitoring committees which were actually implemented in almost half of the analysed
EPs. However, with some exceptions, it is often unclear who will be involved in these
committees:
−

Finland: in addition to representatives of Business Finland (formerly Tekes 28) and
the Ministry of Employment and the Economy, representatives of economic and
social partners were involved: Confederation of Finnish Industries, Technology
industries of Finland, Statistics Finland, Aalto University;

−

Poland: in one case 29, the Monitoring Committee is made up of representatives
of National Centre for Research and Development (NCBR in Polish) and of the
Ministry of Science and Higher Education. The Monitoring Committee can also be
extended to representatives of other entities invited by NCBR and the Ministry of
Science and Higher Education.

28Finnish

Funding Agency for Technology and Innovation.
and procedures for granting State aid and de minimis aid through the National Centre for
Research and Development” (SA.41471)

29“Conditions
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Some other examples of mechanisms to steer the evaluation process are worth
mentioning:
−

United Kingdom 30: Her Majesty’s Revenue & Customs (HMRC) will appoint a
project manager to manage all aspects of the project and/or to advise on
technical issues related to the research. Moreover, before the final sign-off of the
report, a peer review is undertaken by a suitably qualified analyst from outside
the project team at HMRC ensuring that there are no potential conflicts of interest
and an external point of view is provided;

−

Portugal: the evaluation will be supported by a Follow-Up Group, made up of
public entities involved in the implementation of the “Inovação Empresarial"
scheme. Its main task is to follow-up independently on the reports produced by
the evaluation team, thus ensuring the availability of all necessary information,
technical support and necessary clarifications concerning the aid scheme and
assessment of compliance of the reports with the terms of reference.

Two primary types of State aid play quite a relevant role in terms of the funds provided
to beneficiaries and the potential effects on socio-economic development: “Aid for
broadband infrastructure” and “Environmental protection including energy savings”.
Regarding these sectors, arrangements are usually made to establish
monitoring/steering committees, although there are some exceptions:
−

Austria 31: for the assessment of the broadband scheme, a Single-Point-OfContact (SPOC) was established to ensure regular communication between
evaluators and the MA;

−

United Kingdom 32: the evaluation contract is to be assigned to a specific project
manager within the Department for Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy
(BEIS), who is a member of the social research team. Moreover, a quality
assurance lead is assigned within BEIS, who is familiar with the methods being
used and the purpose of the policy; his/her role is to guarantee the quality of the
evaluation.

−

Germany 33: National Ministry for Transport and Digital Infrastructure
(Bundesministerium für Verkehr und digitale Infrastruktur) involves the federal
States in the preparation of the progress reports and the final report. To do this,
the Ministry oversees a subgroup of the Research Council in which the body
conducting the evaluation presents its drafts and is able to discuss them with the
affected regions;

−

United Kingdom 34: the evaluation framework is managed by the Building Digital
UK (BDUK) Evaluation Lead which is responsible for managing the delivery of the
evaluation and ensuring quality control, reporting to the Department for Digital,
Culture, Media & and Sport (DCMS) Chief Economist. The BDUK Evaluation
Framework is also subject to a monthly external review by the BDUK Programme
Assurance Board. Membership of the board includes two representatives from
other government departments: one from the Senior Civil Service from another

“The Enterprise Investment Scheme (EIS) and the Venture Capital Trust scheme (VCT)” (SA.40991) and
“Research & Development (R&D) tax credits – SME scheme” (SA.41386)
31 “Masterplan for broadband aid” (SA.41175)
32 “Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI) Scheme” (SA.44622)
33 “Scheme of the Federal Government in support of the expansion of comprehensive next generation
broadband access (NGA)” (SA.38348)
34 “National Broadband scheme for the UK - Broadband Delivery UK (BDUK)” (SA.40720)
30
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government department, and one from the Government Internal Audit Agency (a
body external to DCMS).
With respect to the other EPs, the following were the most common arrangements:
In Poland contractual penalties are envisaged if the evaluator does not deliver
the expected service in compliance with the requirements made by the MA;
− The MA is in charge of monitoring and steering the evaluation process;
− Regular supervisory meetings are held between the MA and the evaluators.
In 9 cases, no mention is made of arrangements to control and drive the evaluation
process, while in 3 cases the plan stated that no arrangements for this purpose were
foreseen.
−

4.1.7. The role of the stakeholders
The involvement of stakeholders in the discussion of the results of the evaluation was
another relevant element to be included in the plan. The authority granting the aid
should ensure the involvement of relevant stakeholders, who should be consulted at
least once during the implementation of the evaluation.
In 38 out of the 48 cases this is explicitly stated, and stakeholders will be involved in
the discussion of the evaluation results, for instance by arranging ad hoc meetings (also
at regional level, as in Poland) and round tables.
In one case 35, in Poland, it is not clearly stated in the plan or the related annex whether
the involvement of stakeholders is envisaged. Whereas, in the remaining 9 cases the
information provided:
Makes no mention of it (5 cases);
Does not clarify whether stakeholders will be involved (1 case);
States that they will not be involved in the discussion of findings but will be: (1)
provided with relevant documents 36, (2) involved in the evaluation process,
through interviews 37, (3) could be involved in the Steering committee, if
necessary38.
Only in three cases, are stakeholders explicitly mentioned:
−
−
−

−

−
−

Poland: in the framework of the assessment of the “Polish support scheme for
RES and relief for energy-intensive users” (SA.43697), bodies related to the
energy sector, including associations of entrepreneurs will be involved.
Hungary: eligible firms will be involved in the framework of the “Development
Tax benefit” assessment (SA.39669).
Finland: a validation workshop on the findings of the “Funding for research and
development projects” evaluation (SA.40098) will be organised, where major
public bodies, including the Ministry of Employment and Economy, evaluator
organisations and Business Finland representatives as well as relevant
stakeholders, are represented. The term ‘relevant stakeholders’ refers to the

“Aid for the development of broadband infrastructure under the Operational Programme Digital Poland
2014-2020” (SA.43484)
36 “Evaluation plan for renewable energy support systems and cogeneration in Spain” (SA.40348)
37 “Directive to promote the development of gifted broadband networks in the Free State of Bavaria
(Gigabia-GbR)” (SA.54668)
38 “Aid scheme for the reduction of solidarity tax on wealth called “ISF ‐ PME” in favor of innovative, young
or rapidly growing SMEs” (SA.44400) – however, this plan has not been implemented.
35

57

organisations representing potential beneficiaries of the scheme (industrial
associations etc.), public R&D&I agencies (such as Sitra, Finnvera, Finpro), policy
makers (Ministries, Prime Minister’s Office), relevant research organisations with
evaluation expertise (collaborating with beneficiaries) and other relevant
organisations.

4.1.8. Definition of timing and main milestones
All evaluation plans should provide information on the timing of the evaluation, which
is to be set in accordance with the approved duration of the scheme, and should include
milestones, i.e. collecting data, carrying out the evaluation and submitting interim and
final reports.
The review of the EPs showed that all the plans, the only exception being a Polish plan
where no specific information is provided, specify a time horizon by which the final
report should be submitted to the EC. In most cases the plans provide further details
and, in some cases, break down the main activities in the evaluation process:
−

Start and end date of the evaluation (11 plans);

−

Timeframe for data collection (5 cases);

−

Timeline for submission of interim/mid-term/annual evaluation reports (27
cases);

−

Submission of monitoring reports (2 cases).

4.1.9.Main evidence emerging from the analysis of the evaluation plans
The review of the evaluation plans confirms a general compliance of the documents with
EC guidelines.
The assessment of the direct and indirect impacts of the aid, as well as its proportionality
and appropriateness, are commonly accepted and are reflected in the evaluation
questions proposed by the EC guidelines and adopted in practically all the EPs.
Sometimes the EPs also envisage a number of additional questions to provide further
details regarding the scheme under assessment; however, only in a minority of cases
is there an attempt to “personalise” the evaluation questions and add specific themes
not included in the EC guidelines.
As set out in Commission guidelines, the primary methodological choice to assess the
impact of State aid is the counterfactual approach. Only a minority of the EPs planned
to use qualitative approaches, mostly in terms of interviews/surveys and case studies.
These methodologies can provide additional analyses and support the interpretation of
the findings that emerge from the counterfactual methods.
In most evaluation plans, data sources are administrative databases, which have been
found capable of providing suitable data on a regular basis. Confidentiality issues have
not been a primary issue, as mechanisms to tackle this problem have been provided for
in almost all the plans.
The evaluator is generally external to the administration. This grants the evaluator full
independence, also through the selection of an evaluator by public procedure or through
the involvement of independent experts within a team of public officials.
Monitoring and steering the evaluation process are key elements in the production of a
good-quality evaluation report. This is usually ensured through ‘ad hoc’
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steering/monitoring committees, as well as the involvement of stakeholders in the
evaluation process through the discussion of findings emerging from the evaluation.
However, it is usually not specified who the stakeholders are.
EC guidelines also specify the timing for the evaluation and the identification of the main
milestones to be achieved in the evaluation process. On the whole, the plans complied
with these prescriptions, with different levels of detail in the information provided, and
in most cases stipulated a time horizon for data collection and the submission of
interim/mid-term evaluation reports. In only a few cases is the information provided
unclear.

4.2.The survey and field analysis
This chapter illustrates the results of the survey to the national authorities responsible
for the evaluation of the aid schemes and the associated field analysis of the national
experts. Notwithstanding the problems linked to the gathering of information due to the
COVID pandemic, the national authorities responded well to the questionnaires and
national experts interviewed several of them. The information collected provides a
general overview of the organisation and implementation of the aid scheme evaluation.
The following sub-sections summarise the results of the investigations according to the
structure used in the questionnaire of the survey.

4.2.1. The main actors of the aid scheme evaluation
The administration responsible for the evaluation of the aid scheme is the granting
authority itself. The granting authorities are, on the whole, national Ministries or
specialised national agencies.
In some countries where national evaluation is more developed (France, Germany) or
where national evaluation is dependent on ESIF (Poland, Czech Republic, Portugal)
some central authorities with competences in evaluation, support the granting authority
in the implementation of evaluation.
The authorities responsible for the evaluation have expertise and technical capacity in
this field. In around the 70% of cases, the capacity consists of units of experts inside
the administration (see Table 17 below). These units are generally small (3-5 experts);
bodies specialised in evaluation and which have a larger number of analysts at their
disposal. However, expertise in evaluation varies significantly and is more pronounced
in countries where national obligations to evaluate are in force and a specific
organisation for evaluating is established within the administration.
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Table 17 Responses to the Survey. Q.5 In your authority/institution is an
Evaluation Unit or a pool of experts in evaluation present? (n. of responses to
the survey)
State Member
No
Yes
Austria
1
Czechia Republic
1
Finland
1
France
6
Germany
6
Greece
1
1
Hungary
2
1
Ireland
1
Italy
5
Lithuania
1
Poland
3
4
Portugal
1
2
Spain
1
United Kingdom
4
Total
14
28
Note:39 answers out of 39 questionnaires
Source: Ismeri Europa processing of the results of the survey to national authorities

Total
1
1
1
6
6
2
3
1
5
1
7
3
1
4
42

The number of experts working in the evaluation units is not always specified. In 13
cases the units are not particularly big and the number of experts ranges from 1 to 10;
in another 5 cases the number fluctuates between 25 and 450, organised into 8 different
teams (United Kingdom). The skills available in these evaluation units are generally
related to statistics, economics, data modelling, econometrics and sociology.
The authorities without an internal evaluation team declare that they usually
commission external experts to carry out the evaluation, and often have a unit
responsible for the coordination and management of the external evaluations.
As Table 18 shows, the large majority of evaluations have been, or are being,
implemented by external experts (68% of evaluated schemes) or with the support of
external experts (27%). The decision to assign the evaluation to external experts does
not derive necessarily from a lack of expertise, but in many cases reflects the respect
for the principle of the independence of the evaluator.
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Table 18 Responses to the Survey. Q.5 Are the evaluations of State aid
schemes carried out internally or with the support of external experts? (n. of
aid schemes under evaluation)
External
Internal
Mixed
Austria
1
Czech Republic
1
Finland
1
France
1
5
Germany
3
1
1
Greece
1
1
Hungary
2
1
Ireland
1
Italy
5
Lithuania
1
Poland
6
1
Portugal
1
2
Spain
1
United Kingdom
4
Total
28
2
11
Note:41 answers out of 42 questionnaires
Source: Ismeri Europa processing of the results of the survey to national authorities

Total
1
1
1
6
5
2
3
1
5
1
7
3
1
4
41

In all 15 countries, the evaluation expertise in both the consultancy sector and academia
is adequate to implement the aid scheme evaluation in compliance with EU guidelines.
Among the actors involved in aid scheme evaluation, a Steering Group plays an
important role, in some cases. It is generally made up of experts from one or more
administrations together with external experts, and supports the administration
responsible for the evaluation in technical decisions. Often, the steering group includes
a restricted number of persons from different offices of the same administration (e.g.
Italy, Greece, Hungary); in other cases it includes a larger number of experts and
stakeholders, such as entrepreneurial organisations (e.g. Finland). The role of the
steering group is operative, to ensure that the evaluators focus on the evaluation
questions and that the evaluation proceeds according to the agreed schedule. During
the evaluation process, the evaluators present the outcomes to the representatives of
the steering group on 2 or 3 occasions to discuss the relevance of the findings and
possible methodological issues.
Box 1 - The Steering Committee in France
In France they usually establish a public, or mixed public/private, Steering Committee with
experts in the field of evaluation or in the field of the study considered; the Committee in general
has a secretariat and one or more rapporteurs. The French model of steering groups is mainly
technical and involves experts and a limited number of stakeholders from different
administrations. The Committee supports the administration responsible for the evaluation in
the identification of the evaluation questions and the definition of the evaluation plan; the
committee also debates possible methods to be adopted, which will be discussed with the
Commission. The Committee is also responsible for deciding on the organisation of the evaluation
process (number and type of reports, data to use), upon proposals of the President and the
rapporteurs, and decides on the methodology or methodologies, as in the case of multiple
evaluations for RDI aids. The Committee validates the proposals of the secretariats on the
organisation of the work and commissions the evaluation either to the administration by direct
attribution, or to an external team by a public procedure of outsourcing.

The implementation of the steering group can be considered a ‘good practice’ to
reinforce the quality of the evaluation and, at the same time, favours the spreading of
the results of the evaluation when more administrations and stakeholders are involved.
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4.2.2. Evaluation process
As shown in the first section, the evaluation process is made up of three main sequential
steps: evaluation plan (defining timing and methodology of the evaluation); evaluation
implementation (identification of the evaluator, data collection and analysis, delivery of
the interim and final reports), use of the evaluation findings (dissemination and use of
findings to design next generation of aid schemes).
Evaluation plan
In 56% of the interviewed cases (see Table 19), the administration responsible for the
evaluation drafted and refined the evaluation plan with the European Commission. The
evaluator was involved after the approval of the plan and the selection of the evaluator
depended on the individual administration and not on national rules. For instance, in
Poland, public procurement rules make long contracts (4-5 years) of services difficult
and this was one of the reasons for the later involvement of the evaluator.
Table 19 Responses to the Survey. Q.6. Were the evaluators involved in the
preparation phase of the evaluation plan from the beginning? (n. of aid
schemes under evaluation)

State Member
No
Yes
Austria
1
Czech Republic
1
Finland
1
France
2
4
Germany
3
2
Greece
1
1
Hungary
3
Ireland
1
Italy
4
1
Lithuania
1
Poland
5
2
Portugal
2
1
Spain
1
United Kingdom
3
1
Total
23
18
Note:41 answers out of 42 questionnaires
Source: Ismeri Europa processing of the results of the survey to national authorities

Total
1
1
1
6
5
2
3
1
5
1
7
3
1
4
41

The involvement of the evaluator after the approval of the plan did not create problems
in the implementation of the evaluation. In some cases (France, Poland) the evaluators
asked for an adjustment of the methodologies but this was related to the changes in
the use of the aid schemes rather than to a misleading definition of the initial
methodology. These methodological adjustments were approved by the EC and were
compatible with the initial plan.
Some interviewees (Austria, Germany) objected to the brevity of the time available
(6 months) for the approval of the plan and, consequently, the aid scheme because
they were obliged to accept the conditions of the EC even when they did not agree.
Others (e.g. Italy) highlighted that more time would have improved the plans.
It is noteworthy that for the first time the State aid procedure included the evaluation
plan, as well as the guidelines for the evaluation. This new feature made it necessary
to make adjustments in the management of the aid scheme and the evaluation
approach, and took some time to be fully understood.
During the definition of the evaluation plan the interaction with the EC was generally
positive (see Figure 13). On the whole, national authorities appreciated the technical
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support, which helped them to understand better the methodological and operational
requirements. Many of them asked for more informal and frequent exchanges.
Some national authorities in Germany, France, United Kingdom, Poland and Finland
found the methodological approach of the EC too rigid and bound to theoretical
assumptions with weak linkages to the use of the results. These comments come from
some of the best equipped countries in terms of evaluation capacity and have to be
taken into consideration, but at the same time many authorities, even from those
countries, recognised that the proposed methodological approach is clear and
unambiguous. A few complained about the delay in receiving the EC’s comments on the
plan.
Figure 13 Responses to the Survey. Q.12. How do you judge the interactions
between your institution and the Commission during the development of the
evaluation plan? (the synthetic judgment was elaborated by the author)

7

17
8

Good

Not sufficient

Sufficient

Note:32 answers out of 42 questionnaires
Source: Ismeri Europa processing of the results of the survey to national authorities

The above results and the analysis of the evaluation plans underline the issue of the
ownership of the evaluation. Whenever an evaluation is an obligation, it is normal
for actors to encounter difficulties in accepting external motivations and objectives. In
Germany, for instance, the interviewed officials said that the objectives of the evaluation
were not clear, that the EC focused its comments only on methodological aspects and
did not discuss the contents of the evaluation in any detail. In Italy, there is a general
difficulty in integrating evaluation in the national decision-making process related to aid
schemes. This does not mean that the aid scheme evaluation is considered a burden;
in general, it is perceived as an opportunity to increase knowledge and effectiveness,
although compliance with EU rules is still very important. In fact, as shown in the
previous analysis of the evaluation plans, the evaluation questions added by national
authorities to the questions in the EC guidelines were few and far between and only
adaptations of the EC questions were proposed.
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Evaluation implementation
In this stage, the selection of the external evaluator was one of the first actions for
many national authorities. The selection required a public procurement procedure and
generally took 6 months to 1 year. The cost of the external evaluator is not always
specified, but where available it seems quite variable and ranges from EUR 150
thousand to EUR 660 thousand; only in Finland did the cost amount to approximately
EUR 50 thousand.
In no country did the implementation of the evaluation create significant problems from
the operational point of view. The overall arrangements seem partially different and
more structured in the countries with national obligation to evaluate (e.g. France,
Germany, the United Kingdom). In other countries, each administration acted
individually or was supported by evaluation structures dedicated to ESIF evaluations
(e.g. Portugal).
All the methodological approaches of State aid evaluations refer to counterfactual quasiexperimental methods based on statistical and econometric tools and are coherent with
the EC guidelines (see also previous section on the evaluation plans).
The data used in the evaluations vary depending on the national dataset. Usually, the
evaluations are based on administrative data. On the one hand, data from the
monitoring system of the aid scheme are necessary to identify the enterprises being
treated and their characteristics, while on the other hand, data from public or private
datasets with information on the balance sheets of the enterprises are used to estimate
changes in the performance of the enterprises. The datasets on enterprises are often
prepared by National Statistical Institutes (Spain, Finland, Germany, Poland) and this
facilitates the collection and the organisation of data. Where possible, fiscal data of
enterprises was also used (France); this information integrates, or is equivalent to,
balance sheet data. In a certain number of cases, data is derived from direct surveys
of the enterprises (Greece, Czech Republic, Spain, Hungary, Poland); the surveys
substitute administrative data on balance sheets when they are not available, and/or
integrate administrative data with more qualitative information.
From the methodological point of view, the analysis highlights some implementation
problems; the following list summarises the main ones:
−

−

−
−
−
−

an insufficient number of beneficiaries or enterprises in the control group created
a serious difficulty in applying counterfactual statistical methods and in delivering
analyses of the heterogeneity of the effects (e.g. Italy, Germany, France,
Hungary, Portugal, Czech Republic);
delays in data (frequently up to 2 years) added to the time span necessary to
detect long term effects (at least 2-3 years) and the total duration of the
implementation (4-5 years) is sometimes not fully compatible with the timing of
the evaluation (Austria, Poland);
project length (4-5 years), lengthy public procurement procedures and the above
time lags make it difficult to implement the evaluation in time (Austria, France);
confidentiality rules can limit the use of data on enterprises (Austria, Spain) or
lead to low response rate in surveys (Greece);
a change in the implementation of the plan can affect the adopted methodology
(Poland);
contamination of the examined enterprises (treated and control) with other
parallel and significant interventions (United Kingdom).
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It is important to underline that none of these problems blocked the evaluations or
required a drastic change in the methodological approach. However, the evaluation plan
does not seem adequate to anticipate all the methodological and operational issues and
a “fine tuning” of methods and data is necessary also throughout the implementation
of the evaluation. In future, further experience may limit these issues, but they cannot
be underestimated. The main implementation issues can be summarised in three
general categories, which should be addressed in the future:
−

Data availability is probably the principal constraint in the implementation of the
evaluations; quantitative and counterfactual approaches are very data demanding
and administrative databases are often not sufficiently adapted to be used for
research. It is worth noticing that in the evaluation plans problems concerning data
were sometimes not identified or underestimated.

−

The timing of the evaluation process can conflict with the technical features of the
evaluation. To limit these possible conflicts, it is necessary to find an adequate
alignment of the institutional timing, data availability and methodological
constraints;
The counterfactual approach in the evaluation design proposed by the Commission
is recognised as useful and relevant, but some interlocutors underline that a too rigid
application of this approach restricts the potential scope of the evaluation, prevents
some analyses and does not make it possible to adequately tackle some
methodological issues. Other methodological approaches are not alternative to the
counterfactual approach, but they should be integrated with it.

−

Interactions with the EC continued to play an important role also during the
implementation of the evaluations. The discussion of the interim reports made it
possible to deal with some of the methodological issues mentioned above and verify the
coherence of the evaluation with the initial plan. Interactions with the EC should have
anticipated possible failures or misunderstandings at the moment of the presentation
of the final report.
To a different extent, the learning process implicit in this initial period of State aid
evaluation stems from all the reports of the national experts. In this innovative context
the importance of the interactions with the EC is crucial and underlined by all the
interviewed people; they also recognised the collaborative attitude of the EC. The
interactions were necessary to clarify the requests of the Commission and to share
methodological and operational choices before the end of the evaluation.
The national authorities demand a stronger collaboration with the EC during the
implementation. In this sense proposals reflect a general desire for more frequent
interactions right from the beginning (Finland) to more structured and organised
meetings and rules (France, Germany). In general, the request for increased
interactions is motivated by the objective of clarifying methodological and informative
constraints, and in some cases, the authority of the EC is required to assist with data
accessibility (Spain).
National authorities would also like to have more opportunities to exchange experiences
with other countries; this responds to the need of benchmarking their own capacity and
learning from different practices. The request embraces methodological and procedural
aspects, but includes also the sharing and the discussion of the findings. A leading and
stronger role of the Commission in this networking activity is expected.
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Figure 14 summarises the answers to question 13 on what kind of support national
authorities would like to receive from the EC. 28 out of 42 interviewed authorities
answered this question and some expressed more than one preference. Methodological
support (33% of answers) and exchanges of experience (33%) clearly prevail, but
clarifications on procedural steps is also significant (24%). A few authorities do not need
any support (9%).
Figure 14 Responses to the Survey. Q.13. What kind of support would you like
to receive from the EC? (the synthetic judgment was elaborated by the author;
more than 1 answer has been considered)

3
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11

11

methodological

procedural

exchange of experience

None

Note: 28 answers out of 42 questionnaires
Source: Ismeri Europa processing of the results of the survey to national authorities

A part of the survey related to the possible overlaps between the different obligations
to evaluate: national, ESIF and EU State aid. This analysis, in particular, intended to
find out whether there were any duplications in evaluating specific aid schemes.
In Germany and France, some evaluations of aid schemes are part of broader
evaluations carried out according to the national rules. The only evident overlap
between aid schemes and ESIF evaluation is signalled in Poland, where different
institutions operate on the same aid schemes and 5 of the 7 schemes currently under
aid scheme evaluation are co-funded by ESIF. Hence overlaps may be relatively
common. A similar situation exists in Portugal, but for the moment no overlaps have
been detected and the national Agency for Development and Cohesion has to ensure
the coordination of all the evaluations.
In other countries, such as Italy, Hungary, Czech Republic, Greece, with no national
obligation to evaluate, there is no strict coordination between ESIF evaluations and aid
scheme evaluations and possible integration of the two evaluations are only wishful
thinking. In these countries, the two types of evaluations operate in different
administrative circuits, but some actors of these two circuits are in the same Ministry
or public Agency.
The analysis has not revealed an excessive administrative cost or burden during the
implementation of the evaluation. In general, evaluation is an additional task for
administrations responsible for managing the aid schemes, but it does not seem to
interfere seriously with their other missions and is often complementary to their
ordinary tasks or consistent with pre-existent national or ESIF obligations. The main
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preoccupations of the national authorities concern the timing of the evaluation process,
the discussion with the EC on the methodological choices and other operational issues
(the call for tender for the evaluator, the management of working groups or steering
committees), but these elements have never been presented as serious obstacles to
the implementation of the evaluation. Even the monetary cost of the evaluation seems
limited in comparison to the resources spent on the aid scheme (see above ‘Evaluation
implementation’ on the selection of the external evaluator).
Many evaluations are still ongoing and it is too early for a final judgement on the
process. However, the involvement of external stakeholders is rarely mentioned in the
interviews; although it was foreseen in many initial plans, it was partially sacrificed
because it was burdensome and politically complex.
The review of the results of the evaluation is an important step in ensuring the quality
of the evaluation and its reliability. This step is generally implemented by the
commissioner of the evaluation with its internal experts or by the steering group, where
created. Some good practices in this respect arise from the survey; in a French aid
scheme some evaluation experts of the Steering Committee, which also comprises nontechnicians, have been assigned to review the evaluation report and act as academic
discussion partners, and in Hungary a panel of experts from different Ministries reviews
the evaluation process and the results.
The use of the evaluation results
The majority of the examined evaluations are still ongoing and practical examples of
the use of their findings are not available. The survey, however, makes it possible to
present an overview of the initial results and how the administrations intend to use
them.
The available, and mainly provisional, results of the evaluations suggest a positive
effect of the examined aid schemes, with the exception of one aid scheme where the
interim report provided inconclusive results. All the evaluations respond, or will respond,
quite exhaustively to the analyses requested by the EC guidelines (direct effects,
indirect effects, appropriateness, proportionality). Limitations in data availability and
difficulties in assessing market effects restrict the validity of the findings in some cases.
According to the answers to the questionnaire, an evaluation in the United Kingdom
proposes a ‘value for money’ analysis showing positive cost-effectiveness estimations;
these kinds of analyses, which compare the unit value of the outcome, are not
frequently carried out.
In many cases, the interviewees declare that results of the evaluation will be made
public; the publication of the evaluation reports on the website of the responsible
administration is the most frequent method (82% of the cases) used (see Figure 15).
The publication of the evaluation is obligatory. The internal discussion is the second
most frequent method of circulation (31%) followed by the discussion with stakeholders
(21%) (the types and the number of the stakeholders is generally not specified).
Seminars with experts and public events to present the results are planned but less
frequent.
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Figure 15 Responses to the Survey. Q.18. How were or will the findings of the
evaluations be made public and discussed? (% on the total number of
questionnaires received; more than 1 answer)
Publication on website
Internal discussion
Discussion with stakeholders
Seminar(s) with experts
Public event
n.a.
0%

20%

40%

60%
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100%

Note: 36 answers (58 items) out of 42 questionnaires
Source: Ismeri Europa processing of the results of the survey to national authorities

All the national authorities declare that they use, or will use, the results of the
evaluation to improve the design of the next generation of aid schemes. In this context,
it seems that the main focus is on direct effects and, in general, the effectiveness of the
activated subsidies. In some questionnaires, a more concrete use of the results of the
evaluation is apparent. In Italy, an aid scheme to favour investments in SMEs has been
modified by incorporating the results of the evaluation in 2019 (e.g. changes in the
eligible amount and new disbursement procedures). In the United Kingdom, the
evaluation of superfast broadband confirmed the effectiveness of the claw-back
mechanism and suggested increasing competition through a new procurement
procedure. In Greece, the evaluated subsidies were found to be less effective in the
regions lagging behind and would require changes to improve the impact on territorial
inequalities. It is also interesting to note that evaluation of the ‘Gigabit’ scheme in
Germany can only be used as a summative analysis without covering long-term effects
because the aid scheme will not be re-proposed.
In France, Germany, Finland and other countries with national evaluation rules, State
aid evaluations are linked to the national obligations and the existence of a circuit to
produce and use evaluation ensures their participation in a national “learning system”
aimed at improving the policy instruments under examination. In contrast, in countries
without a strong national tradition of evaluation, the use of the results of the evaluation
is important but not framed in a structured learning process. However, in Italy, Portugal
and Greece the national coordination of ESIF evaluations seems to help the distribution
and use of the evaluation results.
Even with all these differences among countries with and without a regulated evaluation
system, it is clear that State aid evaluation has had a general “added value” effect in
terms of evaluations that would not have been implemented without the EC
requirements or that would have been implemented with less commitment and
methodological care. All the actors recognise that the EC requirements are a positive
stimulus for national evaluations.
These examples reinforce the importance of creating a “learning system at European
level” which would integrate results and lessons learnt from evaluations of different aid
schemes in different countries. It would also reinforce the awareness on the objectives
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of the evaluation process, generate a cumulated knowledge for use in current
evaluations, back methodological innovations and substantially inform policy decisions.

4.2.3.Strengths and weaknesses of State aid evaluation
Given the information collected, together with the above synthesis and survey, it is
possible to identify some strong and weak points in the State aid evaluation process.
Strengths
−

The introduction of EU guidelines functioning as a methodological standard improves
the quality of the evaluations and contributes to the reinforcement of the national
evaluation capacity;

−

The State aid evaluation process is frequently more transparent than the national
evaluation processes;

−

The collaborative attitude of the EC, which favours compliance with EU rules and the
implementation of the evaluations, diminishes possible misunderstandings and
promotes arrangements on methodological and procedural issues;

−

A non-burdensome process; in all the countries evaluations were implemented
without excessive effort, even if there is room for improvement;

−

Countries with national obligations to evaluate appear to be better equipped to
manage State aid evaluations and integrate them in their procedures;

−

The potential development of an international network of State aid evaluation with
exchanges of information and mutual cooperation;

−

The establishment of a Steering Group chaired and made up of independent highlevel experts, can improve the evaluation quality, reinforce the reliability of the
evidence and support policy debate;

−

The increasing attention paid to data availability and the identification of potential
improvements in this field;

−

No overlaps between State aid evaluations and other evaluations were detected; on
the contrary integration between State aid evaluations and national evaluations are
exploited where possible (Germany and France).

Weaknesses
−

Complex timing and the consequently difficult compatibility of institutional deadlines
with operational needs of State aid evaluation;

−

The methodological framework is excessively rigid, it should include a broader set of
evaluation questions (Why? How?) and be able to tackle types of aid schemes or
information availability which counterfactual impact approach cannot properly
analyse;

−

More discussion on assessing proportionality and appropriateness would be helpful
to ensure that EU expectations can be met, particularly when relatively high levels
of support are required in a programme;
Incomplete ownership of State aid evaluation in the MSs, even if its general
usefulness and importance is recognised to differing extents in all the countries;

−
−

The potential synergies between State aid evaluations and ESIF evaluations are still
unexplored and should be developed in the future;
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−

A debate on the findings of the evaluation studies still has to take off at EU level.
The development of an “EU learning system” may strengthen accountability and
usefulness of State aid evaluations, as well as their justification and ownership at
national level.

4.2.4. Experts’ opinions on the quality and efficiency of the evaluation processes
The following presents some of the main recommendations made by the national
experts who carried out the country analyses.
It is interesting to note the different emphases in the approach of those countries with
developed evaluation structures and national obligations as opposed to countries with
a shorter evaluation tradition. In general, the former opinions appreciate the process
but dispute some aspects such as timing or methodological indications; the latter
concentrate on the reinforcement of the evaluation culture and on the growth of
experience provided by the aid scheme evaluation process. Although this result was
expected, it confirms the necessity for the EC to relate to different national evaluation
models and traditions.
Evaluation quality has been high across the board and the foundations of this first
experimental period should be built upon.
A number of experts consider the management of the aid scheme evaluations to be an
example of good practice. The clarity of the procedures and the straightforward
methodological rules make the process transparent and efficient. In addition, some of
the arrangements implemented in some countries, such as the active role of the steering
committee or the peer review of the results, are more advanced and quality-oriented
approaches by comparison to ESIF evaluations or other national experiences.
Some experts highlight the need to reinforce integration between EU and national rules.
For instance, in Germany the timeline of the national evaluation process is longer than
that of the State aid scheme evaluation and the two should be better coordinated. In
Lithuania, incorporating EU evaluation rules into national legal obligations, as for ESIF,
would facilitate the implementation of State aid evaluation.
The experts also underline the problems relating to data availability, as well as the need
to prolong the evaluation after the expiry of the State aid to better capture the overall
effects. Comparing them with similar ESIF and national evaluations, experts are eager
to consider the wider and more indirect effects of the aid schemes.
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Sections 5.Conclusions and suggestions
This section is divided into two parts: in part one, the main findings of the study are
summarised and the consequent issues for the evaluation process of aid schemes are
highlighted; in part two, possible changes and improvements in the evaluation process
are proposed.

5.1.Summary of the main results
5.1.1. Main findings of task 1
Task 1 aimed at investigating whether and how MSs evaluate aid schemes
independently of EU-specific rules and to what extent MSs are prepared to follow EU
guidelines on aid scheme evaluations and what kind of gaps in terms of organisation,
evaluation capacity and culture have to be filled.
In any hypothesis of extending or renewing the evaluation rules, the administrative
burden must be taken into account. The study offers some important findings:
−

In countries covering around the 70% of EU State aid expenditure obligations to
evaluate already exist and, consequently, a greater number of State aid schemes
could be evaluated without an excessive additional burden;

−

On the other hand, if the main priority is to involve all the countries in evaluations
of State aid, the potential burden could become significant for some of them.
However, the evaluation units provided by ESIF programmes are widespread and
relatively developed in many countries; involving these units or expanding them
in State aid management could reduce the administrative impact of new
evaluations.

−

Monetary costs of the evaluations are limited and represent a fraction of the
budget for State aid.

Consequently, administrative costs do not represent a significant obstacle to aid
schemes evaluation; on the contrary, they must to be considered as a factor that
reinforces evaluation activities.
A second important aspect concerns the types of evaluation. In practice, all the MSs
implement some kind of evaluation of State aid schemes. In countries where impact
evaluations are not carried out, ex-ante assessments to verify compliance with EU rules
and national budget constraints are generally implemented. All countries have set up a
more or less sophisticated monitoring system of aid schemes to verify their expenditure,
their beneficiaries and provide the EC with the required information. Some countries
use management control methods to quantify the financial and physical impacts of the
aid schemes.
One possible way of expanding and consolidating evaluations would be to include the
experiences gained and the ex-post assessments in the regular activities. This change
would be a logical integration with the existing national systems for controlling State
aid, and would not require excessive effort, because the new assignments could be
covered by already existing management structures and limit investments in resources
and skills.
A third aspect, not to be underestimated, consists in the willingness to evaluate. The
previous analysis shows how in countries with obligations to evaluate, evaluation
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capacity has been built up over many years of political and administrative commitment
to assess public policies. The lack of this commitment is evident in some other countries
without obligations, in which the management of State aid is organised more to address
EC requests and comply with EU rules than to examine the efficiency and the
effectiveness of the aid schemes. Even the ESIF evaluations are often closer to an
exercise of formal compliance with EU requirements than to an actual assessment of
the effectiveness of the measures evaluated. Therefore, they are often of poor quality
and do not really influence the policy decision mechanisms. The EC DGs in charge of
ESIF are aware of this problem and are committed to improving the quality of
evaluations 39.
It is no easy task to improve and reinforce the commitment to evaluate. In the 2014
State aid reform, the introduction of the EU obligation to evaluate some large aid
schemes was counterbalanced by a greater flexibility in the EU rules on granting State
aid. There are other reasons for expanding the coverage of State aid evaluations. For
instance, all national management systems of State aid are based on the principles of
financial stability, generally through the control of the Ministry of Finance; and market
competition, generally through the control of the Authority for Competition, but the
current instruments used to monitor and assess aid schemes cannot always fully satisfy
these principles. In addition, the current huge increases in State aid in response to the
Covid-19 crisis necessitate accurate evaluation in all countries to understand the effects
on the economy and market competition, and to better prepare for future challenges.
A fourth consideration concerns the ESIF evaluation. This evaluation is significant in
all MSs, as described above, and its scope extends to many State aid measures.
However, the analysis of these evaluations also pinpointed a difficulty in identifying
types and characteristics of these aid schemes clearly. This raises problems in the
identification of possible overlaps and also the necessity for better focussing of ESIF
evaluations if an integration with aid scheme evaluation has to be pursued. The analysis
also showed that the quality of the ESIF counterfactual impact evaluations was not
particularly good. This may be due to several factors: a less careful selection of the
evaluators, fewer available resources for each evaluation report, a less rigorous
application of evaluation methodologies, the broad scope and the number of questions
to be answered in each evaluation.
This integration with ESIF evaluation seems potentially fruitful for State aid evaluation
and would allow coverage in those MSs which have hitherto not been involved in this
evaluation nor been driven by national obligation to evaluate. However, the integration
requires a coordination of rules and operational arrangements to start the new
programming period with clear and harmonised guidelines. In particular, a potential
relaxation of the current obligation to carry out the impact evaluations contained in the
proposal of the 2021-2027 ESIF Regulation 40 should be counterbalanced by an
increasing effort in coordinating and steering evaluation activities at EU and national
level.

The 1303/2013 EU Regulation for ESIF indicates that MSs have to ensure the necessary data (art.54)
and the adequate evaluation capacity (art.56). The SWD (2019) 445 final “Synthesis of the findings of the
evaluations of ESIF Programmes” recognizes a discrete quality of the ESIF evaluations but identifies vary
shortcomings to recover.
40 See Regulation 375/2018 (articles 39 and 40) and A.Naldini, 2018, Improvements and risks of the
proposed evaluation of Cohesion Policy in the 2021–27 period: A personal reflection to open a debate,
Evaluation;2018, Vol. 24(4) 496–504.
39
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5.1.2.Main findings of Task 2
Task 2 focused on how evaluation of aid schemes under EU regulations is carried out in
practice in Member State. The analysis included the ex-post evaluation of State aid
schemes under EU State aid law (GBER and guidelines) in force in December 2019. The
analysis aimed to assess how the current evaluation requirements are performing and
made recommendations for the future regulatory framework.
The first analysis set out to examine how the evaluation process was outlined in the
evaluation plans. The analysis confirmed the compliance of the plans with the EC
guidelines for aid schemes evaluation and the usefulness of the plans as a major
instrument in defining the evaluation and sharing this information between the
individual MS and the EC. A second analysis in Task 2 focused on the evaluation process
in practice and was based on information collected in a survey distributed to national
authorities responsible for the evaluations as well as direct interviews with some of their
officials.
As required by the EC, the evaluation plans include a comprehensive analysis of all
the effects and adopt counterfactual methodological approaches. ‘Customisation’ of the
evaluation is limited and specific evaluation questions are only added in some cases to
the standard requirements of the EC. Data issues are not fully laid out in the plan
notwithstanding the fact that data availability is currently considered one of the main
barriers to carrying out the evaluation according to the initial plan. The preference for
an external and fully independent evaluator was explicit in the majority of the EPs. As
prescribed in EC guidelines, the timing of the evaluation process is defined in the plans;
the level of detail varies but basic milestones are generally indicated.
The attention paid to the quality of the evaluation process is significant, but not equally
developed in all the EPs. In some cases, quality control is assigned to internal officials
of the authority responsible for the evaluation, while in other cases, steering committees
or panels of experts are invited to review evaluation reports.
Aid scheme evaluations are still young but their definition and implementation have
not encountered significant problems. The EC obligations apply to MSs with different
evaluation capacity and this is reflected in differences in the organisation process, the
available skills and the use of the results. It is generally acknowledged that the
evaluation process produced good quality reports thanks to clear methodological
guidelines and clear implementation steps. However, a further consideration of the
timing of the process, the legal obligations and the analytical constraints should make
it simpler and easier for MSs to adapt to the EU obligation.
The frequent use of external evaluators partly externalises the additional administrative
burden deriving from the evaluation, while the cost of the external evaluator is in any
case very limited in comparison to the value of the aid schemes under evaluation. In
addition, important benefits which emerged from the evaluation make the definition of
the aid schemes more transparent and evidence-based.
A number of actors have highlighted the necessity for a wider methodological
approach in order better to match the characteristics of some schemes and enrich the
counterfactual methods with other qualitative results. An additional concern is the
evaluation of the indirect effects, the appropriateness and the proportionality of aid
schemes; these aspects are frequently not well developed in the evaluations and suffer
from methodological and information constraints. Research and discussion on
methodology and information issues associated to these types of evaluation should be
promoted.
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In comparison to ESIF evaluations, aid scheme evaluations are much less numerous,
are carried out by skilled teams and produce good quality reports. As a result, the
methodological issues mentioned above are relatively limited and can be tackled without
excessive effort.
Data availability sometimes hampered impact evaluations or made their
implementation more difficult. An increase in administrative data availability would
multiply the potential of the State aid evaluations; an initiative of the EC in this sense
would also help the national administrations to better identify the information needed
and to interact with data owners.
The use of the evaluation results follows formal and informal patterns: from the
internal use to the sharing and discussion of the findings with stakeholders and other
interested administrations. Some actors highlighted that it is still unclear how the EC
wants to use these results and this may in future negatively impact the ownership of
the evaluation process and the commitment to evaluate in the MSs. Until now, the EC
focused on the implementation and the quality of the aid scheme evaluations because
the process was new and had to be introduced in all the countries, but now it is time
for the EC to focus on the contents of the evaluation and design a “learning system”
linked to State aid evaluations. National authorities recognise the high quality of the
evaluation process and ask for additional opportunities to exchange experiences, debate
methodological issues and disseminate findings.
The interactions between the EC and the MSs play a fundamental role in
implementing aid scheme evaluations, especially in this initial experimental period, and
all the actors assessed the current interactions positively. The position of the EC as a
“controller” of national State aid could create distance and potential conflicts; however,
the collaborative approach of the EC has so far been largely appreciated by the MSs and
is an important asset in the development of aid scheme evaluation. The MSs demand
more assistance and involvement through increased formal and informal contacts.

5.1.3.Synthesis of the main issues
It is now possible to look at the evaluation process in light of the results of the study.
Figure 16 below shows a synthetic picture of these additional issues and risks resulting
from the findings.
The first step of the process deals with the identification of the aid schemes to be
evaluated and determines the coverage, or the quota, of the GBER. Only a limited
number of aid schemes are being evaluated under the current rules. Currently, the
threshold in GBER and the main criteria applied to notified schemes favour financially
large schemes and, consequently, do not cover small schemes in large countries nor
medium and small countries with small schemes. This detracts from the effectiveness
of the evaluation system, which depends on the possibility to estimate adequately the
effects of aid schemes on the single market and to strengthen the evidence-based
planning of aid schemes in all MSs. An obligation to evaluate which covers all the aid
schemes would be self-defeating because many aid schemes are small, temporary or
already well known. On the other hand, rules that extend the obligations to evaluate,
focusing on the most important schemes (as it is now) but involving more countries and
schemes, would promote more effective evaluation.
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Figure 16 Synthetic view of the main issues in the aid schemes evaluation process

Source: Ismeri Europa
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The second step is concerned with the definition and approval of the evaluation plans
(EPs) of the aid schemes under evaluation. This is crucial because on the one hand it
allows the Member State (MS) to continue to implement State aid and on the other
hand defines the features of the evaluation and, consequently, its expected quality and
complexity. The Evaluation Plan is ratified in an EC Decision, which is binding for the
MS; in this way the compatibility of the State aid is closely linked to its evaluation,
which is carried out according to a specific and agreed method. The normative definition
of the EP is essential as it enforces the commitment to evaluate and at the same time
must include a definition of the evaluation methodology.
The study highlighted some of the main issues or risks related to this step: a) some
MSs complain about the greater power of the EC during the definition of the plan
because the EP has to be approved within 6 months for the scheme to remain covered
by GBER; b) the rigidity of the Decision which set out methodological choices that may
need to change during implementation; c) the MSs limited ownership on the evaluation
as they see it only as a means to have the scheme approved; d) the necessity of
continued interactions between the EC and the MSs to define the plan within a definite
time span. In large part these issues derive from the recency of the evaluation plan
procedure and in the future, with more experience and comprehension of the EC
requirements, it should diminish. However, the above issues must not be
underestimated because they affect the quality of the final evaluations and the
commitment to evaluate of the MSs.
The third step is the implementation of the evaluation, which mainly includes: the
selection of the evaluator where external, the implementation of the research activities
and the delivery of the interim and final reports, the quality control by the commissioner
and, finally, the assessment of the reports by the EC to verify their coherence with the
evaluation plan and their reliability. This step involves methodological or operational
aspects; in particular:
the timing of the evaluation is not always consistent with the timing of the effects
of the aid schemes, which may emerge after the evaluation;
− CIE may not be appropriate to evaluate some aid schemes and other methods
should be used;
− available data are not sufficient or not accessible;
− methodological problems can limit the analysis of the indirect and market effects,
but also appropriateness and proportionality. In addition, these last effects are
always analysed on a national instead of an EU scale;
− MSs need, and in large part explicitly request, a constant interaction with the EC
to better support the evaluation implementation with exchanges of experiences
and methodological support.
As mentioned in the previous sections, these issues did not hinder significantly the
implementation of the evaluation but can affect its quality and, from the perspective of
an increased number of evaluations, may become a considerable limitation. To
consolidate the evaluation system of the aid schemes it is necessary to deal with them
in a systematic way, even if this may require an incremental and long-term approach
to reinforce evaluation capacity and make new tools and data available.
−

Finally, the fourth step regards the use of the evaluation. The current EU rules do not
specify how results must be used; the State aid guidelines envisage only a generic
reference to the use of the result for designing future aid schemes. This leads some of
the interviewees to consider the goals of the evaluation not very clear and simply a
formal obligation. MSs use different methods of disseminating and analysing result, and,
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in some cases, this is simply a formal exercise not actually linked to the decision-making
processes.

5.2.Policy implications and recommendations
The current EU aid scheme evaluations work quite well and do not need drastic changes.
The study found that the main goals of the evaluation were fulfilled, confirmed the MSs’
commitment to evaluation and their capacity to implement well-designed plans and
evaluations. This final chapter is developed from the perspective of improving and
reinforcing the aid scheme evaluation system and not reforming it drastically. In
particular, these improvements must accompany the evaluation system into its
“maturity” stage that will be able to resolve the aforementioned issues and reduce the
disparities in evaluation capacity among MSs.

5.2.1.Overall view of the aid schemes evaluation
Before examining the possible improvements in detail, it is useful to have an overview
of the entire State aid governance and the role of evaluation in it.
In 2014 the introduction of transparency, monitoring and evaluation principles in the
State aid governance intended to balance the increasing flexibility in the approval of the
aid schemes and share with the MSs the responsibility for an effective and proportionate
use of State aid. This change and in particular the new role of the evaluation, influenced
the decision-making process of State aid. The governance system moved from a mainly
regulative policy model, where the EC decided what was possible to fund based on the
regulation, to a partial, and still embryonic, evidence-based policy model, where
scientific evaluations were an internal component of the decision-making mechanisms
and MSs were invested with the responsibility of taking their decisions also on the basis
of scientific studies. This change did not hamper the control power of the EC, and State
aid governance is still regulated by an important set of detailed laws, as the big interests
at stake require. Nevertheless, the change has been important and the actors involved
have not always fully realised the implications of the new model.
The main implication concerns the incorporation of rigorous research evidence, which
has to be shared and used by academics, practitioners and policy makers, in the support
of decision-making mechanisms. It does not mean that decisions are taken only on the
basis of scientific results, because the results may be influenced by political opinion or
different values. However, evaluation today plays a more important role in the
governance of State aid than it did in the past and three main principles derived from
evidence-based policy models need to be satisfied 41to make governance work
effectively:
a) high quality information and evaluations;
b) evaluation capacity and presence of professionals with skills in data analysis and
evaluation;
c) political incentives for utilising evidence-based analysis in decision-making
processes.

41 See B. Head, 2010, Evidence-based policy: principles and requirements, in Australian Government
Productivity Commission 2010, Strengthening Evidence-based policy in the Australian Federation, Volume
2: Background Paper, Productivity Commission, Canberra.
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In the case of State aid governance, the application of these principles is particularly
problematic because of the multi-level nature of the system which includes the EC,
national and local governments with different roles and interests. This complexity
means that it is necessary to combine the evidence-based model with a clear regulatory
framework and close coordination between the different institutional levels.
The previous issues emerging from the study match the three principles (see Figure 17)
and this confirms that an improvement in aid scheme evaluation goes hand in hand with
an improvement in the entire governance of State aid.
Figure 17 Evidence-based policy principles and issues in State aid evaluation

Source: Ismeri Europa

An additional consideration of the governance of State aid concerns the
methodological approach of the evaluations. State aid schemes are sometime
complex (e.g. include several objectives, combine different financial instruments,
comprise multi-scope ‘umbrella’ schemes, may have many or few beneficiaries as in
some energy or broadband schemes), but are based on relatively ‘simple’ 42 causalities:
the subsidy makes investments convenient and, hence, incentivises an enterprise to
increase its investments, provide a greater supply of goods and/or services and improve
its economic performance. In addition, the aid schemes are generally: standardised
(equal in different contexts), discrete (beneficiaries are clearly identified and
independent of each other), implemented on a large scale (with large number of
beneficiaries or big single investments) and often remain largely unchanged over time
(many schemes are prolonged for several years or marginally adjusted in different
periods).

In comparison, for instance, with local development or urban policy or social interventions which combine
different types of instruments and beneficiaries, pursue different objectives at the same time and trigger
multi-causal mechanisms. On this see also P.J. Rogers, 2010, Learning from the evidence about evidencebased policy, in Australian Government Productivity Commission 2010, Strengthening Evidence-based
policy in the Australian Federation, Volume 2: Background Paper, Productivity Commission, Canberra.

42

78

These regularities in the foreseen causalities and in the types of interventions allow a
limited range of methodologies (in general quasi-experimental methods and cost benefit
analysis) to be sufficient to assess the impact of a large number of State aid schemes 43.
Although the characteristics of interventions can be conducive to the identification of
impact evaluation methodologies, in State aid it is particularly difficult to assess the
indirect effects required by the EC regulations. According to the legal framework and
economic logic, aid schemes should impact beneficiaries positively and should also
ensure that the market effects are not, or at least not strongly, negative. However, the
effects on competition are difficult to assess and, when some estimations are attempted,
they are generally assessed at national level without reference to the single market in
which State aid are regulated. This problem is difficult to deal with considering the state
of art in available information and used methodologies. This consideration implies that,
even if the current methodological approach is robust, a constant investment in data
and methodologies is essential.
A final important element of the policy model of State aid concerns knowledge. The
evaluations produce evidence and knowledge to support the decision-making process.
The acquired knowledge is not specific to each aid scheme but embraces other similar
schemes in other sectors or territories when economic and social causalities activated
by the schemes are basically similar 44. Consequently, the accumulation of knowledge is
as important as producing high-quality evaluations. Collecting the findings of the aid
scheme evaluations, making them available and comparing them are fundamental
functions in an evidence-based approach to avoid starting from scratch in every
evaluation. This concept is clearly stated, for example, in the current rules which pay
particular attention to new schemes; implicitly, this instruction recognises the need to
accumulate knowledge especially on the new topics.
Knowledge also has to be disseminated in an understandable and usable way to different
stakeholders and policy makers. To this aim, it is not sufficient to produce reliable
findings but it is also necessary to arrange venues and tools to present them to other
researchers in a validation process, to disseminate them among different potentially
interested stakeholders and to discuss them with the policy makers. The ability to ‘tailor’
the acquired knowledge cannot be neglected in a well-functioning evidence-based
approach.
To strengthen the role of evaluation in State aid governance a systemic approach is
called for. It is not useful to improve evaluation quality if policy makers do not use its
results; on the contrary, it is pointless to push the use of the evaluation results in the
decision-making process if the evaluation findings are insufficiently reliable. Both
elements have to be upgraded simultaneously. In addition, a systemic approach
requires the right balance between short-term and long-term objectives; some issues,
such as evaluation coverage or exchange of experiences, can be tackled quite quickly,
while other issues, such as evaluation capacity or use, take longer. Another important
element of a systemic approach is the need for a progressive convergence in the skill

43 E. Stern et al., 2012, Broadening the range of designs and methods for impact evaluations, Department
for International Development (UK)

For instance, put simply, some classic expected causalities are: an easier accessibility to credit for SMEs
reduces the effective interest rate and facilitates their investments; or broadband infrastructures diminish
the costs and the inefficiency of communication, produce positive effects on the location cost of enterprises,
favour the birth of new services and products, promotes a more efficient organisation of work and combat
digital divide.
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and performance of the involved actors to prevent significant differences in the
implementation and use of the evaluations.
A systemic approach also requires full and active participation of the relevant actors.
The MSs have to become increasingly responsible for the use of the evaluation results
in the definition of their aid schemes and make their knowledge on the functioning of
State aid available to other countries and other policy makers. At national level, an
increasing participation of stakeholders to discuss the results of the evaluation should
be promoted. The addition of evidence-based elements in the regulative governance
necessarily demands a more open debate and discussion of interests based on concrete
evidence.
In line with the previous comment, coordination among all actors has to be
reinforced. From the study, it is evident that on all institutional levels an effective
coordination between the departments responsible for State aid, national evaluation
(where they exist) and ESIF may facilitate aid scheme evaluation. At national level,
coordination between bodies responsible for different State aid schemes should be
strengthened to facilitate evaluation implementation in bodies that are new to this task
and disseminate results.

5.2.2. Operational recommendations
To tackle the aforementioned issues and promote the systemic approach to evaluation
proposed above, the necessary interventions should pursue the three principles
identified (good quality evaluation, evaluation capacity, incentive to use evaluation
results) and be articulated according to the main steps of the evaluation process
(identification of the schemes to be evaluated, evaluation plan, implementation and
use). In this way, it is possible to align the main strategic actions with the operational
stages and the practical tasks to be undertaken.
Table 20 proposes a synthetised description of this strategy. The rows show the basic
principles and the columns show the stages of the evaluation process. In the cells, key
possible improvements are summarised and a note in red specifies whether the
intervention is mainly under the responsibility of the EC or the MSs.
Some general clarifications are useful before examining the recommendations in detail,
in particular:
−

−

the current pandemic of Covid-19 has obliged the EC to modify State aid rules
and postpone their updating 45 for three years. The proposed improvements are
designed on the basis of the GBER and the relevant guidelines and do not assume
the permanency of the recent amendments. This hypothesis has to be verified in
the future. However, proposed interventions pursue a general reinforcement of
the governance of aid scheme evaluation and could easily be adapted to the
current legal framework.
the position of the interventions in different cells does not preclude the possibility
of synergies or spill-overs between them; in practice, some interventions may be
implemented in more than one cell or be linked to other interventions in other
cells.

45 Prolongation for 1 year (Regional Aid, Risk Finance, Environmental Protection and Energy Guidelines,
IPCEI and Short Term Export Credit Insurance) or 3 Years (GBER, De Minimis Regulations, Rescue and
Restructuring Aid Guidelines).
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Table 20 Outline of possible interventions to strengthen aid schemes evaluation in the next years
Schemes to evaluate

Good
quality
evaluation

−

Broadening coverage:
new rules to include
more schemes and
smaller countries (EC)

−
−
−
−

PRINCIPLES

−
Evaluation
capacity

Incentive
to use
evaluation
results

Strengthening
evaluation units in (or
linked to) the
management or
coordination units of
State aid (MSs)

Reinforcing the role of the
evaluation in the
regulations (EC):
− Recital of the
regulation with the
objectives of the
evaluation and the
evidence-based policy
approach
− Specific article(s) in
the Regulation on the
functioning of
evaluation

−
−

−

−

EVALUATION PROCESS
Evaluation plan
Evaluation Implementation
Including TBIE and CBA
− Using better ‘Theory of
approaches among the
change’ in the evaluations,
possible approaches (EC)
also CIEs (EC-MSs)
Promoting mixed method
− Investing in methodological
approaches (EC)
improvements and data
Ensuring a reasonable
availability (EC-MSs)
degree of flexibility (EC)
− Ensuring full transparency of
Updating methodological
the assessment of the final
guidelines (EC)
report (EC)
− Identifying possible division
Maintaining the 6-month
of labour between State aid
deadline for the approval of
and ESIF evaluations (ECthe plan (EC)
MSs)
Reinforcing interactions
− Promoting and supporting
between EC and MSs during
evaluation capacity in MSs
the definition of the plan
with specific and targeted
(EC-MSs)
initiatives (EC)

Promoting coordination
with ESIF - at EC level
between REGIO and COMP
and at national level
between different
administrations involved
(EC-MSs)
Planning steering
committees and
involvement of
stakeholders (MSs)

Source: Ismeri Europa
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−

Keeping administrative costs
at the current levels (ECMSs)

Evaluation use
−
−

−

Facilitating the scientific
debate making used data
and routines available (MSs)
Carrying out peer reviews or
seminars to validate results
(MSs)

Promoting meta analyses
and the development of a
‘learning system’(EC)

Normative
•
Defining basic rules to use
results (EC)
Accountability
•
Reporting main results of the
evaluations (EC)
Learning
•
Demonstrating use and
including evaluation results
in monitoring reports (MSs)
•
Promoting exchanges and
circulation of lessons learnt
(EC-MSs)
•
Promoting ‘Soft law’ and
persuasion to use results
(EC)

5.2.2.1.Good quality evaluations
Ensuring and maintaining high-quality evaluations is a necessary precondition for the
use of the evaluation findings in the decision-making process and ensuring the
necessary authority of the entire evaluation process.
In pursuing the extension of the evaluation coverage and the reinforcement of the
methodological orientations, it is preferable to follow an ‘incremental’ approach and
keep the correct balance between existing and new rules. The evaluation coverage has
to reach some additional countries and schemes, but the number of additional
evaluations has to be manageable by both the EC and the MSs.
The introduction of new possible methodologies has to follow clear and strict standards
to preserve the current quality.
Schemes to be evaluated
Broadening coverage (EC)– It is necessary to introduce new rules and criteria to
identify the aid schemes to be evaluated. This aspect has not been looked at in
detail in the study, but the use of relative indicators (e.g. aid scheme amount on
GDP or per capita) can be difficult, because they would select too many schemes
in large countries before being able to include some schemes in small countries.
Hence, it seems preferable to continue using absolute thresholds, reducing their
current values and measuring thresholds on shorter time intervals; in this case,
it may still be difficult to involve small countries but this situation could be
amended by a discretionary decision of the EC or ‘ad hoc’ criteria (e.g. one aid
scheme selected by the MS). However, at the moment, it does not seem
necessary to involve all the 27 MSs in the evaluation exercise and new criteria
should be adopted in order to not double the number of the existing evaluations.
The discretionary power of the EC in the obligation to evaluate should remain in
order to ensure the coverage of experimental or critical schemes. However, the
exercise of this power should be reduced as much as possible to increase the role
of the evaluation and make it an ordinary and incorporated tool in governance.
Evaluation plan
Including TBIE and CBA approaches (EC)–The use of impact evaluation
methodologies as opposed to counterfactual ones is often requested by national
authorities and is also accepted in theoretical debate 46. The introduction of new
methods in the EC guidelines (theory-based approaches but also cost-benefit
analysis) could facilitate the assessment of the aid schemes with a smaller
number of beneficiaries or complex causalities, which are difficult to examine with
the quasi-experimental methods. However, a wider methodological approach can
imply challenges for the EC, because preserving the evaluation quality is
problematic with qualitative or cost-benefit methods, which may depend on the
context and cannot really be appraised in the short term. Hence, new methods
could be introduced gradually and according to very clear conditions.
Promoting mixed methods approaches (EC)–In line with the above suggestion, a
more widespread use of mixed methods is also desirable. This is already
happening in some evaluations, but a more common use of mixed methods would
allow a greater insight into how administrative rules or entrepreneurial strategies
affect the effectiveness of the aid schemes. In any case, the use of more methods
46See

on this the synthesis proposed in E. Stern et al., 2012, Broadening the range of designs and methods
for impact evaluations, Department for International Development (UK).
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should be led by specific evaluation questions and not increase the costs of the
evaluations unless there are significant improvements.
Ensuring a reasonable degree of flexibility (EC)–Evaluation plans should continue
to ensure a reasonable degree of flexibility, delegating to the subsequent interim
reports a detailed description of some methodological choices. This makes it
possible to adjust the methodologies to changes in the aid scheme during
implementation.
Updating methodological guidelines (EC)- Broadening the spectrum of accepted
methodologies would require the updating of the current “Common methodology
for State aid evaluation”. It should remain a concise and practical guide without
theoretical ambitions, because its operational value is widely and positively
recognised by MSs.
Evaluation Implementation
Using better ‘Theory of change’ (EC-MSs)–In the light of the extension of the
methodological approach, expanding widespread use of the ‘programme theory’
or the “theory of change’ to CIEs can improve the evaluation quality. The conflict
between TBE and CIE is partly artificial and the reconstruction of the ‘theory of
change’ associated with a specific aid scheme can benefit the design of a CIE 47.
Investing in methodological improvements and data availability (EC-MSs)–As
noted before, these are two of the main barriers to high quality evaluations. Data
availability is a common problem but its importance varies among the MSs. A
mapping of the existing sources, their quality and accessibility, privacy limitations
and gaps to fill through agreements with the national statistical offices or specific
institutions, may promote a targeted and extensive action for improving data
availability and accessibility 48. In parallel, research and debate on methodology
to assess indirect effects at national and EU level should be promoted involving
academia and national agencies for competition.
Ensuring full transparency of the assessment of the final report (EC)–The
evaluation reports will continue to be analysed by the EC in order to verify their
consistency with the evaluation plan and the overall quality and reliability of the
results. This assessment should be fully transparent to avoid prolonged disputes
or misunderstandings. To this aim an ‘assessment grid’ presenting the main
criteria and indicators used in the assessment should circulate and be shared
from the beginning.

A good example of the use of the theory of change in CIE is in C. Criscuolo, R. Martin, H. G. Overman,
and J. Van Reenen, 2019, Some Causal Effects of an Industrial Policy, American Economic Review 2019,
109(1): 48–85.
48 A similar activity for ESF has been carried out in: Ismeri Europa & Ecorys , 2019, Pilot and feasibility
study on the sustainability and effectiveness of results for European Social Fund participants using
Counterfactual impact evaluations,Study for the EC – DG Employment.
47

83

Evaluation use
Facilitating the scientific debate: making data and routines available (MSs)– The
reliability of the evaluation results is a fundamental condition for their use in the
decision-making process. To this aim the habit of including the used data in the
final report, anonymised when necessary, and routines of the econometric
software should be a standard requirement. As in academia or in some studies
carried out for the EC, this habit makes it possible to replicate the analyses, verify
the results and develop additional interpretation hypotheses. Even when using
qualitative methodologies, it is possible to provide the information in the
evaluation according to the templates agreed in advance
Carrying out peer reviews or seminars to validate results (MSs)– An additional
instrument to verify and reinforce the robustness of the evaluation results is their
discussion with experts and stakeholders. This already happens in some
situations, but it should be common practice in the finalisation of the reports (or
at least the final report).
5.2.2.2.Evaluation capacity
The aim of this second line of intervention is to ensure the capacity to design and
implement aid scheme evaluations. It includes interventions on skills and technical
solutions, as well as on organisational aspects of the different actors. In particular,
increased coordination between the different administrations responsible for evaluations
at EC and MS level would be necessary.
Schemes to be evaluated
Strengthening evaluation units (MSs) –MSs should carefully verify the evaluation
capacity available in the administrations involved in the management of the aid
schemes. It is not necessary to set up an evaluation unit in each administration,
when not required by national rules, but the organisation of the necessary
expertise should be defined in advance. For MSs with a lot of experiences in
national evaluations or with strong ESIF evaluations this does not seem a big
problem, but it requires the activation of new specialised functions in the State
aid management bodies and their coordination with other bodies with experience
in impact evaluations. This linkage should not be haphazard, as it appeared in
some cases analysed here, but structured properly and long-term.
Evaluation plan
Maintaining the 6 month deadline for the approval of the plan (EC) – Even if some
actors disagreed with this deadline, it seems necessary: a) to maintain the
deadline, otherwise the process could become too long; b) to maintain the current
supervision role of the EC thereby ensuring that all evaluations use a similar
approach; c) to keep the 6 month deadline because it is consistent with the time
it takes to prepare and finalise an evaluation plan, and accumulated past
experiences should speed up the process in the future.
Reinforcing interactions between EC and MSs (EC-MSs)–Formal and informal
interactions were useful to fine-tune the evaluation design with the requests of
the EC. During the definition of the evaluation plan interactions may be organised
in formal periodic meetings (2 or 3) and in informal contacts with the DG COMP
officials and their technical assistance. In addition, informal interactions should
respond to precise demands and follow the EC guidelines to avoid
misunderstandings.
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Evaluation Implementation
Identifying possible division of labour between aid schemes and ESIF evaluations
(EC-MSs) – Close coordination between authorities responsible for ESIF
evaluations and aid scheme evaluations may lead to a division of labour in the
evaluation of the same scheme: for instance, ESIF evaluations assess the
effectiveness of the scheme and aid scheme evaluations assess indirect effects,
appropriateness and proportionality. This division of labour requires efficient
coordination and exchanges of information between different actors: ESIF
evaluation plan should include the aid scheme evaluations, which should be
consistent with EC methodologies and standards. In this scenario, timing of the
two ESIF and aid schemes evaluations should be aligned.
Promoting and supporting evaluation capacity in MSs (EC)– The EC should
promote activities aimed at reinforcing the evaluation capacity of the MSs,
especially the weakest ones. These activities should include: training, exchange
of experiences between MSs, workshops in some MSs on specific topics, direct
assistance in some key methodological or organisational aspects of the evaluation
process. These activities have already been implemented successfully in other
DGs of the EC (REGIO, EMPL, AGRI) and, with a limited amount of resources,
may produce significant effects on the national capacity and help to create a
community of practices which can develop in the future. Although the existing
skills in aid scheme evaluations are significant in many cases, they can be
increased by focusing on limited types of interventions and evaluation questions.
Evaluation use
Promoting meta-analyses and a ‘learning system’ (EC)–The general evaluation
capacity can significantly benefit from the comparison of results and the building
up of knowledge on the functioning of the aid schemes. A significant amount of
literature and a number of evaluations are already available on this topic and only
need to be organised and made easily accessible to practitioners and officials. In
parallel, the EC should implement some meta-analyses of the completed
evaluations to reflect on how and to what degree to generalise the results of the
single evaluations.
5.2.2.3. Incentive to use evaluation results
The introduction of the evaluation in the State aid governance is of little use if the
different actors at EU and national level do not use it. This simple affirmation needs to
be supported by a complex system of incentives to use the evaluations, which can range
from strict obligations to generic transfers of knowledge to policy makers. It has to be
recognised that there is no single and universally successful way to use results of the
evaluations, but each context may require a different approach.
In the case of State aid, it seems appropriate to mobilise more than one approach to
reinforce the role of the evaluation in the decision-making process of so many different
institutions and to make national actors aware of the importance of the evaluation. In
addition, a better use of the evaluation results should be included in the design of the
evaluation plan and should not be pursued only after the completion of the evaluation.
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Schemes to be evaluated
Reinforcing the role of the evaluation in the regulations (EC) – This action has
the objective of clarifying and underlining that evaluation is an important and
determinant piece in the governance of the aid schemes. In the current
regulations, evaluation has a marginal space, which could be confused with a
marginal role in the decision-making process. Hence, the recital of the new
regulations should specify more clearly the objectives of the evaluation and its
determinant role in an evidence-based policy approach. Furthermore, aid scheme
evaluations and their combination with the other instruments of surveillance
(monitoring, reporting) should be formalised in one or more specific articles of
the Regulation.
Evaluation plan
Promoting a coordination with ESIF (EC-MSs)–As mentioned before, coordination
with ESIF evaluations should already be defined in the evaluation plan and a
thicker flow of information should be ensured between MSs and EC and between
different DGs of the EC. For instance, aid schemes to be evaluated should be
clearly identified in the ESIF evaluation plans, this information should be available
in DG COMP and in the national authority responsible for aid schemes evaluation.
In addition, ESIF evaluation reports should clearly identify the aid schemes
evaluated and the methods used, possibly in a synthetic fiche that DG COMP, DG
REGION and DG EMPL could agree on. Similarly, ESIF annual implementation
reports should clearly identify the supported aid schemes.
Planning steering committees and involvement of stakeholders (MSs)–The
steering committees of the evaluation and a systematic involvement of the
stakeholders can also reinforce and improve the use of the evaluation findings.
These methods favour the introduction of evaluation questions relevant to the
stakeholders and support the debate outside the administrations.
Evaluation Implementation
Keeping administrative costs at the current levels (EC-MSs) – The administrative
and monetary costs of the evaluations are not particularly high and are a very
marginal quota of the disbursed resources. Nevertheless, these costs have to be
checked and monitored to prevent a possible increase from disincentivising the
use of evaluations. Close coordination between administrations managing the aid
schemes and units with experiences and capacity in evaluation can keep
administrative costs low, and investing in administrative and statistical data
availability can decrease the monetary costs of the single evaluations.
Evaluation use
The use of the evaluation can differ according to the different objectives of the
evaluation. In aid scheme evaluations it is possible to identify three objectives
pursued at the same time:
−

−
−

A normative objective: to use the evaluation directly in the decision about
new aid schemes and prevent the prolongation of schemes with negative
performance;
An accountability objective: to highlight how effectively and efficiently
public resources are used;
A learning objective: to set up a learning system capable of accumulating
knowledge about ‘what, where and how′ things work and address the
definition of State aid policies.
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Normative
Defining basic rules to use results (EC)–A clear and transparent use of evaluations
in the decision concerning the prolongation of an aid scheme would be useful. For
instance, a negative assessment should lead to additional analyses or to the
rejection of the scheme, while a positive assessment should favour the
continuation of the scheme and should suspend the obligation to evaluate the
scheme if it is prolonged with similar characteristics and in a similar socioeconomic context. These rules should be stated in the EU regulations. It has to
be underlined that, as shown above, similar rules are already in force in the
national legal framework of some EU countries.
Accountability
Reporting main results of the evaluations (EC)–The results of the evaluation
should be public at EU and national level. The dissemination of the results should
be organised in specific or thematic reports and be comprehensible to a nonspecialist audience. A greater institutionalised circulation of the evaluation
findings may reinforce their importance, such as a report to the European
Parliament which, however, could take different forms (formal document,
audition, working paper) and should be framed within the existing institutional
dialogue.
Learning use
Demonstrating the use of evaluation results in monitoring reports (MSs)–MSs
should report how they have used the evaluation results and the related debate
in their annual monitoring report on State aid in order to provide a constant
updating of their use.
Promoting exchanges and circulation of lessons learnt (EC-MSs) -The EC at EU
level and the national government at national level should promote periodic (e.g.
annual) reflections on the effectiveness of State aid and the evaluation
methodologies and results. National authorities required these exchanges to
reinforce their self-confidence on evaluation methods and to build up an EU
learning system on State aid evaluations.
Promoting ‘soft law’ and persuasion to use results (EC)–The activities of this
possible learning system (e.g. seminars, repositories of evaluations, development
of technical exchanges, etc.) should also be directed at generating a kind of ‘soft
law’ designed to use evaluation results in the decision-making process, especially
in countries where the institutionalisation of evaluation is weaker.
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1. COUNTRY PROFILE: AUSTRIA
Introduction
Austria is a federal country with political responsibilities shared both at national and
local/municipal level. According to this, also the provision and management of State aid
schemes is usually shared between them.

1.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
1.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
In Austria there are no specialised courts for the enforcement of State aid rules, neither
is there one law regulating State aid. Thus, State aid schemes in Austria are mainly
subject to ESIF and GBER regulations.
Different aspects of State aid are covered by various legislations such as the Federal
Unfair Competition Act 49, the General Administrative Procedure Act 50, the Research and
Technology Promotion Act 51, and the General Guideline for the Granting of Funds (ARR
2014) 52.
In 2013, Austria introduced its own evaluation system for all public policies with the
Outcome Oriented Impact Assessment (OOIA).53 The evaluation system is based on the
Federal Budget Act (BGH 2013) 54 and the Impact Controlling Decree 55. Similar to EU
Impact assessments, the aim is to assess all drafts of laws and directives (regulatory
projects), but also larger projects (other projects) on the basis of the desired goals and
measures. Therefore, this impact assessment goes beyond State aid and covers all kinds
of State interventions. The OOIA consists of the following steps: problem analysis,
target formulation, formulation of measures and impact assessment. The underlying
project will be evaluated after five years at the latest. The reports are submitted to the
National Council (Parliament of Austria) annually.
1.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
The General Guideline for the Granting of Funds (ARR 2014) regulates the types of aid
and requirements for federal funding, as well as the control and evaluation thereof.
Among other requirements, it outlines that funding falling under EU State aid law needs
to follow the EU State aid principle for the existence of an incentive effect. Regarding
control and evaluation, the guideline specifies that the authority responsible for
providing funding has to make an assessment of whether and to what extent the target
Official title: Bundesgesetz gegen den unlauteren Wettbewerb 1984 – UWG. Available at:
https://www.ris.bka.gv.at/GeltendeFassung.wxe?Abfrage=Bundesnormen&Gesetzesnummer=10002665.
50
Official
title:
Allgemeines
Verwaltungsverfahrensgesetz
1991
–
AVG.
Available
at:
https://www.ris.bka.gv.at/GeltendeFassung.wxe?Abfrage=Bundesnormen&Gesetzesnummer=10005768.
51
Official
title:
Forschungsund
Technologieförderungsgesetz.
Available
at:
https://www.ris.bka.gv.at/eli/bgbl/1982/434/P2d/NOR40202202.
52 Official title: Allgemeine Rahmenrichtlinien für die Gewährung von Förderungen aus Bundesmitteln - ARR
2014. Available at: https://www.ris.bka.gv.at/eli/bgbl/II/2018/190/20180726.
53 Official title: Wirkungsorientierte Folgenabschätzung. For more information see (only in German):
https://www.oeffentlicherdienst.gv.at/wirkungsorientierte_verwaltung/folgenabschaetzung/index.html.
49

Official title: Bundesgesetz über die Führung des Bundeshaushaltes (Bundeshaushaltsgesetz 2013 – BHG
2013). Available at: https://www.ris.bka.gv.at/eli/bgbl/I/2009/139/20091230.
54

Official title: Verordnung des Bundeskanzlers über das ressortübergreifende Wirkungscontrolling
(Wirkungscontrollingverordnung). Available at: https://www.ris.bka.gv.at/eli/bgbl/II/2015/68/20150401.
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of the grant has been reached. Especially, the evaluation needs to assess what results
were reached by the measure. Evaluations have to be done after subsidised activities
have been completed or at specific intervals in case of multiannual funding. The Ministry
managing funding needs to be informed about the evaluation.

1.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
1.2.1. National organisation for State aid
As a federal State, Austria’s federal government, as well as State and even municipal
governments, may grant State aid. The sole coordinator for State aid matters and the
communication point with the European Commission is however the EU State aid Law
department 56 located at the Federal Ministry for Digital and Economic Affairs. The
department is the competent authority for State aid granted by regional governments,
municipalities and other public bodies. The EU State aid Law department, however, does
not grant State aid: it is only responsible for the coordination of business-related
economic development funding provided by public bodies in Austria, as well as the
communication with the European Commission 57.
At State level there is no uniform legislation on either the evaluation or assessment of
the impacts of public action: individual states have their own evaluation or impact
assessment systems that take different elements from the federal OOIA 58. In addition,
a transparency portal provides information on the state and federal benefits provided
to citizens, non-profit organisations, public bodies, and private companies 59. The
benefits listed in the portal include general advisory service as well as specific programs
(e.g. for supporting research or energy efficiency in companies).
1.2.2. Available capacity
The department has seven employees and is part of the Ministry’s “Section III - EU and
International Market Strategies”. No further information is available on the internal
composition of the EU State aid Law department.
1.2.3. The role of other actors
Next to what is done, with a particular focus on State aid related measures, the Federal
Ministry of Finance releases annual Funding reports, covering all the granted funding
from federal funds. These monitoring reports form an important assessment basis for
budgetary and economic policy decisions. The reports are generally divided into those
analysing indirect funding and those analysing direct funding, the latter being
distributed among several sectors (e.g. education, transport, labour, etc.). Each section
outlines which OOIA and evaluations have taken place during the year. The impact
assessments and evaluations are reported to the Federal Ministry of Finance, which
Federal Ministry for Digital and Economic Affairs. EU State aid Law Department. For more information
see (only in German): https://www.bmdw.gv.at/Services/Internationale-Services/EU-Beihilfenrecht.html.
57 The only exception being State aid in the agricultural sector which is the responsibility of the Federal
Ministry for Agriculture, Regions and Tourism. The Ministry has its own special guidelines for that purpose
(BMLFUWLE.1.1.12/0066- II/8/2015).
58
Land Oberösterreich (2015) Linzer Legistik-Gespräche 2015. Generalthemen: Wirkungsorientierte
Folgenabschätzung und Verweisungen. In: Schriftenreihe des Landes Oberösterreich, Vol. 14. Available at:
https://www.landoberoesterreich.gv.at/Mediendateien/Formulare/Dokumente%20VerfD/_linzer_legistikgespraeche_2015_
gesamt.pdf
59
Transparency
Portal.
Services/Subsidies
for
companies.
Available
at:
https://transparenzportal.gv.at/tdb/tp/situation/unternehmer/.
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collects these and compiles them in the annual Funding report. 60 This report has been
released on a regular basis from 2004 to 2018, however the outline and content has
changed with the introduction of the OOIA in 2013. The Funding Report is then
submitted to the National Council. The 2018 report stated that, for an efficient use of
funding, there is a need for constant evaluations and further developments of the
individual funding instruments, such as a more target group-oriented approach.

1.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
1.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
Paragraph 44 of the General Guideline for the Granting of Funds (ARR 2014) outlines
that after the end of a funding program an evaluation of how public funds were spent
and which results have been achieved should be implemented. Appropriate project goals
and measurable indicators have to be determined prior to the granting of funds. In
addition, multiannual programs have to introduce interim evaluations at intervals
provided for in the funding contract. The funding contract also outlines in what way the
beneficiary has to participate in the evaluation and which information it has to disclose.
In addition, the paragraph instructs that the settlement agency or authority responsible
for the budget is responsible for implementing the evaluation.
Therefore, there is not one single responsible authority but many, as Federal, State and
municipality levels share budgetary authority. The Federal Budget Act 2013 established
which public bodies are budgetary authorities. Specifically, for State aid schemes, the
Austrian Federal Economic Chamber outlines the economic support handed out by the
different government levels. Their website has an overview over the most important
economic promotion agencies. They are divided into Federal funding agencies, State
funding agencies, municipalities, EU funding, and other funding agencies. 61
As previously mentioned, Austria released in 2013 a national guideline on the
preparation of OOIA with the Impact Controlling Decree. Moreover, a handbook was
released by the Federal Chancellery together with several Ministries in 2013. 62 The
Budgetary Service of the Austrian Parliament provides an annual report on the OOIA,
the one for 2018 being released in June 2019. 63 In addition, annual reports are released
by the federal government on the OOIA covering all government portfolios. The report
for 2018 refers directly to the EU State aid legislations and the de minimis regulation
when covering the SME Promotion Act. 64 However, these reports cover all federally
funded programs and therefore measures falling outside of the State aid regulation.
There are also specific guidelines for economic promotion agencies. A guideline for the
Austrian Research Promotion Agency (FFG) on the promotion of applied research,
development and innovation 65 outlines, among other, that based on the OOIA an annual
evaluation has to take place starting, at latest, five years after the support measure
was introduced. Similarly, a directive prepared by the Federal Ministry for Digital and
BMF.
Förderungsberichte.
Available
at:
https://www.bmf.gv.at/themen/budget/dasbudget/foerderungsberichte.html.
61 WKO. Förderstellen in Österreich. Bund, Länder und Gemeinden: Wer fördert was? Available at:
https://www.wko.at/service/unternehmensfuehrung-finanzierung-foerderungen/Foerderstellen-inOesterreich.html.
62 Bundeskanzleramt (2013) Handbuch Wirkungsorientierte Folgenabschätzung.
63 Budgetdienst (2019) Bericht über die Wirkungsorientierte Folgenabschätzung 2018 (50/BA).
64
Öffentlicher Dienst. Berichte über die Wirkungsorientierte Folgenabschätzung. Available at:
https://www.oeffentlicherdienst.gv.at/wirkungsorientierte_verwaltung/dokumente/Berichte_WFA.html.
65 BMVIT and BMWFW (2015) RICHTLINIE für die Österreichische Forschungsförderungsgesellschaft mbH
zur Förderung der angewandten Forschung, Entwicklung und Innovation (FFG–Richtlinie 2015) FFG-RL
KMU.
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Economic Affairs for the Austrian Promotional Bank (AWS) 66 highlights that AWS grants
for SME promotion need to be evaluated following the OOIA. It states that the evaluation
has to be submitted to the Ministry within six months from the expiry of this Directive.

1.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
1.4.1. The evaluation process
Monitoring reports of current State aid measures are part of annual reports submitted
by the EU State aid Law Department to the European Commission. The reporting related
to State aid is carried out internally by the EU State aid Law department. For this
purpose, the individual Promotion Agency (Förderungsstelle) submits an overview of
their promotion activities to the Ministry, on a yearly basis. This has to be done in time
for the submission of the comprehensive overview to the European Commission (30
June). This reporting itself however is only for monitoring purposes and not for
evaluations of State aid measures.
For specific evaluations of government-funded programmes, the legal bases are the
General Guideline for the Granting of Funds (ARR 2014), the Federal Budget Act, and
Wirkungcontrolling Decree. The OOIA, which in many ways is similar to an EU impact
assessment, has the requirement to evaluate any measure after five years. A full OOIA
that would require an evaluation is however only applicable if the measure falls under
the ARR 2014 and has a financial impact over EUR 20 million. In case an evaluation is
necessary, the responsible department is tasked to carry out regular internal
evaluations to compare actual effects with the assumptions made in the OOIA. This
comparison is intended to provide important information about the assumed
interdependencies and possible improvement potential. An external evaluation is not
required.
EU State aid rules, however, add the requirement for an external evaluation. For
example, for Austria’s Broadband Strategy 2020, the responsible department, the
Broadband Office, drafts and publishes annual evaluation reports. 67 In addition, since
the Broadband Strategy 2020 falls under EU State aid rules, the office submitted an
evaluation plan 68 to the European Commission in 2014. The plan has been based on the
European Commission’s “Common methodology for State aid evaluation”. The plan was
approved and based on it the Broadband Office published an open tender for the
external evaluation. A first interim evaluation of phase one was completed in 2017 by
WIK Consult and WIFO 69 and a second one to evaluate the second phase of the initiative
is currently being implemented by the same consortium.
1.4.2. The use of the evaluation
As previously mentioned, evaluations are reported upon in the annual Funding Reports
to the National Council and contribute to budgetary decisions. Moreover, the evaluations
are used to advice administration when formulating future policies. The external
evaluation reports also provide recommendations for future initiatives.

BMDW (2020) Richtlinie der Bundesministerin für Digitalisierung und Wirtschaftsstandort für
Garantieübernahmen der Austria Wirtschaftsservice GmbH gemäß KMU-Förderungsgesetz für das Jahr
2020.
67 The evaluation reports are uploaded to the Broadband Office’s website and can be found here:
https://www.bmlrt.gv.at/telekommunikationpost/breitband/publikationen/evaluierung/Evaluierungsberichte-zum-Breitbandausbau.html.
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Evaluation Plan SA.41175.

The report is accessible on the Broadband Office’s website: https://www.bmlrt.gv.at/telekommunikationpost/breitband/publikationen/evaluierung.html.
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1.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
1.5.1. Strengths
The OOIA provides a clear structure for Austrian authorities to set-up internal processes
for drafting an impact assessment methodology and then applying it in an evaluation.
The Austrian government provides also information on evaluations in guidance
documents and on their website. 70
1.5.2. Weaknesses
A recent study commissioned by Austria’s Fiscal Council 71 asserted that the public
funding and subsidy system is a prominent example for a remit that spans across
various government departments and local authorities and therefore has a high
potential for improving efficiency. The reason being the lack of transparency over
funding goals, funding volumes, and the achieved impacts. Particularly, regarding
evaluations, the report notes that for a discussion on the costs and benefits of individual
funding measures more detailed information is required over funding programs (not
only State aid programmes, but, more in general, public funding in Austria)
implemented by authorities. Comprehensive evaluations of funding programs are done
only occasionally and are not always publicly available. Finally, the study notes that a
fitting instrument would exist with the OOIA, which could be used for federal funding
and in a simplified form also for state and municipal funding. However, the current
OOIA, ex-ante and ex-post evaluations still have conceptual weaknesses (e.g. in their
selection of impact indicators or with regard to the applied method of ex-post
evaluation). The current five-year deadline for ex-post evaluation should also be
shortened and the main results could flow into a public database such as the
transparency portal initiated in 2010.
Regarding the annual federal and state Funding reports, the study notes that a lack of
consistent reporting standards (e.g. in regard to the information reported, regularity,
and definitions) is further hampering the creation of a solid information base.

1.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
An evaluation of the Austrian broadband initiative was commissioned by the Federal
Ministry for Climate Action, Environment, Energy, Mobility, Innovation and Technology.
The evaluation was published in 2017 72. This evaluation contributed to setting up the
new Austrian Broadband Strategy 2030; however, this was not an ex-post impact
evaluation 73. In addition, an evaluation of the two main economic development agencies
WS and FFG was conducted in 2017 74, focusing on their internal organisation and
procedures.

See
for
example
here
(Only
in
German):
https://www.oeffentlicherdienst.gv.at/wirkungsorientierte_verwaltung/folgenabschaetzung/evaluierung/in
terne_evaluierung.html.
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Grossmann B. (2018) Förderungen in Österreich: Definitionen, Volumina und Vorschläge zur
Effizienzsteigerung.
72 WIK-Consult and WIFO (2017) Evaluation of the BMVIT Broadband Initiative – 2015/2016. Available at:
https://www.wik.org/fileadmin/Studien/2017/bmvit_evaluierung_initiative2017.pdf.
73 BMVIT (2019) Broadband Strategy 2030. Austria’s Path to the Gigabit Society.
74 Fraunhofer ISI and KMU Forschung Austria (2017). Evaluierung der Förderungsgesellschaften Austria
Wirtschaftsservice GmbH (aws) und Forschungsförderungsgesellschaft mbH (FFG). Available at:
http://publica.fraunhofer.de/dokumente/N-531544.html.
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2. COUNTRY PROFILE: BELGIUM
Introduction
To gain an understanding of the context of State aid and the evaluation of State aid
schemes in Belgium, it is useful to outline the country’s basic institutional setup.
Belgium became a full federation in 1993 following a long process of decentralisation.
A series of constitutional reforms over the course of the last decades fully implemented
the federalisation and shifted political competences from the national level to the
various regional and community authorities. This was accompanied by continuous
changes in the institutional setup of the country at all levels of governance.
Currently, Belgium comprises a national/federal level, three regions (Walloon Region,
Flanders Region, and the region of Brussels-Capital), three communities (Francophone
Community, Flemish community, and the German-speaking Community). The regions
hold executive and legislative competences in economic affairs within their territory.
This includes employment, economic development, housing, agriculture, transport and
even international trade and, partially, development cooperation. The three
communities have competences in areas such as culture, tourism, education, health
and social affairs.
From this, it results that these different federated entities are also responsible for
managing State aid within their area of competence. Therefore, the handling of the
various State aid schemes, as regards both their design and implementation, is split
between a relatively high number of authorities with limited coordination at the national
level. The same holds true for the evaluation of State aid, which is not centralised and
relies with the granting authorities.
On average, Belgium provides less State aid in comparison to the other EU Member
States. In 2017, Belgian State aid measures amounted to 0.53 percent of GDP, below
the 0.76 percent of the EU28 mean. Individual State aid schemes in Belgium tend to be
of limited size. This is due the medium size of the country (as compared to the larger
Member States) and the division of public resources between multiple authorities, each
with their own budgets and limited geographic coverage 75 76.
Belgium has not put in place any general obligation to implement EU State aid
legislation. Neither at the federal, regional or community level. European legislation is
directly applicable. Belgian State aid schemes refer to the regulations at EU level, where
necessary. There is also no complementary domestic legislation to further regulate
State aid 77.
In Belgium it is rather complex to create overviews of granted State aid at an
aggregated level. At the federal level, they have very limited authorities, actually only
regarding tax rules. Thus, the three regional levels have the strongest power on State
aid schemes’ management – Brussels, Walloon and Flanders. For instance, in the
current COVID-19 crisis situation, Belgian authorities have to apply for State aid grants
through four separate applications (for federal, Brussel, Flanders, Walloon). These
applications are then combined into one coherent application for Belgium as a whole,
which has to comply with EU State aid rules.

75
76
77

https://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/scoreboard/index_en.html
https://gettingthedealthrough.com/area/67/jurisdiction/31/state-aid-belgium/
Ibidem.
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As opposed to other countries, there is no coherent framework within the regional level
that is applied equally at all governmental levels. Each of the ministries within the three
regional levels have their own authorities to grant State aid, and within each of the
regions, there are separate provinces and municipalities that are themselves active in
providing aid to individual companies. However, these provinces and municipalities
often have limited knowledge of how to grant aid schemes in alignment with the EU
State aid framework. Consequently, it happens that these local authorities provide low
scale aid to companies off the radar or in a legally unsound way, even if the aid would
have been possible and allowed under the de minimis regulation.
All in all, it is complex to create a coherent and complete picture for the entire country,
for instance due to the lack of an overarching coordinator or a de minimis register.
Building a coherent administrative system would pose a significant administrative and
financial burden on each of the regions. This has been an ongoing debate between the
Commission and the Belgian federal and regional authorities for the last twenty years.
Overall, the regional State aid coordinator indicates that, in State aid matters, it
sometimes seems like Belgium consists of three separate countries, rather than one
country.
This country profile focuses on the Belgian State aid evaluation context in the regions
of Wallonia and Brussels-Capital on one hand, and in the Region of Flanders on the
other hand. The text concerning each group of regions is marked with a specific headline
to make reading easier. The report is based on a mix of desk research and input
provided by the contact persons at the Belgian federal ministry, the Walloon regional
government, the Brussels-Capital regional government and the Flanders regional
government.

2.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
2.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
Wallonia and Brussels
The regulatory policy context in Belgium does not set out a general obligation to conduct
ex-post evaluations of public policies at any level of governance. This does not mean
that the various policy measures or spending programmes are not subject to regular
evaluation. The need to carry out ex-post evaluations is assessed on a case-by-case
basis. General obligations to evaluate public policies and spending programmes only
exist where they are set out by European legislation. This primarily concerns European
financial programmes and funds. In fact, the OECD recommends that Belgium “ensures
that ex-post evaluations of major better regulation programmes are carried out on a
systematic basis” 78. Nonetheless, certain pieces of legislation, and in particular spending
programmes, might contain provisions requiring an evaluation to assess whether the
objectives set out in its legal basis have been achieved 79 80.

OECD, Analyse d’impact de réglementation en Belgique, gouvernement fédéral, June 2015. Available at:
https://www.oecd.org/fr/gov/politique-reglementaire/Analyse-d'impact-de-r%C3%A9glementationBelgique-juin-2015.pdf
79 P. Fyalkowski & D. Aubin, L’Evaluation des politiques publiques en Wallonie, in ‘Courrier hebdomadaire
du CRISP’, 2013/25.
80 Cour des comptes, Capacité des services publics fédéraux à évaluer les politiques publiques, March 2018,
Bruxelles.
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As a result, there is no generalised national requirement to conduct evaluation on State
aid measures either. This holds true for the federal level, as well as for the regional
level and the communities.
Flanders
At a national or regional level, there is no general regulation for evaluating the impacts
and results of the aid schemes. However, according to the Agency for Innovation and
Entrepreneurship (VLAIO) 81, the coordinating authority for State aid, it is considered to
be a well-accepted principle that from time to time each authority that is authorized to
grant aid schemes must evaluate the efficiency and necessity of the running regimes.
These evaluations are based on appropriateness: rather than applying a uniform
structure of evaluation procedures and obligations, they apply a more flexible and less
set-in-stone evaluation approach where appropriate and relevant elements of analysis
are selected each time. For instance, VLAIO indicates that there is no obligation
descending from a general national obligation on all public policies or from a specific
national obligation for State aid interventions.

2.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
2.2.1. National organisation for State aid
In light of the strong federalism in Belgium, there is no central authority responsible for
State aid evaluation. Since the federated entities hold the responsibility for handling
State aid within the domains and areas they are competent in, they are also in charge
of evaluating their State aid schemes. Regional government and agencies are
responsible for investment, aid for research and innovation, social aid, aid for exports
and some forms of fiscal aid. The governmental authorities of the communities are in
charge of aid measures that support vocational training programmes and aid
programmes that promote culture. The legal basis underlying the aid scheme is
dependent on the origin of the aid.
Wallonia and Brussels
In the Brussels-Capital region, the Public Service for Economy and Employment (SPRB
– Service Public Régional de Bruxelles Economie et Emploi) acts as single contact point
for all matters relating to State aid within the Brussels region.
In Wallonia, a similar contact point exists within the Public Service for Economy (SPW
– Service Public de Wallonie Economie). The role of these contact points also includes
coordination, awareness raising, training and advising the other authorities in the region
on all matter related to State aid.
Within the Region, ex-post evaluations are led by the authority in charge of managing
the aid scheme. At regional level, there is no central body that oversees all State aid
evaluations. In the case of Wallonia, evaluations are often led or supported by the
economic, social and environmental Council of Wallonia (CESEW). The single contact
points for State aid issues at the regional governments are not by default integrated in
the evaluation process itself. They do not have a predefined role in the process but
might be informed about the ongoing process.
Thus, initiating an evaluation of a State aid scheme can result from a requirement set
out in the provisions of the aid’s underlying regulation. A list of provisions in legal texts

81

See below in section 2 the role of VLAIO.
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requiring evaluation of specific aid scheme can be found in annex A. In some cases, it
is the result of political pressure. Moreover, certain administrations increasingly see it
as good practice to evaluate. However, in practice, the reasons for carrying out an
evaluation can vary and depend entirely on the specific context.
Flanders
In the Flemish region, VLAIO is the main and largest State aid granting authority, acting
under the EU State aid framework. They provide support in a number of areas. These
entail environmental protection (including energy savings), regional development,
research and development (including innovation), sectoral development, SMEs
(including risk capital) and training.
VLAIO is a governmental agency for all entrepreneurs in Flanders, employing roughly
450 people in 2018. It has six offices spread throughout the provinces of Flanders and
falls under the policy domain of Economy, Science and Innovation (EWI). In 2016,
Enterprise Flanders and the company activities of the Institute for Promoting Innovation
through Science and Technology in Flanders (IWT) were merged into VLAIO. The
mission of VLAIO is to stimulate and support innovation & entrepreneurship, and to
contribute to a favourable business climate in Flanders. At the core, its activities are
stimulating growth and innovation by financially supporting businesses through
subsidies; stimulating entrepreneurship by collaborating with different parties that can
guide SMEs with the (pre)start from growth until take-over; supporting clusters; and
enhancing environmental factors such as facilitating the development of business areas.
Of its roughly 450 employees, ten are recurrently working on State aid affairs. The
Flemish State aid coordinator is the only employee who works fulltime on State aid
matters. However, these VLAIO employees only work on the State aid affairs relevant
to EWI. Internally, VLAIO has some State aid experts that are involved in performing
evaluations of State aid schemes. However, the tasks regarding evaluations form only
part of their work commitments, as a result of the irregular necessity and frequency of
performing evaluations.
Moreover, VLAIO is the coordinating State aid institution in the region, connected to DG
COMP and all other relevant stakeholders at local, regional, federal and EU Member
State level. For instance, VLAIO participates in the EU Working Group of Member States
on State aid Modernisation (SAM WG). Also, VLAIO provides advice on the EU’s
Transparency Award Module (TAM) and State aid Notification Interactor (SANI)
obligations. TAM refers to the transparency obligations as laid down in Article 9 of the
GBER, which mainly includes that each aid with a value of more than EUR 500,000 per
company has to be documented on an online inventory of the Commission. SANI is the
online tool to notify new State aid instruments to other Member States. Finally, VLAIO
is the responsible coordinator for the Commission on the State aid Reporting Interactor,
where Member States have to indicate annually how much aid has been provided to
companies in a specific State aid scheme.
As each agency authorized to grant State aid in the EU, VLAIO has the EU obligation to
evaluate its own State aid regimes and instruments. However, since 2015, VLAIO did
not execute a formal evaluation as established in Article 1 of the GBER. This is due to
the fact that none of the implemented aid schemes exceeded the formal EUR 150 million
threshold.
Except for the provisions of Article 1 of the GBER, there is no general obligation for
VLAIO to conduct evaluations of their aid schemes. VLAIO did, however, voluntarily
evaluate its RDI scheme. That evaluation was executed by an independent consultant
(KUL). This evaluation is discussed in more detail in section 4.
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VLAIO is the primary coordinator on State aid for the department that deals with
economic affairs (Department EWI) and is frequently involved in State aid affairs, as
this department has the largest budget for aid to companies. Moreover, VLAIO is the
regional coordinator of State aid affairs for the European Union. As such, each regional
measure in this policy domain, falling under the GBER, belongs to their discretion.
Nonetheless, VLAIO has no say in or overview of State aid affairs in other departments.
Although it is the most prominent organisation involved in granting State aid in
Flanders, there are several other organizations involved at the national, regional and
local level. In the Flemish region, there is a horizontal power structure, with no single
leading or coordinating agency on State aid. The Flemish government has eleven
distinct policy domains, which all consist of one department and at least one (more
independent) agency. Executive powers regarding State aid in a specific policy domain
lie with the Minister of this policy domain. There is no coordinating authority at national
or regional level that oversees all State aid grants and applications.
In its role as coordinating regional State aid granting authority, VLAIO has ties with DG
COMP and relevant stakeholders at local, regional, federal and EU Member State level.
For instance, VLAIO participates in the SAM WG, and advises on TAM and SANI
obligations. VLAIO is not responsible for managing evaluations of ESIF funds.
Notwithstanding the current flexible framework for State aid evaluations, there are no
plans at the moment to reinforce the way evaluation is structured and implemented in
the Flemish region.
2.2.2. The role of other actors
All regions
In line with the lack of general obligations and procedures on the evaluation of State
aid schemes, there is no formal role for the national Parliament or Court of auditors in
the evaluation.
The role of Government, Parliament, Court of auditors or any other public body in State
aid evaluation varies with the origin of the State aid scheme that is evaluated. The role
of different stakeholders and the involvement of other institutions depends on the
process set out by the authority that launches the evaluation and varies between the
federated entities.
Generally, the regional Parliaments are not directly involved in conducting the
evaluation. Nonetheless, Parliament or its members can always ask the competent
Minister or government to provide clarification on questions regarding aid schemes,
their evaluations and their impact.
The Court of Auditors is usually interested in the results of the evaluations too. The
evaluation reports give to the Court a good idea of the problems encountered and
provide recommendations and advice where relevant.
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2.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
Wallonia and Brussels
The Belgian Court of Auditors’ recommends developing a more uniform and coherent
approach shared between all actors, when it comes to evaluating. In fact, recently,
steps have been taken to ensure an increased coordination. A new directorate at the
federal authority for Strategy and Support has been created three years ago to support
other services in the creation of monitoring systems and in the implementation of
evaluations. 82
The existing public policy guidelines are scattered among the different administrations
of the various federated entities. Various articles and support materials provide
guidance for conducting ex post evaluations in different areas and for different
measures. These support materials have been developed by different authorities to
meet their respective needs. For example, the Brussels Institute for Statistics and
Analysis (IBSA) published advice on the use of counterfactual analysis in the case of
evaluations for public policies 83.
The granting authorities might also consult the advice provided by different supporting
institutions like the regional statistical institutes. However, useful publications by such
bodies are not necessarily targeted specifically towards State aid evaluation. They might
provide more generic advice on how to conduct evaluation of public policies and
programmes. At the regional level, the Walloon Institute for Evaluation, Prospective and
Statistics (IWEPS) has been established four years ago to support evidence-based
policymaking 84.
Both Walloon and Brussels authorities are largely reliant on the guidelines provided by
the European Commission to conduct evaluations of State aids. The evaluator cannot
rely on dedicated guidelines in the region. Nevertheless, evaluations do not necessarily
follow all the prescriptions set up in the European guidelines, but are adapted to the
context and aligned with the means and data available. Nonetheless, the Commission’s
guidelines certainly play a key role in inspiring the Belgian authorities conducting
evaluations.
The regional contact points also follow the meetings on the evaluation of State aid at
EU level, in order to draw inspiration from them for their own evaluations. This includes
the importance of good practices and difficulties. A current topic under discussion
concerns the importance and difficulty of employing counterfactual methodologies and
establishing control groups in evaluations.
Flanders
For the Flemish region, there are no national guidelines for the evaluation of State aid
schemes in place to supplement the EC Guidelines. Nor is there any formal obligation
to perform an evaluation.
Internally, however, VLAIO evaluates whether newly introduced State aid tools worked
well, and goals were achieved. They apply a more flexible approach, where the
evaluation is adjusted to measure what they deem most important. For instance, were

Cour des comptes, Capacité des services publics fédéraux à évaluer les politiques publiques, March 2018,
Bruxelles.
83 IBSA, Évaluer l’impact d’une politique publique : sous quelles conditions?, May 2019, Bruxelles. Available
https://perspective.brussels/fr/actualites/evaluer-limpact-dune-politique-publique-sous-quellesat :
conditions
84 https://www.iweps.be/
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there complaints by public institutions, by recipients or by applicants who did not receive
aid? How burdensome is the administrative procedure?
Based on these internal assessments, they discuss with the responsible Minister
whether there is a need to adjust the tool or not. Overall, the use of specific
methodological approaches and the need and availability of relevant data may differ
from aid scheme to aid scheme.

2.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
2.4.1. The evaluation process
Wallonia and Brussels
The objective of all State aid evaluations is to develop recommendations that feed into
the policymaking process. Logically, the aim of such recommendations is to re-adjust
State aid schemes to ensure they properly fulfil their objective.
There is no general obligation to evaluate a State aid schemes. However, the specific
legal text that sets up a new aid scheme often contains a provision requiring an
evaluation of the scheme to be carried out at a given point. The conditions set out for
a possible evaluation vary from case to case and are defined in the respective law. The
law might define who is to launch the evaluation (typically the regional government
authorities), and how often an evaluation is required (for example every 5 years).
If no requirement for evaluation is set out by the underlying regulation, the launch of
an evaluation depends on the initiative of the authorities. Typically, regional of federal
governments might request an evaluation. The responsibility for initiating and
conducting an evaluation lies with the authority implementing the State aid measure
under scrutiny.
Given the small size of the Brussels-Capital Region, both in budgetary terms and in
terms of human resources, dealing with the same number of legal obligations as the
two larger regions, evaluations are generally tendered to external consultants that are
experienced with carrying out public policy evaluations. In the case of Wallonia,
evaluations might be carried out by external evaluators, or only internally by the
authority leading the evaluation. Whether an external contractor is brought in to support
the process is decided on a case-by-case basis. The authorities might rely on contractors
to bring in complementary expertise, and to provide the additional resources needed to
conduct evaluation studies.
In terms of monitoring data used in evaluations, most public authorities within a region
usually have their own data collection systems for the aid scheme they manage. The
administration of the Brussels-Capital Region is currently developing a catalogue of
services that will eventually create an overview of all aid to businesses. Whether they
are covered by State aid or not. This catalogue will indicate if the intervention falls
within European State aid regulations and on which regulation the aid relies. This will
also serve as a useful starting point for future evaluation needs.
Flanders
As discussed before, Flanders has no general obligation for evaluations, except for the
provisions in article 1 of the GBER. However, the Parliament or its members can, at any
time, ask the competent Minister or government questions regarding aid schemes, their
evaluations and their impact. Based on both the consultation of stakeholders and
internal assessments, they discuss with the responsible Minister whether there is a need
to adjust the tool.
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Such evaluations are generally carried out internally. Relatively – for instance when
compared to the Netherlands – policy research, like evaluations, is strongly coordinated
by the government. Governments do, however, make use of external expertise.
Although commercial research companies are increasingly included as independent
external experts, the core supporting role lies within the academic research institutes 85.
Currently, the Flemish regional government has no aid schemes in place that need to
be evaluated formally according to the evaluation procedures set out in the GBER.
However, VLAIO conducted a voluntary internal evaluation of the RDI-related State aid
instruments they coordinate, which was commissioned to the Katholieke Universiteit
Leuven (KUL).
The evaluation was conducted according to the GBER evaluation procedures, while the
size of their separate RDI instruments is below the 150 million EUR. This evaluation
encompasses a comprehensive counterfactual impact evaluation study project,
consisting of three phases. 86
A first pilot study is started in 2019, and estimates treatment effects of VLAIO subsidies
on innovation inputs such as R&D or innovation intensity in terms of spending or R&D
personnel, and on output additionalities, such as patents applications and new product
sales or firm growth. To assess the causal impact of the subsidies on input and output
additionalities, econometric estimation methods, as suggested by the European
Commission’s SWD (2014) 179, are applied, including matching, difference-indifference, regression discontinuity designs, and combinations of these. These
estimation methods enable the identification of the average treatment effect of the
treated.
The second part starts in 2020 and involves the first evaluation of the 2017 VLAIO policy
schemes. These schemes consist of the aid scheme for enterprises in Flanders for
research and development (R&D) activities with a knowledge intensive character, and
the aid scheme for enterprises in Flanders for development and innovation (D&I). In
the past, only data for SMEs and large companies were collected. However, given that
a non-negligible part of the VLAIO subsidies is awarded to micro-enterprises, the
research group sets up a systematic data collection structure for micro-sized firm data.
Finally, the third part of the evaluation study, scheduled for 2022 and 2023, will take
into account micro-enterprises.
As the separate funds for the RDI State aid instruments, added together, exceed the
EUR 150 million threshold, VLAIO proactively conducted this evaluation to show their
goodwill to the Commission; to use it as a practice to align with and learn from the
evaluation procedures, should they exceed the threshold in the future; and to use it as
a precautionary measure in case the Commission would decide to treat their separate
RDI instruments as a coherent whole. The evaluation is currently being finalised. Most
probably, the evaluation will be shared with the European Commission, but will not be
made public.
Evaluations make use of internal databases containing relevant company information.
For instance, in the first phase of the KUL evaluation, a database on Flemish subsidy
recipients and other (innovative) companies was compiled. 87 Its core data stem from
the Community Innovation Surveys of the KUL’s Centre for R&D Monitoring (ECOOM),
while subsidy applicants’ data is collected by VLAIO. In addition, these data are

85
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http://www.beleidsonderzoekonline.nl/tijdschrift/bso/2014/02/Beleidsonderzoek-2014-02/fullscreen
https://www.ecoom.be/nodes/vlaioevaluatieonderzoek/en
https://www.vlaio.be/nl/media/1307
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supplemented by patent data from the PATSTAT database and accounting data from
Bureau van Dijk’s BELFIRST database. The resulting data compilation was used to
estimate treatment effects of VLAIO subsidies on innovation inputs, such as
employment in the R&D sector and R&D expenditure, as well as on outputs, such as
new product or process introductions, new product sales, and firm growth.
Nonetheless, VLAIO indicates that the creation and updates of these databases are not
dedicated specifically to the execution of evaluations of State aid measures. These
datasets consist, for instance, of data on the companies that receive aid, the amount of
aid and the timing of the aid granted.
2.4.2. The use of the evaluation
All regions
Final evaluation reports are typically communicated to the respective Parliaments,
although there is no clear evidence on how these results are used and on their influence
on the policy-making process.
The evaluation results are used to further fine-tune the aid schemes. The evaluators
work closely together with the case handlers and management of the granting authority,
as well as with the political level – in this case, the cabinet of the competent Minister.

2.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
2.5.1. Strengths
Wallonia and Brussels
Evaluations of State aid and other spending programmes can reasonably be expected
to gain increased prominence. In time of strained public budgets and limited funds, the
Belgian regional authorities increasingly see evaluations as an important tool to ensure
effective and efficient spending.
One of the strengths of the Belgian State aid evaluation process, is that the legal texts
for many State aid schemes contain an obligation to evaluate the respective scheme.
The provisions in the legal text set out the basic requirements for collecting monitoring
data. The legal text often requires a mandatory ex-post evaluation of the scheme after
a pre-defined timespan. If such evaluations are successfully conducted, this could feed
useful information back into the design of new or continued aid schemes.
Flanders
In terms of national and EU rules for evaluating State aid instruments, the main strength
lies in the uniformity of evaluation procedures throughout the country and the EU.
Nonetheless, this benefit does not outweigh the costs accompanied with performing the
evaluations for VLAIO.
Rather, VLAIO prefers a procedure where it can implement new tools and evaluate them
afterwards on a regular basis (for instance, every four or six years) to assess their
effectiveness, relevance and efficiency. Flemish authorities will always conduct an
evaluation if deemed relevant according to the size and content of the scheme,
regardless of whether an aid scheme formally qualifies for EU evaluation procedure.
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2.5.2. Weaknesses
Wallonia and Brussels
The fragmentation of the responsibilities for managing, monitoring and assessing State
aid creates challenges to evaluation process. Not only are the responsibilities split
between the different federated entities, they are further distributed among
administrations. A central authority could make sure that evaluations are conducted
more systematically. It could help to ensure that the evaluation requirements set out
in the legal texts underlying the measures are implemented in line with the provisions
of the text. Such a body could further provide methodological support to the
administration that is implementing the evaluation.
A major methodological challenge in evaluations identified by the regional authorities is
about establishing a counterfactual approach. Setting up a control group and isolating
an aid from other factors that may influence the behaviour of the target group can be
challenging. The lack of a clear counterfactual analysis stifles the quality of the
evaluation study’s findings. However, the supporting actors, such as the statistical
institutes, have awareness of the methodological challenges and have released
publications on the topic.
Flanders
The cost and effort for VLAIO, when involved with executing national and EU rules for
evaluation of State aid instruments, are considerable.
VLAIO indicates that the procedure is rather burdensome. Especially, this is caused by
the fact that you have to notify the Commission months in advance and have to submit
a comprehensive evaluation plan. It then takes up to six months before an institution
gets approval to proceed. For governments that want to act fast in designing and
implementing new instruments, it poses a significant burden in the procedure when
they first have to negotiate over an evaluation plan for months.
In some cases, it is even a deliberate consideration for Flemish authorities to keep the
size of the proposed tools below the threshold of 150mln EUR, so that they do not
qualify under the GBER and have no obligation to perform the intense evaluation
procedure. At the regional level, this is more easily done, while other countries or
departments will have to perform the evaluations as they do not spread it over various
instruments.

2.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
Wallonia and Brussels
Considering the fact that the Belgian federated entities are regions of limited size, the
State aid they grant is usually comparatively of low amount and has thus never had to
be evaluated as required at EU level.
However, some of the regional business aid regulations include an evaluation process
to ensure, as far as possible, that the aid envisaged fulfils its role properly. The reports
of such evaluations are not systematically published by the regional administrations. In
line with the small size of the aid and the limited resources, the measures are often not
subject to a full-fledged evaluation such as envisaged under European guidelines and
toolkits. Nonetheless, some degree of monitoring and evaluation efforts are undertaken
by the authorities when drafting “technical reports”. The latter are usually less
elaborated than a full evaluation study and are often for internal use only.
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Nonetheless, support agencies such as the Brussels Institute for Statistics and Analysis
(IBSA) 88 occasionally releases publications related to the topic. A recent report provides
a synthetic analysis regarding evaluation and State aid schemes in the Brussels-Capital
region. A recent publication provides a horizontal examination of the company that have
benefitted of aid schemes managed by the Brussels-Capital region. 89
Flanders
As mentioned, VLAIO did not perform a formal evaluation as outlined under Article 1 of
the GBER. However, VLAIO commissioned a voluntary evaluation of its RDI scheme,
executed by KUL. As set out in section 4, this evaluation was performed according to
the evaluation requirements set out in the GBER. The final products are planned to be
shared with the European Commission and are mainly used as tools for internal practice
with the EU State aid evaluation requirements.
A report on the first stage of the evaluation is published online 90.

2.7. Annex A – Overview of legal provisions requiring evaluation of specific State
aid schemes in Walloon and Brussels regions
For the Walloon region, the following list presents a selection of evaluation or technical
reports for various aid schemes are required by their respective legal basis:
−

The decree of 3 July 2008 on support for research, development and innovation
in Wallonia, Article 124 requires the following: “Every five years, the Government
has an evaluation of the policy carried out by an entity outside the Walloon Region
and the entities eligible for assistance under this decree. It communicates the
results of this assessment to the Walloon Parliament.” The economic, social and
environmental Council of Wallonia (CESEW) 91 published an evaluation of the
scientific policy of Wallonia and the Federation Wallonia-Brussels for the years
2016-2017. Sections of the report touch upon the aids granted. 92

−

The decree of 20 October 2016 on the approval of social economy initiatives and
the accreditation and subsidy of integration companies, sets out:
Article 25: "The Government submits, annually, to the Walloon Council of Social
Economy and the Walloon Parliament, according to the modalities it determines,
a quantitative and qualitative report on the implementation of this decree,
presented in accordance with Regulation (EU) 651/2014, for the European
Commission." Article 26: "The control and supervision of this decree and its
enforcement orders are carried out in accord with the terms determined by the
Government and by the services it designates." These reports could not be
identified online and might not be publicly available.

−

The decree of 20 November 2008 on the social economy, Article 4.3 requires:
“provide to the Government an annual comprehensive evaluation report on the
implementation of this decree and specific schemes or actions and projects”. The

http://ibsa.brussels/
IBSA, Quelles sont les entreprises bénéficiaires des outils financiers bruxellois ?, June 2019, Bruxelles.
Available at : https://perspective.brussels/fr/actualites/quelles-sont-les-entreprises-beneficiaires-desoutils-financiers-bruxellois
90 https://www.vlaio.be/nl/media/1307
91 https://www.cesewallonie.be/economic-social-and-environmental-council-wallonia
92
https://www.cesewallonie.be/sites/default/files/uploads/publications/pdf/PolePS_rapport2016-2017complet.pdf
88
89
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CESEW published in 2019 an overall evaluation report on the social economy for
the year 2018, including an assessment of the individual aid measures 93.
−

The Decree of 10 April 2003 on financial incentives to train workers employed,
requires an annual evaluation following articles 24 and 25. The CESEW conducts
this evaluation and reports to the Government annually. The evaluation includes
factual, statistical and qualitative data, as well as an assessment of the overall
training offer and the satisfaction rate of beneficiaries. On the basis of the report,
the Government may, in particular, exclude from the benefit of the training
cheque the self-employed and SMEs belonging to certain sectors or parts of the
sector of activity.

In the Brussels-Capital region, certain evaluation requirements are also inscribed in
the regulations of State aid.
−

The Decree of 3 May 2018 Order on Business Economic Development Assistance
requires an evaluation every two years: “Art. 47. The Government communicates
annually to Parliament and the Economic and Social Council of the region an
activity report related to the implementation of the Decree.” This report should
summarize: “(1) the development of beneficiaries and their contribution to the
regional economy; (2) progress and obstacles in implementing the decree; (3)
possible changes in European State aid regulation; (4) actions to be taken on the
basis of the lesson learnt of the period.” As the evaluation is required only after
two years, the evaluation has not been conducted yet.

93

https://www.cesewallonie.be/sites/default/files/uploads/Conseils%20consultatifs/RE%20CWES%202018
%20.pdf
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3. COUNTRY PROFILE: BULGARIA
Introduction
Bulgaria is a fairly centralised country. Public policies are managed at the central
governmental level. State aid schemes are handled by three Ministries: the Ministry of
Finance, the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries, and the Ministry of Defence. However,
none has the legal obligation to assess the impact of State aids. The Bulgarian
authorities do not have an established evaluation culture and practice. Hence, the
following sections cover mostly the national rules for legal compliance, ex-ante
evaluation of State aid schemes, the governmental authorities charged with this
function, and the established guidelines for ex-ante evaluations.

3.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
3.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate Evaluation obligation or lack of it
The Bulgarian legal framework contains no legal obligation to evaluate public policies.
Currently, the only mandatory public policy evaluations practised in the country are
within the framework of EU directives, for example those related to the management of
EU funds, which include ex-ante evaluations, impact assessments, and ex-post
evaluations related to all EU funds within operational programmes. The only legal
obligation in relation to State aid schemes is to carry out legal compliance ex-ante
assessments.
The primary law which defines and regulates State aid schemes in Bulgaria is the State
aid Act 94(2017). The State aid Act defines State aid as: “any aid, granted by the State
or through state or municipal resources, or on behalf of state or municipal resources,
directly or through other persons, in any form whatsoever, which distorts or threatens
to distort free competition by favouring certain enterprises, the production or the trade
of certain goods, or the delivery of certain services.”
The State aid Act and the instructions provided by the Ministry of Finance for the
implementation of State aid evaluation focus on ex-ante evaluations. In the State aid
Act, the aid Administrators are considered responsible for carrying out impact
evaluations and are required to report to the Minister of Finance. However, neither the
State aid Act nor the Public Finance Act, define or specify the obligation, guidance or
procedures for impact evaluation of State aid.
3.1.2. Procedures to enforce evaluation obligation
According to Article 21 para. 1 of the Public Finance Act95 regulating the obligation of
carrying out ex-ante evaluations, the heads of budgetary organisations are responsible
for the establishment, operation and reporting of financial management and control
systems under the legislation in force. In this respect, budgetary organisations at
national, regional and local level are required to implement legal compliance ex-ante
evaluations specifically concerning State aid. All ex-ante evaluations follow the
“Instructions
for
assessing
compliance
with
State
aid

State aid Act (Законзадържавнитепомощи). State Gazette No. 85/24.10.2017. Available online at:
https://stateaid.minfin.bg/document/711
95 Public Finance Act (Законзапубличнитефинанси), Prom. SG 15/02/2013, in force from 01/01/2014,
amended, issue 95 from 8.12.2015, effective from 01/01/2016, amended and Suppl., Issue 43 of 7 June
2016, Issue 91 of 14/11/2017.
94
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legislation“(Указаниезаизвършваненаоценказасъответствиесъсзаконодателствотоп
одържанитепомощи) 96.
The Public Finance Act and the State aid Act obligate the Ministry of Finance to monitor
the implementation of legal compliance, ex-ante evaluation procedures and report to
the European Commission the provision of State aid in Bulgaria.

3.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
3.2.1. National organisation for State aid
According to the State aid Act, Article 7 the Minister of Finance is “the national authority
responsible for the monitoring, transparency and coordination of State aid and de
minimis aid at the national, regional and municipal level and for the interaction with the
European Commission”. The exceptions are State aid in: (i) agriculture and fisheries,
which is managed by the Ministry of Agriculture, and (ii) the defence sector, which is
managed by the Ministry of Defence. Moreover, the primary bodies responsible for the
provision and legal compliance evaluation of State aid schemes are aid administrators,
which are typically the heads of budgetary organisations 97. Budgetary organisations, on
their websites, also provide lists with the implemented State aid schemes as well as the
beneficiaries of State aid. The law foresees that they could be carried out at the
discretion of the respective responsible budgetary organisation.
The State aid and Real Sector Directorate within the Ministry of Finance act on behalf
of the Ministry, which is the national authority responsible for monitoring, transparency
and coordination of State aid at national level 98. The Department of State aid
Methodology, Monitoring and Coordination, within the Directorate, is responsible for
providing State aid and de minimis aid, the compliance with transparency conditions
through monitoring, coordination and interaction with the European Commission in the
field of State aid and evaluation of aid measures and notifications. The department also
assists State and de minimis aid Administrators.
Aid Administrators
While the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forestry, are
responsible for the monitoring and the implementation process of legal compliance exante evaluations, the aid Administrator is the primary body that could implement impact
evaluation of the State aid provided. According to the State aid Act (Art. 13), the aid
administrator determines in advance the objectives and develops the content,
parameters and mechanisms for the granting and control of any new State aid, and is
responsible for its impact assessment when required. The aid administrator is also
obliged to develop the plan for assessing the impact of the aid measures and report it
to the European Commission, this is required by an act of the European Union or at the
request of the European Commission (See: para. 2 of Art 13). In that respect, it is
important to note that although aid Administrators are responsible for the planning and
implementation of impact evaluations, they only have to be carried out if required to do
so by the EU regulations.

Available online at: https://stateaid.minfin.bg/document/300
Within the State aid Act, they are referred to as Aid Administrators, while within the guidelines for the
legal assessment of State aid, are referred to as Budgetary organisations or Heads of Budgetary
organisations.
98 https://www.minfin.bg/bg/61
96
97
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Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forestry
According to Article 8 of the State aid Act of Republic of Bulgaria, “the Minister of
Agriculture, Food and Forestry shall be the authority responsible for the monitoring,
transparency, coordination and interaction with the European Commission in the field
of State aid and de minimis aid in the areas of agriculture, rural development, forestry,
hunting and fisheries” 99.
In addition to the two ministries, all organisations considered Budgetary organisations
within Bulgaria, are responsible for carrying out the ex-ante evaluation (legal
compliance) of State aid schemes. This involves centralised institutions operating on a
national as well as provincial and municipal level.
3.2.2. Available capacity
The State aid and Real Sector Directorate
The Directorate has a total staff of 28 positions, of which 3 are unfilled according to the
information in the Central Register of the Administrative Structures 100. The Unit within
the Directorate responsible for State aid methodology has a staff of 7 people.
Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forestry
Within the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forestry, the Directorate “State aid and
Regulations” is the one responsible for monitoring and evaluating State aid in agriculture
and fisheries. It has a staff count of 20 persons divided in two units: Unit “State aid”
with 7 people, and Unit “Regulation and Risk Management” 101.
3.2.3. The role of other actors
The role of other actors seems marginal, as the main responsibility for taking decisions
and supervising State aid schemes lies with the Ministry of Finance.

3.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
3.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
Currently, there are no national guidelines for ex-post or impact assessment evaluation
of State aid in Bulgaria. The desk research has shown that the Ministry of Finance
focuses on the requirement for the ex-ante legal compliance evaluations, but not the
ex-post evaluations or impact assessments. The Ministry of Finance provides clear
guidelines for the carrying out of ex-ante legal approximation compliance evaluation
but there are no guidelines for ex-post or impact evaluation related to policy
development or implementation.

State
aid
Act.
State
Gazette
No.
85/24.10.2017.
Available
online
at:
https://stateaid.minfin.bg/document/711
100http://iisda.government.bg/ras/executive_power/ministry_organigram/88
101http://iisda.government.bg/ras/executive_power/ministry_organigram/84. The Central Register of
Administrative Structures does not provide information for the number of staff of the second unit. From
the total of the Directorate, it can be assumed that it is 13 people.
99
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.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
3.4.1. The evaluation process
The process of impact evaluation of State aid is not defined in any law, official document
or guideline in Bulgaria. Some considerations can, however, be presented on the
evaluation process of public policies in Bulgaria, as well as on the ex-ante evaluations
of State aid schemes.
Since the accession to the EU in 2007, the managing authorities responsible for each of
the operational programmes have started implementing evaluations (primarily ex-post)
according to the guidelines set by the EU. In the period 2014-2020, the evaluation
process for operational programmes has been unsystematic. Although, all operational
programmes have ex-ante evaluations, the implementation of impact assessments is
not frequent. Overall, there have been minor long-term improvements in the evaluation
culture in Bulgaria, with growing pressure for transparency in planning and carrying out
of external evaluations from EU peers and the European Commission.
In Bulgaria, environmental impact assessments are usually carried out. Environmental
Impact Assessments have been part of Bulgarian legislation since 1991, following the
adoption of the Directive 85/337/EEC from 1985. The current EIAs follow the standards
set by the Directive 2014/52/EU and the Convention on Environmental Impact
Assessment in a Transboundary Border. All major construction projects require
environmental impact assessments. Apart from operational programmes and
environmental impact assessment, the evaluation culture in Bulgaria is significantly
underdeveloped.
On a national level the Minister of Finance, and the Minister of Agriculture respectively,
obligate the managers of Budgetary Organisations to carry out ex-ante evaluations
before providing public (state/municipal) resources (State aid).
All Budgetary Entities 102 are required to carry out an ex-ante evaluation before the
allocation of funds. According to Article 21. para. 2 budgetary organisations 103 are
required to implement an evaluation of State aid when they provide resources for
private companies for subsidies, grants, funding under preferential conditions, financial
guarantees, capital transfers and other forms of assistance.
3.4.2. The use of the evaluation
Evidence emerging from legal compliance and ex-ante evaluations guarantees that the
laws of the State aid Act and the agreements under the Treaty on the Functioning of
the European Union are not violated.

See the Register of Budgetary Organisations in SEBRA. https://www.minfin.bg/bg/1078
Budgetary organisations (also referred to as “institutions” or “enterprises”) according to the Accountancy
Act are state and municipal bodies, or their structural units, and all legal persons who implement budgets,
budget accounts, extra-budgetary accounts and funds within the meaning of the State Budget Structure
Act and the Municipal Budgets Act, as well as state funds and institutions for the obligatory public (pension),
health and other insurance, state higher education institutions, Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Bulgarian
National Television, Bulgarian national radio, the Bulgarian Telegraph Agency and other entities and
structural units whose accounts and operations are included by the Ministry of Finance in the consolidated
fiscal program.
102
103
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3.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
3.5.1. Strengths
Although evaluation culture in Bulgaria is still in its early stages, Bulgarian institutions
have been building up capacity in impact evaluation through evaluating EU-funded
programmes, and a cheering other EU requirement, such as environmental impact
assessments. Both the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and
Forestry have a well-developed institutional structure for the management of State aid,
with a clearly defined hierarchical structure and responsibilities. The evaluation culture
within the agencies of the two ministries is focused on the legal compliance evaluation
of State aid. In this respect, the Ministry of Finance has a well-developed legal
framework and clear guidelines for the conduct of legal compliance evaluations. No such
guidelines are available publicly for the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forestry.
3.5.2. Weaknesses
Despite the developed legal and institutional framework, the State aid and Real Sector
Directorate in the Ministry of Finance and the “State aid” Unit in the Ministry of
Agriculture, Food and Forestry do not have any experience in actual State aid
evaluation. Furthermore, none of the ministries has provided publicly any guidelines for
the conduct of impact evaluations. Each of the Managing Authorities has developed its
own evaluation unit and an evaluation plan. Yet, these units do not have the required
experienced and are understaffed and tend to rely primarily on external expertise for
the evaluations. Overall, the evaluation practices of the Bulgarian institutions and the
public dissemination of their results remain undeveloped and lack systematic
implementation. This seems to apply also in the area of State aid.

3.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
The analysed websites and registers of the Ministry of Finance (the main governmental
body responsible for monitoring and evaluation of State aid), the Ministry of Agriculture,
Food and Forestry (responsible for monitoring and evaluating State aid in the
agriculture and fisheries sector) and the Ministry of Defence (responsible for the
monitoring of State aid in the defence sector) do not contain any publicly available State
aid evaluations such as like impact evaluations. It is evident that all ministries
responsible for the monitoring and evaluation of State aid, as well as all budgetary
organisations (see definition in the next paragraph) responsible for its implementation,
provide information on the national and EU legal framework of the evaluation of State
aid, as well as the documentation for implementing it when State aid is decided. These
rules are prescribed in the national legislation, which typically refers to the relevant EU
legislation, and are not related to impact evaluation but to legal compliance, ex-ante
evaluation.
There are no published ex-post evaluations for the period 2015-2020. There is one
evaluation of the SAPARD pre-accession programme, which was completed before the
examined period.
In addition to checking the official websites of the institutions responsible for State aid
evaluation, we have analysed the public procurement procedures in Bulgaria in relation
to State aid in the past three years. We have searched the tenders published in the
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Public Procurement Register on the website of the Public Procurement Agency. 104 Our
search showed that there has been only one procedure in the area of healthcare issued
by the Ministry of Healthcare, which consisted in the evaluation of the impact of State
aid in this specific domain. The other four procedures in relation to State aid in the past
three years concerned legal expertise to ensure compliance of operational programmes’
grant procedures with the State aid rules.

Website
of
the
Public
Procurement
Agency:
app1.aop.bg:7778/portal/page?_pageid=173,1&_dad=portal&_schema=PORTAL
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4. COUNTRY PROFILE: CYPRUS
4.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
4.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
In Cyprus there are no provisions for a general obligation to evaluate all public policies,
but, in many cases, evaluations do take place, partly following specific policy initiatives
(e.g. educational policy), partly following the ESIF obligations and the monitoring and
evaluation mechanism developed in the context of the Economic Adjustment
Programme 105.
There are no provisions for the ex-post evaluation of State aid. The national legislation
only foresees the obligation to carry out an ex-ante compatibility assessment of State
aid schemes based on Laws 30(I)/2001, 122(I)/2001, 139(I)/2002, 10(I)/2003,
80(I)/2003, 144(I)/2004, 177(I)/2005, 9(I)/2007, 82(I)/2007, 108(I)/2009.
4.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
Under the above-mentioned legislation each Competent Authority is obliged to notify
any State aid measure to the Commissioner for State aid Control (see below) for
approval or opinion as appropriate, while if necessary, it should also notify the European
Commission about the measure. No State aid measure may enter into force in the
country without previous approval by the Commissioner for State aid Control or the
European Commission.
In the case that the Commissioner becomes aware, following a complaint or information
from any person, that a State aid measure has entered into force without his/her
approval or opinion or without previous notification of the measure to the European
Commission, she/he may, by a duly substantiated decision published in the Official
Gazette of the Republic, order the suspension of the measure, the termination of the
unlawfulness and the recovery of any grants received in breach of the Law plus the
lawful interest. Also, the Commissioner for State aid Control has the regulatory control
over the effective implementation of the decisions of the European Commission, in case
recovering unlawful State aid is needed.

4.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
4.2.1. National organisation for State aid
In Cyprus there are two authorities Responsible for State aid. In both cases the
authorities are created to respond to compliance assessments:
−
−

The Office of the Commissioner for State aid Control (Centralised)
The Directorate General for European Programmes, Coordination

and

In May 2013, an Economic Adjustment Programme was agreed between the European Commission, the
European Central Bank (ECB), the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the Republic of Cyprus, aiming
to address the financial, fiscal and structural challenges facing the economy and allow Cyprus to return to
a sustainable growth path. It covers the period 2013 - 2016. The financial package will cover up to €10
billion, including €1 billion from the IMF. The key objectives and measures of the Programme were laid
down in a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with the European Commission (on behalf of the European
Stability Mechanism - ESM) and a Memorandum Of Economic and Financial Policies (MEFP) with the IMF.
The review of the implementation of the Programme follows a standard procedure that takes place quarterly
and
is
applicable
to
the
Member
States
which
are
subject
to
similar
programs.
http://www.dgepcd.gov.cy/dgepcd/dgepcd.nsf/page25_en/page25_en?OpenDocument

105

112

Development (Decentralised)
The country is not sub-divided into regional authorities; hence, all administrative
provisions are handled at central level.
Office of the Commissioner for State aid Control
The primary objective of the Commissioner for State aid Control is to conform to the
Acquis Communautaire; the office functions are complementary to those of the
European Commission, and promote the widest possible adherence to Community State
aid rules in Cyprus, and also prevent potential violations. In Cyprus, the State aid
Control Office is the national contact point and the state co-ordinating body for State
aid.
The Office of the Commissioner for State aid Control was set up in June 2001 as part of
the harmonisation process of Cypriot legislation with the acquis communautaire in the
field of State aid. The primary objective of the Commissioner in the pre-accession period
was to fulfil all the prerequisites set by the European Commission in order to make
possible the provisional closure of the Chapter on Competition. This was completed in
June 2002. At the same time, the Office assessed all existing and new aid schemes and
ad hoc measures to verify their compatibility with EU State aid rules.
The Commissioner for State aid Control is an independent government official. He is
appointed by the Council of Ministers in consultation with the Parliamentary Committee
on European Affairs, and his tenure of office is six years. The independence of the
Commissioner institution ensures the objective application of the European State aid
Law.
The Commissioner’s role for the post-accession period is determined by the State aid
Control Laws stipulating:
−
−
−

−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−

To examine and issue legally binding decisions on the compatibility with State aid
rules of draft aid measures granted based on the block exemption regulations i.e.
aid for small and medium-sized enterprises, employment and training.
To carry out a preliminary assessment and issue non-binding reasoned opinions
on the compatibility with State aid rules of all other draft aid measures.
To apply the provisions of Council Regulation (EC) No 659/1999 [laying down
detailed rules for the application of Article 93 of the EC Treaty (at present Article
88)] and the implementing provisions adopted by the European Commission
according to Article 27 of the Regulation.
To monitor the implementation and the final impact of all aid granted.
To collect progress reports from all aid granting authorities in order to monitor
the implementation and the final impact of all aid granted.
To submit to the European Commission all information required including
information regarding State aid granted in Cyprus.
To collect, compile and monitor all information concerning State aid.
To prepare and keep an up-to-date inventory of all State aid schemes / ad hoc
measures, as well as an up-to-date central inventory on De Minimis aid.
To train all aid granting authorities and other parties involved on State aid
matters.
To prepare and submit to the President of the Republic an Annual Report on the
exercise of his duties and responsibilities, with comments and suggestions, as
well as an Annual Statistical Survey regarding all State aid granted in Cyprus.
To represent the Republic of Cyprus in the EU Advisory Committee on State aid
as well as in any other committees and working groups dealing with the
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development or the implementation of State aid policy taking place in Cyprus or
abroad.
In the exercise of his powers, and in particular of his advisory role, the Commissioner
has systematically communicated and cooperated with the Competent Authorities with
a view to upholding Cypriot and EU State aid law. It is estimated that there is room for
improvement of this cooperation, which can be achieved through systematic training of
the State aid staff.
The Office of the Commissioner, as the national contact point and the intermediary
between the Commission and the Competent Authorities, is in constant contact and cooperation mainly with the Directorate-General for Competition and the DirectorateGeneral for Agriculture and Rural Development.
The Directorate
Development

General

for

European

Programmes,

Coordination

and

The mission of The Directorate General for European Programmes, Coordination and
Development (DGEPCD) is to promote economic growth through strategic planning,
coordination and monitoring of the implementation of government policy and to
safeguard the optimal use of available European and other funds.
In its role of implementing and monitoring the ESIFs the DG EPCD reviews support
measures to the business sector or public sector undertaking economic activities and
advises/ensures compatibility with the EU State aid rules. The State aid monitoring
function is exercised in cooperation with the Commissioner for State aid Control, as the
DG EPCD has very limited resources dedicated to this task.
4.2.2. Available capacity
Office of the Commissioner for State aid Control
The Office is composed of 5 scientific staff and 3 persons performed administrative /
secretarial duties. In particular:
−
−

Scientific staff: 1 Finance Officer, 1 Secretary of Parliamentary Committees A, 2
Administrative Officers, 1 Agriculture Officer;
Assistant staff: 3 Assistant Secretarial Officers.

The existing staff of the Office is considered insufficient to exercise the basic
responsibilities of the Commissioner. Despite the efforts made by officials to handle the
cases of the Office in a timely and professional manner, they cannot de facto fully do
their job due to the complexity of State aid cases. A better structure and an increase in
the number of permanent staff available would ease the whole process 106.
4.2.3. The role of other actors
The Office of the Commissioner for State aid Control submits to the President of the
Republic an Annual Report regarding the exercise of its duties and responsibilities, with
comments and suggestions, as well as an Annual Statistical Survey regarding all State
aid granted in Cyprus.
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http://www.publicaid.gov.cy/publicaid/publicaid.nsf/160E0DD898B51B76C22584000038F37A/$file/%CE
%95%CF%84%CE%AE%CF%83%CE%B9%CE%B1%20%CE%88%CE%BA%CE%B8%CE%B5%CF%83%
CE%B7%20%CE%BA%CE%B1%CE%B9%20%CE%95%CF%84%CE%AE%CF%83%CE%B9%CE%B1%2
0%CE%A3%CF%84%CE%B1%CF%84%CE%B9%CF%83%CF%84%CE%B9%CE%BA%CE%AE%20%CE
%88%CF%81%CE%B5%CF%85%CE%BD%CE%B1%202017.pdf p.26
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4.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
4.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
There are no national guidelines on evaluation of State aid measures. The process of
compatibility assessment foresees an exchange of information on each support scheme
between the granting authority and the State aid control office to ensure compatibility
with the EU rules. State aid support in Cyprus is hardly ever more than € 150 m per
year, hence no ex-post evaluations are necessary.
Only in the context of EU co-funding are there evaluations based on ESIF rules. In this
context company support grants or other incentives under the Operational Programme
(OP) for Competitiveness are evaluated together with all other OP activities. These
evaluations are, however, result rather than impact oriented.

4.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
4.4.1. The evaluation process
Prior to the completion of the State aid approval procedure - other than the granting of
de minimis aid - each Competent Ministry or Authority is required to notify in advance
the Commissioner for State aid Control on support schemes for approval or opinion as
appropriate. The notification must be complete and accurate and contain all the
necessary information. It is emphasised that no support scheme can enter into force
without the approval or opinion of the Commissioner. However, this is an assessment
of compliance hence this kind of analysis is not to be considered as an evaluation.
In particular the process of the national compliance assessment of State aid is:
a) Aid for which the Commissioner issues decisions (approval, rejection,
conditional approval): the Commissioner shall adopt decisions (approval,
rejection, conditional approval), in accordance with the Regulations or Decisions
adopted by the European Union, exempting the prior notification requirement
provided for in Article 108 (3) TFEU. For most of these cases the Commissioner
shall provide the Commission with summary information in accordance with
Council Regulation (EU) 2015/1589 of 13 July 2015 (hereinafter referred to as
'Regulation 2015/1589').
For these categories of aid the Commissioner shall evaluate it in accordance with
the Regulations or Decisions adopted by the European Union, exempt from the
prior notification requirement provided for in Article 108, paragraph 3, of the
TFEU, within two months from the date of notification of the State aid measure
and to approve it, with or without conditions, or to reject it, by reasoned decision
published in the Official Journal of the Republic, and shall take effect upon its
publication in it.
The Commissioner is also empowered, at the request of the Competent Authority
or of his own motion, to revoke or amend a decision issued pursuant to this or
Section 18 if: (a) the decision is due to the misleading of the Commissioner
caused by having provided inaccurate information or having concealed true
information; and (b) the Competent Authority shall amend the State aid measure
for which the decision was adopted. It is also envisaged that if the Competent
Authority intends to amend a State aid measure adopted under GBER, before it
makes any such modification, it shall notify the intended modification to the
Commissioner and await its decision thereon. The Commissioner, in this case,
having regard to the nature and extent of the notified amendment, decides
whether he considers the amendment to be non-essential, so that the initial
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adoption of the measure remains valid. If it considers the amendment to be
material, it examines the newly amended State aid measure and adopts a new
decision thereon.
The European Commission has the power to exercise control over any scheme
regardless of the authorisation of such aid by the Commissioner.
b) Aid for which the Commissioner issues opinions: For all other categories of
aid, that is to say, with the exception of aid granted in accordance with
Commission Regulations or Decisions exempting the prior notification
requirement provided for in Article 108 (3) TFEU, the Commissioner shall issue
opinions. Such opinions shall be submitted to the Council of Ministers or to the
public authority concerned. For these categories of aid, a notification shall be sent
to the European Commission.
The Commissioner shall, within two months from the date of such notification,
issue his opinion to the Competent Authority. In accordance with section 11 (3)
of the Law, in the event that the Commissioner requests any additional
information or clarification, the evaluation deadline may be extended, as set forth
in section 14 of the Law, that is, by establishing a reasonable deadline for their
submission, which in justified cases may be extended. According to the same
article, the Council of Ministers or any statutory Public Authority shall not approve
any State aid measure without the opinion of the Commissioner, unless the
aforementioned deadline expires.
Despite the opinion of the Commissioner and the approval of the aid measure by
the Council of Ministers or other legally Competent Authority, a State aid measure
not granted under the Exemption Regulations cannot enter into force in the
Republic unless previously notified to the European Commission in accordance
with the provisions of Article 108 (3) TFEU and approved by it. As a result, the
measures implemented, without their notification to the Commission, infringe not
only TFEU but also national legislation on State aid control.
Should the Competent Authority intend to amend a State aid measure approved
by the European Commission, the amendment of the measure shall be notified
to the Commissioner for an opinion on whether the notified amendment is
material and in accordance with the provisions of Regulation (EC) No. 794/2004
is considered a new State aid measure which should be notified to the
Commission, or if the amendment is not material and the measure is considered
to be still covered by the Commission's initial approval.
c) De minimis aid: Since de minimis aid does not constitute State aid, the
Commissioner does not issue a decision approving or rejecting a plan that
provides only such aid. Although not required by law, the Competent Authorities
shall forward to the Commissioner, for legal certainty, de minimis aid plans for
information and guidance. Upon receipt of such information, the Commissioner
shall check through the Minority Aid Registry in the field of agricultural production
or through the Minority Aid Registry in the fisheries sector, the national
cumulative amount granted in the form of minor aid in those sectors to various
businesses in the Republic during the last three financial years. The
Commissioner shall, within ten working days from receiving the information,
provide written notification to each Competent Authority on the results of the
intended control and, on the basis of such information, shall inform the
Competent Authority whether it is entitled to proceed with the grant or not. The
Competent Authority shall submit to the Commissioner within five working days
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from the confirmation of the grant, with a notification to the Director-General of
the Ministry of Agriculture, Rural Development and the Environment.
4.4.2. The use of the evaluation
Evaluations are carried out mostly ex-ante, so the results of the analyses are mainly
reflected in the approval or rejection of a State aid scheme that is supposed to enter
into force.

4.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
There are no strengths or weaknesses identified as there are neither national rules nor
ad hoc ex-post impact evaluations of State aid in Cyprus.
4.5.1. Strengths
The skills and quality of the public administration (inherited from the British
administration) is a strength.
4.5.2. Weaknesses
The lack of a systematic overall evaluation culture and the understaffing of the
Commissioner’s office are weaknesses.

4.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
There are no ex post evaluations of State aid schemes in Cyprus.
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5. COUNTRY PROFILE: CZECHIA
5.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
5.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
National obligations and rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes are not developed.
The evaluation system is very precisely set up at the level of ESIF funds, where a threestage evaluation system is implemented. However, national schemes and interventions
are not systematically evaluated as the political will is lacking.
National legislation on State aid (Act No. 215/2004 Coll.) 107 states that State aid means
aid as defined in Article 107 EU.
The Methodological Recommendation for State aid provides an overview and
interpretation of the most important State aid rules, including approval procedures, and
their practical impact on public spending. The methodological recommendation for State
aid focuses on the application of the State aid rules to the provision of support from the
ESI Funds in the programming period 2014-2020, however, the described rules and
mechanisms are generally valid and their application is unified except for the source of
support provided (i.e. for all national sources and not just for ESIF). The only evaluation
commitment given in this “Methodology” concerns GBER rules: large-scale support
programs, whose average annual budget exceeds EUR 150 million, and must then be
subject to a compulsory evaluation according to the EC methodology. The Managing
Authority (or provider) must elaborate an evaluation plan for such support programmes
and submit it for approval according to EC notification procedure.
In the Czech Republic, the Methodological Guideline for Evaluations of ESIF programmes
in the 2014–2020 programming period was further elaborated and was approved by the
Government by Resolution No. 597 of 9 August 2013 and is binding for all programs
within all ESI Funds covered by the Partnership Agreement. The Methodological
Guideline for Evaluations in the 2014-2020 programming period is based on the
methodological guidelines presented by the EC following the General Regulation 108 and
is supplemented by the interpretation and requirements of the National Coordination
Authority (also the “MRD-NOK”) reflecting the experience of the 2007-2013
programming period. The methodological guideline for evaluations further elaborates
on the specific area of evaluation and development of the evaluation plan of programs
and the Partnership Agreement.
5.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
Since no national obligations are in force to evaluate State aid, this section does not
apply.

5.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
5.2.1. National organisation for State aid
The Office for the Protection of Competition (OPC) is the national coordinating body in
the field of State aid. The powers of the OPC as the coordinating body in the area of
State aid are defined by Act No. 215/2004 Coll. These powers consist of performing
coordination, advisory, consulting and monitoring activities. The Office is co-author of
107

https://www.uohs.cz/en/state-aid/competence-in-the-area-of-state-aid.html

108

See Articles 54-57 and 114 of the General Regulation of ESIF n.1303/2013.
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the Methodological Recommendation for State aid (see above). However, the OPC is not
responsible for evaluation of State aid. Within the organisational structure of the OPC,
the Department of State aid is engaged in activities in the area of State aid.
The Ministry for Regional Development (MRD) of the Czech Republic is the national
coordinator of the implementation of ESI funds and the author of the Methodological
Guideline for Evaluations in the 2014–2020 programming period and co-author of the
Methodological Recommendation for State aid.
The Ministry for Industry and Trade redistributes extraordinarily large funds to
businesses. These are funds from ESIF funds (Operational Program Enterprise and
Innovations for Competitiveness 2014 - 2020), but also from national sources.
5.2.2. Available capacity
The Department of State aid currently has 9 staff, each specialising in specific categories
of aid, such as regional aid, environmental aid, transport aid, and so on. The
department's activities consist mainly in providing recommendations, in cooperation
with the State aid provider in the framework of the notification procedure before the
European Commission (cooperation in preparation of support measures, filling in the
notification form and during the procedure before the Commission). The staff of the
department also cooperate with the providers in the preparation of measures to be
implemented under one of the exceptions to the notification obligation to the European
Commission. The department prepares annual reports concerning (not only) the amount
of State aid provided in the Czech Republic, both for the WTO and in particular for the
European Commission.
5.2.3. The role of other actors
Czech Parliament has no responsibility for the evaluation of State aid.
The Supreme Audit Office is an independent audit institution with the mission to review
the state’s management of public revenue and expenditure. This institution may audit
State aid but does not carry out evaluation. Similarly, the Audit Authority of the Ministry
of Finance audits State aid schemes but none of the bodies carries out any evaluations.

5.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
5.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
As mentioned in section 1, there are no national binding guidelines for the evaluation
of state aims schemes.
Within the framework of evaluations, “only” evaluation standards were defined in the
Czech Republic. Within the evaluation environment of the Czech Republic, the issue of
evaluation standards has been professionally discussed and the Czech Evaluation
Society (CES) 109 has defined standards that are valid for the evaluation community in
the Czech Republic but are not binding at all. The CES standards summarise the main
requirements for the quality of the evaluation process and output. However, the specific
requirements for State aid evaluation are not mentioned. In general, it is only
recommended that all entities (contracting authority of evaluations) state a requirement
The Czech Evaluation Society (https://czecheval.cz/en) is a voluntary, self-governed, non-profit,
apolitical, and independent association of professional evaluators. Members of CES evaluate public and
private-sector development projects and programs. CES main activities are: bringing together professional
evaluators and those involved in evaluations; building and developing evaluation capacities in the Czech
Republic; raising awareness of the best evaluation practices and methods; increasing the prestige of
evaluation as a means to verify and improve the effectiveness of programs, projects, and policies.
109
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for adherence to the so-called Evaluator's Code of Ethics, which was elaborated within
the CES. It means that such binding standards affect evaluation of State aid only
indirectly. The Contracting Authority of evaluation should follow them, but this is not
mandatory.
From a methodological point of view, counterfactual approaches began to be applied in
evaluations several years ago. However, most evaluations in Czechia are still based
more on questionnaire surveys, structured interviews and simple descriptive statistics.

5.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
5.4.1. The evaluation process
An evaluation process of State aid measures does not exist because no obligations and
practices of national evaluation exist.
For ESIF the framework of evaluation activities is the Evaluation Plan (EP). The EP
defines basic mandatory evaluation activities under the EC regulation and defines scope
for evaluations and it looks after the development of evaluation capacities.
The creation, updates and fulfilment of the evaluation plan is ensured by the evaluation
unit. Implementation and coordination of the fulfilment of the Evaluation Plan of the
Partnership Agreement is ensured by the Evaluation Unit of the National Coordination
Authority. In its activities, the National Coordination Authority closely cooperates with
all relevant partners and managing authorities.
In general, evaluations are carried out by external independent evaluators. Evaluation
units at the ministries were set up to fulfil the evaluation plan as part of ESIF support.
Therefore, in particular, they prepare the Terms of Reference for particular evaluations,
but do not have the capacity to realise evaluation and choose an external evaluator
through public tender. The evaluation of national aid schemes is rather exceptional.
The exception is the evaluation unit of the Technology Agency of the Czech Republic 110
(it redistributes 100% national resources for support to applied research, experimental
development and innovation) and evaluates the implementation process, results and
impacts of its programs. However, evaluations are never specifically targeted at State
aid.
Box: Specific case of State aid evaluation in the Czech Republic
The European Commission has the first-time approved State aid evaluation plan for the Czech Republic.
The Ministry of Industry and Trade must evaluate the system of investment incentives according to the
evaluation plan approved by the European Commission decision.
The system of investment incentives established by Act No. 72/2000 Coll., On Investment Incentives
and on Amendments to Certain Acts, as amended, is a large State aid regime under European State aid
rules. In order for large aid schemes to be granted under the GBER, an evaluation plan must be approved
by the European Commission.
The Ministry of Industry and Trade has therefore prepared a "Plan for the evaluation of the GBER State
aid Scheme: Investment Incentives in the Czech Republic", which the European Commission approved
by its decision of 10 December 2014 and at the same time authorised the exemption of the aid scheme
under the GBER until 31 December 2020. The evaluation plan contains several main elements, namely

In accordance with the Act No. 130/2002 activities assigned to Technology Agency are: a) preparation
and realisation of its own programmes of applied research, experimental development and innovation; and
realisation of programmes from those governmental departments without public financial support; b)
evaluation and selection of programme proposals.
110
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the objectives of the aid scheme, the evaluation questions, the outcome indicators, the methodology
proposed for the evaluation, the data collection requirements, the proposed evaluation timetable, the
description of the independent evaluating body, and the criteria to be used for its selection, as well as
the conditions to ensure sufficient publicity of the evaluation. The objective of the evaluation is to verify
whether the conditions and conditions for the compatibility of the investment incentive scheme with the
internal market of the European Union have been met and to assess the effectiveness of the investment
incentive scheme against its general and specific objectives. Evaluation Plan of a GBER State aid Scheme:
Investment Incentives in the Czech Republic 111 - the link
The mid-term evaluation report under the GBER State aid Scheme Evaluation Plan was prepared by
KPMG in 2018 and is based on a counterfactual analysis approach. Nevertheless, the Regulatory Impact
Assessment (RIA) Working Committee (within the Government Office) critically evaluates the
methodology and the above-mentioned interim evaluation. In conclusions, the Committee among others
stated “The RIA Working Committee emphasises that the presented evaluation studies focus mainly on
the description of supported projects and procedural issues and do not provide information on the real
economic impact of investment incentives”.

5.4.2. The use of the evaluation
The main users of the ESIF evaluations are the managing authorities and, consequently,
the national Ministries responsible for the OPs. No other users of evaluations can be
identified in the national processes.

5.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
5.5.1 Strengths
The evaluation system is very precisely set up at the level of ESIF funds, where a threestage evaluation system is implemented (see below) and it is a strength of the
evaluation process. Three-level evaluation system for ESIF interventions is in force:
1. Evaluation activities carried out at the level of the Evaluation Unit of the National
Coordination Authority are focused on horizontal evaluations on topics that
exceed one program (most evaluations carried out include programs in which a
relevant topic is evaluated e.g. research and development etc.).
2. Evaluation activities ensured from the level of Program Managing Authorities
cover interventions of these programs, or more precisely specific objectives and
themes. Evaluation plans are created at the level of individual programs, which
include, inter alia, evaluations of objectives of individual priorities in accordance
with Article 56 (3) of the General Regulation.
3. Evaluation activities at the level of individual projects. Such evaluations are
mainly carried out for large system projects, as well as for pilot or highly
innovative projects.
5.5.2. Weaknesses
Binding rules for the evaluation of State aid are not set and no substantive changes are
considered in the near future (and it is a main weakness).
National State aid schemes and interventions are not systematically evaluated as the
political will is lacking.

https://www.mpo.cz/assets/cz/podnikani/dotace-a-podpora-podnikani/investicni-pobidky-aprumyslove-zony/investicni-pobidky/2016/12/Evaluation-plan_investment-incentives-czech-republic.pdf
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5.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
As previously stated, in the Czech Republic there are no national legal obligations to
evaluate State aid schemes. Thus, there are no evaluations carried out according to
national obligations.
On the other side, several evaluations were carried out in the framework of ESIFs.
Outcomes of the conducted evaluations are published in a library of evaluations 112, which
includes only evaluations under ESIF evaluation plans. This is a virtual tool for sharing
evaluation findings with the professional and general public. Currently there are 679
evaluations available (most of them are in Czech).

112

https://dotaceeu.cz/cs/fondy-eu/narodni-organ-pro-koordinaci/evaluace/knihovna-evaluaci.
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6. COUNTRY PROFILE: GERMANY
Introduction
Germany is spending a high amount of State aid, since in 2017 it was 42,313.2 Mio. €
(Bundesministerium der Finanzen 2019, S. 71). This is 38.2 percent of the total volume
of State aid spent in the EU in the same year. Although the absolute amount is
significant, the intensity of State aid – as share of the GNP – is not extremely high: it
is 1.31 percent, which is above the EU average (0.76%), but several other countries
show a higher State-aid intensity 113.
German federalism is built on the basic rule that responsibilities are not shared among
different state levels but separated. Thus, the federal level and the Länder have their
own responsibilities. While regional development policy or education, for instance, lies
with the Länder, it is the Federal level that is responsible for labour market policies. The
tasks are assigned to the different levels in the constitutional law. This leads to a specific
pattern of responsibilities.
Simultaneously, and partly because of this separation of responsibilities, a variety of
different ways to coordinate the levels is experienced. Negotiations to coordinate the
Länder are very common– in some cases led or supported by the federal level. In some
few fields, so called “Joint Tasks” have been established: Financial schemes that are
jointly designed and implemented by federal level and the Länder (e.g. for universities,
regional development, rural development and agriculture).
Federal level and Länder are spending subsidies with more or less the same volume,
with the Länder having a greater share in most of the years 114. This makes clear that
both levels are of relevance when talking about State aid in Germany. Municipalities are
also spending relevant amounts, but significantly less than both the Federal Level and
Länder.
Both the federal level and Länder are implementing State aid-related support and are
relevant for this country profile. Some basic rules relevant for evaluation of State aid
schemes are quite similar. Nonetheless, there is a variety of attitudes towards the
implementation of State aid and their evaluation, mainly at Länder level, and practices
vary. 115 This country profile describes the situation at the federal level in some detail.
For the situation at the Länder level, it gives an overall assessment of how far the
situation is comparable or different to the situation at the Federal level – and of how far
the situation varies between Länder. Municipalities are not covered here.
The latest report on subsidies for the years 2017 to 2020 counts on federal level a total
of 93 subsidy schemes with a financial volume of 37,878 billion EUR. 61 of these 93
schemes count as State aid in the European definition, they amount for 31,936 billion

Source: (Bundesministerium der Finanzen 2019, S. 71). In the 2017-2019 period the Federal State
spent
the
38%
of
the
total
subsidies.
See
https://www.bundesfinanzministerium.de/Content/EN/Standardartikel/Press_Room/Publications/Brochure
s/2020-03-03-27subsidy-report.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=4
114 Subsidies is not equal to state-aid; State aid is a subset of subsidies, some two thirds of the subsidies
count as State aid. Figures are only systematically available for subsidies. In the 2017-2019 period the
Federal State spent the 38% of the total subsidies, the Lander the 47% and the local administrations the
15%.
115 There is only a limited body of literature taking stock of the evaluation in Germany. None of it is focussing
on the role of State aid. (Widmer et al. 2009; Böttcher et al. 2014)
113
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EUR – or 84.31 percent of the registered subsidies of the federal level. Those State aid
schemes are targeting different sectors, as showed in the next table.
Table 21 (Annex A) Sectors involved by the aid state schemes
Policy

Housing – Energy
Transport
Agriculture and nutrition
Economy – Energy
Economy – Mining (sector support)
Economy – Regional development
Economy – RTDI
Economy – Sectoral support
Economy - Others
Total

Number of
schemes

2
17
8
13
1
1
5
4
10
61

Total amount (20172020) – million €
8,171
3,814
2,714
5,602
4,889
1,527
1,507
0,106
3,606
31,936

Total amount (20172020) - %
25.6%
11.9%
8.5%
17.5%
15.3%
4.8%
4.7%
0.3%
11.3%
100.0%

The following analysis is therefore focused on these sectors.

6.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
6.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
There is no explicit general obligation for evaluation on constitutional level in Germany
- other than in Switzerland or France - but there are different sets of rules at federal
level that lead to a de-facto obligatory assessment of results and effects:
−

Financial regulation (BHO o. J.): The financial regulation for the federal level
foresees an obligation to analyse the results and effects of all rules with
budgetary implications. § 7 establishes a general obligation to act cost-efficiently
and economically. It explicitly requires an analysis to proof that the budget has
been used efficiently – which comes close to an obligation for evaluation. The
implementing rules for the financial regulation give more details on how to
undertake the analysis, emphasising the need to document the effects of the
intervention, to establish evidence of the contribution the intervention actually
had and to analyse cost-effectiveness. The actual implementation of this
obligation has been limited for quite a while and was repeatedly heavily criticised
by the national Court of auditors 116. In recent years, the analysis of effects became
more important and practice is improving.

−

Guidelines for subsidies: The federal government established “guidelines for
subsidies” in 2015 (Bundesministerium der Finanzen 2019, S. 14). They foresee
an obligation to define the objectives of the intervention in a way that allows for
evaluation. All subsidies shall be evaluated “regularly” with regard to “target
achievement, efficiency and transparency”.

−

To a varying degree, single policies have their own evaluation guidelines giving
more specific guidance for evaluating the concrete policy. There is a trend at the
federal level to establish units responsible for evaluation and to develop specific
systematic evaluation approaches.

The rules foresee a certain analysis of effects and results, but in practice, this has not
always been interpreted as a need for evaluation. In the last years, evaluation became
116
See: Präsident des Bundesrechnungshofes, 2013; Präsidentin
Bundesbeauftragte für Wirtschaftlichkeit in der Verwaltung, 1998.
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more important: for instance, evaluation is explicitly mentioned in the guidelines for
subsidies from 2015.
The legal basis of the Länder level is the same as the federal level: the Länder financial
regulations mirror the rules at the federal level. With respect to guidelines and policy
specific rules, those set in the Länder are less advanced than the federal ones. Explicit
guidelines covering the whole range of policies are not in practice so far.
The overall picture is that evaluation rules have a common basis in the financial
regulations of both federal and Länder level, but the practice varies with the Länder
being - generally speaking – less advanced than the federal level.
6.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
Other than the evaluation rules under the European State aid regime, the national rules
don’t foresee a minimum budget to trigger the obligation to evaluate. Until the
beginning of 2020, only 10 cases of State aid schemes requiring an evaluation plan
according to the European State aid rules 117 were counted, some of them still not
approved by the Commission.
Only a very small part of all State aid schemes in Germany and an even smaller part of
the subsidy schemes that fall under the national evaluation regime are reached by the
European rules so far.
Only one of the 10 cases of evaluation plans under State aid rules is a scheme at Länder
level. Simply because the Länder schemes often are smaller and do not reach the
threshold value, they only exceptionally appear as relevant under the perspective of the
State aid evaluation regime.

6.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
6.2.1. National organisation for State aid
On the federal level, there is no easy way to identify clear responsibilities for the
evaluation of State aid schemes. The picture is as follows.
There is a unit at the Federal Ministry of Economy that is responsible for State aid policy
in general (E B 3 Beihilfenkontrollpolitik). Its role is to coordinate State aid-related
processes and procedures with the Länder and communicate with the European
Commission. The unit is not responsible for implementing any State aid scheme.
The unit is in charge of coordinating all State aid procedures between Germany and the
European Commission – including the evaluation plans and follow-up, if necessary. In
this role, also state-aid relevant procedures from the Länder level are coordinated here.
The responsibility for the single scheme - and its evaluation - lies with the Länder
authorities, but the procedures for the application of State ais are managed at the
Federal level (anyhow, there is so far only one case of an evaluation plan under State
aid at the Länder level).
Beyond the specific field of State aid, the responsibilities of the Federal State and the
Länder are less interwoven and rather separated. At the federal level, the picture is as
follows.
There is a unit at the Federal Ministry of Finance that is responsible for the general
guidelines for subsidies (I B 2 Subventionspolitik). The task is to coordinate the different
The minimum budget limit of 150 Mil.€ per year limits the scope of the European evaluation rules under
the State aid regime.
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Ministries at Federal level with respect to how the budget procedures for subsidies are
organised. The above-mentioned guidelines for subsidies are developed here. Other
units of the Ministry of Finance are dealing with similar issues like, for instance, spending
reviews or result-oriented budgeting. As the overall responsibility for the financial
regulation of the Federal government also lies with the Ministry of Finance, it lays
ground for most of the relevant regulations.
In relation to the development of a general framework for State aid/subsidies’
evaluation, the Ministry of Finance seems to play a more important role than the Ministry
of Economy. The actual responsibility for single State aid schemes lies with the
specialised units at different Ministries’. The unit responsible for a specific scheme is
also in charge for evaluating it. In some Ministries, an evaluation unit supports the unit
in charge of the single scheme in managing the evaluation process.
At the Länder level, the relevant actors are more or less the same of the Federal ones.
For State-aid related procedures, there is a unit – usually at the Ministry of Economy –
to coordinate the relevant procedures. However, the responsibility lies with specific units
– in different Ministries. Only in the case of State aid procedures, the Länder authorities
cooperate with the Federal Ministry of Economy (due to its responsibility for
communicating all State aid procedures with the European Commission).
Box: The Bavarian scheme for investment in broadband infrastructure
(Gigabitrichtlinie)
This is the only case of an evaluation plan under State-aid rules at the Länder level.
The responsibility for this scheme lies with the Ministry of Finance and Homeland. Its
implementation is organised by the Bavarian Broadband-Centre (which is part of a public
authority under the responsibility of the Ministry of Finance and Homeland). During the
preparation process, the state-aid-related processes are coordinated by the unit for State aid in
the Bavarian Ministry of Economics and via this unit; they coordinate with the Federal Ministry
of Economics. During the implementation, the evaluation is organised by the Bavarian
authorities, and reported via the Federal level to the Commission.
State-aid-related evaluations, thus, establish a connection between the Federal and Länder
levels, which is unusual and not often to be found outside the field of State aid.

For the normal schemes – including those falling under State aid rules but being too
small to require state-aid-related evaluations, it is the unit with the responsibility for a
specific scheme that is in charge of evaluating it. A few differences with respect to the
federal level are:
−

Ministries of Finance are not systematically pressing for a more result-oriented
policy approach; this important “driver” for the evaluation process is missing in
most of the Länder;

−

The single Ministries hardly ever established specific evaluation units supporting
the other offices in their evaluation activities 118.

6.2.2. The role of other actors
The role of the other actors at the federal level is more or less as follows:

118 Stronger than on Federal level, the implementation of Structural Funds programmes is working as a
driver for evaluation at the Länder level. This is because of two factors. First, most of Structural Funds
programmes are located at the Länder level, so that evaluation obligations are directly relevant here.
Second, the federal level is more advanced in establishing an evaluation framework of some kind, so that
in the parts for Structural Funds implemented at federal level the European pressure is weaker.
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−

The Government supports a general trend towards more result-oriented budgeting
and regulation, but it mostly deals with it with the provision of general guidelines;

−

The Parliament plays no active role in pressing for more evaluation, in general,
although in some cases evaluation clauses in laws have been strengthened;

−

The Court of Auditors keeps insisting on a better compliance with the rules of the
budgetary regulation (i.e. analysing effects and outcomes) and debates on
results/effects more frequently in its work, but it is not systematically pressing for
evaluation in particular.

Although Government, Court of Auditors and to a certain degree also the Parliament
support the development of evaluation, the process is so far driven by the
administration, and mainly by the Ministry of Finance.

6.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
6.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
At the federal level, there are the above-mentioned guidelines for subsidies which
foresee evaluation. There are no specific general guidance documents on how the
evaluation process can be organised, or which methods should be chosen.
Complementary to the budget regulation, there are more detailed rules for
implementing it. There are some aspects that come close to an evaluation guidance
(e.g. on cost-benefit analyses), but there is no comprehensive guidance on evaluation
processes so far.
Some Ministries have their own guidance developed – partly outside the realm of State
aid like, for instance, in development policy or research policy. There is a certain semiformal exchange of experiences under the coordination of the Federal Ministry of
Finance among Ministries on their evaluation approach. Nevertheless, a coherent
guideline or quality criteria for evaluation are currently missing.
The same situation can be found at the Länder level.

6.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
6.4.1. The evaluation process
The most important actors of evaluation at the federal level are the different units
responsible for designing and implementing State aid schemes. They decide when and
how to evaluate their interventions.
There is no common understanding on what counts as an evaluation. In most cases, an
external evaluation with more or less clear orientation towards results is undertaken.
Anyhow, some of them only reach the output level. In some cases, internal or halfinternal procedures, like assessments by expert bodies or the monitoring of the
available data, are understood as “evaluations”.
In most cases, evaluations are carried out by specialised external evaluators. The
evaluator is chosen in a public tendering procedure. How the evaluation process is
organised and coordinated varies widely. Steering groups and external experts can play
a role but are rather the exception than the rule.
The Länder level shows also a variety of approaches and procedures. Generally,
evaluation activities are less frequent, and evaluation is used less systematically than
at the national level.
127

Across levels, different policies have their own specific evaluation traditions and
cultures, e.g.:
−

R&D and innovation policy are very open to evaluation and evaluation is rather
common at both levels;

−

Urban development policy is a special case, as the federal level only has limited
formal competences, but provides important schemes. Evaluation has been
playing an important role here. Partly because it helps to create a certain
transparency for the actors of the different levels;

−

In economic policy, the evaluation culture is varied: some instruments like the
Joint Task for regional development have traditionally been evaluated, others
only became more open to evaluation in the last years.

There are policy-dependent factors in addition to multi-level aspects shaping the
evaluation system.
6.4.2. The use of the evaluation
The use of evaluation results also varies. Sometimes, the communication among
stakeholders during the evaluation process, as well as the discussion of evaluation
results can be kept rather limited. It seems that it is rather depending on the political
context of the evaluation than the evaluation process as such 119.

6.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
6.5.1. Strengths
On a very general level, there are some standard elements in the evaluation process:
public tendering procedure, external evaluation by experts familiar with the policy.
Beyond this, evaluation processes are designed and implemented under the
responsibility of the unit managing the State aid scheme and they vary.
6.5.2. Weaknesses
Evaluations of relevance of State aid are the rare exceptions.
State-aid-related evaluation rules are more an add-on to existing procedures and
requirements. This is clearly so for the federal level, where most of the State aidrelevant evaluation plans have been developed so far (9 out of 10). In the case of the
only Länder scheme, State aid rules might be a driver for evaluation.
The State aid-related regime of evaluation is secondary to the evaluation praxis. At the
federal level, the existing rules, and at the Länder level the Structural Funds, have more
influence on evaluation praxis.

6.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
To give an overview of evaluation of State aid schemes at the federal level, we look at
those 61 schemes identified as State aid from the federal report on subsidies (see
above, section 1). The federal report on subsidies (Bundesministerium der Finanzen
2019) contains in different forms: 1) an identification of those schemes that count as
Keep in mind that literature on evaluation use teaches us that instrumental use, i.e. use directly
linking evaluation results to decision making is rather the exception than the rule and that other functions
of evaluation prevail.
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State aid according to the EU definition; 2) a more detailed overview of the single
schemes in the form of fact sheets. Those sheets contain a category related to
evaluation. The texts here are of different quality.
We selected all schemes that are categorised at least “partially” as State aid. We
analysed the information given and categorised the schemes. The categories presented
here are the results of our own assessment, based on the text of the report. They are
not to be found directly in the report.
As the budget regulation requires, the overwhelming majority of these schemes is
carrying out some type of result or impact analysis: 53 of the 61 schemes foresee some
kind of analysis (98.54 percent of the overall budget).
So, there are 53 schemes with a budget of 31,468.6 million EUR for which some kind
of result or impact analysis is indicated. Based on the description, in the federal report,
of subsidies, we assessed if the implemented analysis is indeed an evaluation 120. Cases
where only an assessment based on monitoring data was reported or where no explicit
procedure of evaluation was visible were not selected.
Based on this information, 47 of the 61 State aid schemes in the federal report on
subsidies indicate that full evaluations are carried out. With a budget of 25,099.159
billion EUR, these 47 schemes have a share of 78.6 percent of the overall budget in the
years 2017 to 2020 of the 61 subsidies identified as State aid.
The most common setting for the evaluations is an external evaluation carried out by
independent evaluators, which is chosen in 45 of the 47 cases.
The status of the evaluation depends on how advanced the related scheme is. Some of
the schemes run for years or even decades, others are new. Some already have
evaluations finalised, others do not. In some cases, the “finalised” evaluations might be
rather interim than ex-post evaluations. Otherwise, they might be a few years old as
the respective scheme is evaluated every five or six years. This distinction is hardly
possible on the basis for the information given in the report.
Table 22 (Annex A) Completed evaluations
Status

Finalised
Planned
Total

Number of
schemes

30
17
47

Total amount (2017-2017)
million €
20,548.8
4,550.3
25,099.2

Total amount (2017-2020) –
percent
81.9%
18.1%
100.0%

Source: own analysis based on the information in (Bundesministerium der Finanzen 2019)

In terms of amount of financing, the most important sectors where State aid schemes
are evaluated are energy-related schemes in the field of housing and economy. As far
as the number of schemes – and evaluations – is concerned, the transport field also
plays an important role. The table shows that some of the schemes are quite huge.

The explanatory text to the single schemes varies. Some only give very short notes, other more
comprehensive descriptions. We tend to interpret the way the different units are writing about their
evaluation activities as a good indicator for their openness to and knowledge of evaluation.
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Table 23 (Annex A) Policy areas of the completed evaluations
Policy

Housing – energy
Economy - energy
Economy - other
Transport
Agriculture and Nutrition
Economy – regional structure
Economy – technology and innovation
Economy – Sector support
Total

Number of
schemes
2
12
9
12
5
1
5
1
47

Total amount (20172017) – %
32.6%
17.5%
14.2%
13.6%
9.7%
6.1%
6.0%
0.4%
100.0%

Total amount (2017-2020) billion €
8,170.9
4,389.4
3,555.6
3,409.1
2,441.7
1,526.7
1,507.4
98.3
25,099.2

Source: own analysis based on the information in (Bundesministerium der Finanzen 2019)

The following table collects the links to evaluation reports or overviews of some of the
State aid schemes.
Table 24 (Annex A) Links to the evaluation reports
Policy

Housing –
energy
Housing –
energy

Scheme
(short title – not the
full official name)
Energy-efficient
construction and
reconstruction
Energy-efficient urban
development

Agriculture
and nutrition

Joint Task “agricultural
structure and coast
protection”

Economy Regional
structure

Joint Task “improving the
regional economic
structure”

Link

https://www.kfw.de/KfW-Konzern/Service/DownloadCenter/Konzernthemen/Research/Evaluationen/Evaluatio
nen-Energieeffizient-Bauen-und-Sanieren/
https://www.kfw.de/KfW-Konzern/Service/DownloadCenter/Konzernthemen/Research/Evaluationen/Evaluatio
n-Energetische-Stadtsanierung/
There is a specific network and exchange platform for
evaluation in this field:
http://www.men-d.de/index.php?id=14&L=0
https://www.bmwi.de/Redaktion/DE/Artikel/Wirtschaft/ge
meinschaftsaufgabe-evaluierung.html
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7. COUNTRY PROFILE: DENMARK
7.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
7.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
There are no general legal obligations to evaluate public policies in Denmark. This
means that there are no law concerning the requirement to evaluate public policies in
general. However, multiple laws on specific policies contain an obligation to evaluate.
In Denmark there is a strong culture concerning the need to evaluate public policies to
secure legitimacy. This means that most of the public policies, projects and funds will
include a requirement to be evaluated in the initial agreements and subsequent law.
The Rigsrevisionen (an independent institution placed under the Danish Parliament)
audits the State budgets and budgets for publicly financed companies in Denmark. They
only examine accountings.
In Denmark, the legal regulation related to the State aid area is limited and in most
cases the EU law takes precedence. With the State aid Modernisation (SAM) initiative
the European Commission defined new principles and requirements guiding State aid in
the EU. Since 2016, both the requirements regarding evaluations on State aid Schemes
and the transparency requirement were implemented in Denmark according to the
Commission’s guidelines. Before 2016, there were no national laws prescribing
evaluations of State aid schemes.
7.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
As of 2020, there are no national legal requirements to undertake evaluations of State
aid in Denmark. The implementation of the EU requirement to evaluate aid over the
amount of EUR 150 million is therefore the only legal requirement to evaluate State aid
schemes 121. However, in Denmark a State aid scheme will be presented in a political
agreement. The agreement will usually include a description of the obligation to
evaluate the scheme. Political agreements are not binding, but they most often lead up
to a law. Only if the law contains an obligation to evaluate, the evaluation is binding.
Generally, there exists a strong culture for evaluation in Denmark and most of the big
projects and initiatives are evaluated both on a national and a local level. The Danish
State aid system is however to a large extent built around trust and no legal procedures
are made to enforce the EU obligation to evaluate.

7.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
7.2.1. National organisation for State aid
In Denmark the State aid Division at the Ministry of Business, Industry and Financial
Affairs are the central administration on matters of State aid. The State aid Division
offers legal advice to the national awarding bodies, especially when there is doubt about
whether initiatives, legislation or public funding entail State aid. They do however not
evaluate State aid schemes or systematically monitor the legal requirements to evaluate
the larger systems of aid. The NCA (the Danish Consumer and Competition Authority)
is responsible for enforcing the national competition law, including for domestic

121The

State
aid
Handbook,
2017.
Accessed
https://em.dk/media/10141/statsstoettehaandbog-2017.pdf
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at:

competition distorting aid. The NCA does however not have competence on the EU State
aid rules.
The implementation of the GBER had direct effects on the State aid Division and the
Ministry of Business, Industry and Financial Affairs, as the compulsory evaluation of
large aid was implemented into the State aid Division and the Ministry. There exists
however no national legal basis for the obligations.
Normally, the political agreements behind larger public funds and State aid schemes
includes a description of one or several evaluations of the fund. An example is the
political agreement from 2018 introducing the scheme called “the Broadband Fund”.
The agreement imposes an evaluation of the fund and its effects carried out in 2020.
The fund is administrated under the Danish Energy Agency. Likewise, most of the other
public funds are organised under the different Danish agencies. Another example is the
aid program called “the Energy Technology Development and Demonstration Fund”,
which was agreed upon in a political agreement from 2007, followed by a new law. This
latter affirms that the Ministry of Climate, Energy and Utilities (previously Ministry of
Transport and Energy) should determine the guidelines for an evaluation of the
programme. The programme has been evaluated every fourth year since it was funded.
7.2.2. Available capacity
The authorities responsible for the evaluation are the associated agencies or ministries.
Most public agencies have their own department of evaluation.
In some cases, the agency internally evaluates the effects of the fund, while in other
cases the agency or ministry relies on external evaluators. The Broadband Fund was
evaluated by the Energy Agency in 2019 122. The evaluation was welcomed with a lot of
criticism in the public due to its positive conclusions, despite the other sources’ negative
claims. The different evaluations on the Energy Technology Development and
Demonstration Fund have been made by a collaboration of different external evaluators.
7.2.3. The role of other actors
The different Ministries can request Rigsrevisionen (an independent institution placed
under the Danish parliament) to audit any public fund or scheme. Rigsrevisionen,
however, solely focuses on financial accounting.

7.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
7.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
There are not any guidelines on how to evaluate State aid Schemes in Denmark.
Instead, Denmark uses the guidelines on a common methodological approach to
evaluate State aid elaborated by the European Commission 123.

Accessed
the
17.03.2020
at:
https://ens.dk/sites/ens.dk/files/Tele/evaluering_af_bredbaandspuljen_2019.pdf
123Accessed
the
17.03.2020
at:
https://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/modernisation/state_aid_evaluation_methodology_da.pdf
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7.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
7.4.1. The evaluation process
In Denmark most evaluations of larger State aid schemes are enforced in the political
agreement, which lays behind the scheme. Most often the political agreement will turn
into a law, legally enforcing the obligation to evaluate the State aid scheme. However,
even if the law does not mention the evaluation, larger State Sid schemes will always
be evaluated. The process is not described in any national legislation, but it is the normal
practice behind State aid schemes and other public funds. This means that the
evaluation of a State aid schemes is typically initiated by the time the scheme is
proposed and decided upon in the political agreement. The actual evaluation is however
made later - usually annually or before a new political decision is going to decide the
future of the fund, which is also stated in the initial political agreement (sometimes in
the law).
The evaluations can both be carried out by a public agency or an external evaluator.
There are no legal obligations with respect to the evaluation process (including steering
group, external experts and so on). However, Denmark has a strong culture for
evaluation and most evaluations use external experts and other solutions to ensure
quality. If stated in the agreement or law behind the State aid scheme, the evaluation
will be made annually or before a new political agreement regarding the possible
continuation of the scheme.
7.4.2. The use of the evaluation
As mentioned, the results of the evaluation are at the basis of the political decision to
maintain or dismiss the State aid scheme in the future. Although the use of the
evaluation is not strictly formalised, it has an important role in the political choices.

7.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
7.5.1. Strengths
Denmark has a strong culture for evaluation and both State aid schemes and other
public policies are usually evaluated. The GBER therefore did not lead to major changes
in the Danish practice and the implementation of the new requirements went smoothly.
Today almost all bigger State aid schemes will be evaluated in Denmark.
The use of the evaluation will often be mentioned in the political agreement behind the
scheme and most often evaluations are used as the basis of a political decision about
the future of a State aid scheme.
7.5.2. Weaknesses
There are no legal guidelines on how to evaluate a State aid scheme, such as, for
example, whether the evaluator should be external to the scheme or not. Sometimes
this leads to a disagreement when internal agencies evaluate funds that they
administrate themselves.
Furthermore, there are no national rules about how the State aid evaluations should be
used. Most often, they will be included in the political process deciding the future of the
State aid scheme. This is however not binding and sometimes evaluations are not
discussed and used due to a disagreement between the findings of the evaluation and
a political perspective or wish.
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7.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
−
−

−
−
−

−

−

−

−

−

−

−

The effects of the Growth Forum: An evaluation made by the Danish regions on the Growth
https://www.regioner.dk/media/3622/effekter-afForum
in
2015:
vaekstforuminvesteringer-2011-2015-2-udgave.pdf
Evaluation on Pesticide Research Program 2016: on behalf of the Envioronmental Procection
Agency the external evaluator Damvad Analytics evaluated the State aid scheme “Pesticide
Research Program” 2013-2015.: https://www2.mst.dk/Udgiv/publikationer/2016/05/97887-93435-74-2.pdf
Evaluation on ‘better-housing’ (Bedrebolig) 2016: an evaluation made by NIRAS on the
https://ens.dk/sites/ens.dk/files/Energibesparelser/bedreboligbetter-housing-initiative:
evalueringsrapport.pdf
The Evaluation of the VE-Permit Scheme 2016: The external evaluationer LaurizenConsulting
evaluated the VE-Permit Scheme. The aim of the scheme was to support the green transition:
https://www.ft.dk/samling/20161/almdel/efk/bilag/170/1731809.pdf
Evaluation of MUDP (the Environmental- Technology Development and Demonstration
Program) 2017: The evaluation was carried out by the external evaluators Damvad Analytics
and NIRAS in 2017. It evaluates the effect of the initiatives that the fund supported from
2007-2016,
the
fund
was
evaluation
in
2013
as
well:
https://ecoinnovation.dk/media/187290/evaluering-2017-rapport-final-31-oktober2017.pdf
Evaluation on INNOBOOSTER 2017: INNOBOOSTER is a project under the Innovation Fund
in Denmark. The evaluation was made by the external evaluator IrisGroup:
https://innovationsfonden.dk/sites/default/files/201807/brugernes_oplevelse_af_innobooster_0.pdf
Midterm Evaluation on MADE (Manufactering Academy Denmark) 2017: MADE is a project
under the Innovation Fund in Denmark. MADE focuses on development and innovation. The
midterm
evaluation
was
made
by
Damvad
Analytics:
https://innovationsfonden.dk/sites/default/files/2018-08/midtvejsevaluering-af-made.pdf
Review of the economic effects of the public funding for private research and innovation: The
evaluation was made by Professor Hans Christian Kongsted from CBS in 2018. The evaluation
focusing on the effect evaluations made on State aid schemes during the last 10 years:
https://ufm.dk/publikationer/2018/review-af-viden-om-okonomiske-effekter-afvirkemidler-til-fremme-af-privat-fou
The evaluation of the Broadband Fund from 2019: The evaluation was carried out by the
Energy Agency in 2019. It evaluates the effects of the Broadband fund. The Evaluation was
made before an important decision as to whether the fund should keep its funding in 2020.:
https://ens.dk/sites/ens.dk/files/Tele/evaluering_af_bredbaandspuljen_2019.pdf
The evaluation of EUDP (the Energy Technology Development and Demonstration Fund)
2019: Made by the external evaluators Damvad Analytics and Muusmann. The evaluation
was number three of the evaluations on the fund (previously ones were made in 2011 and
2015): https://ens.dk/sites/ens.dk/files/Tilskud/evaluering_af_eudp_2019.pdf
Midterm evaluation on the Danish Regional Fund 2014-2020: The evaluation was made in
2019
by
the
external
evaluator
COWI:
https://regionalt.erhvervsstyrelsen.dk/sites/default/files/midtvejsevaluering_af_regionalfon
den_2014-2020_v1.1.pdf
The Ministry of Business, Industry and Financial Affairs annual report on business support
and aid 2019: Annually the Ministry publishes a report on the effects of their different funding
schemes
supporting
Danish
business
and
start-ups.
The
latest
report:
https://em.dk/media/13309/redegoerelse_om_erhvervsfremme_og_stoette_2019_finala.pdf
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8. COUNTRY PROFILE: ESTONIA
8.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
8.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
Estonia has developed common principles of legislative policy and long-term principles
that the public sector has to consider upon planning its activities. The Rules for Good
Legislative Practice and Legislative Drafting (regulation 180, 22.12.2011), in force from
2012, regulates the requirements for legislative intent, concept, impact assessment and
ex-post impact assessment. A formal methodology of impact assessment which also
covers ex post evaluation and regulatory oversight was endorsed by the government in
December 2012 124. Preliminary impact assessment is prepared for all primary laws and
selected subordinate regulations and ex-post evaluation is mandatory for some
regulations since 2012; implementation of regulatory impact assessments is more
advanced in Estonia as compared to ex-post evaluations. 125 However, no specific legal
obligations are set for the evaluation of State aid schemes in Estonia.
The field of State aid is regulated in Estonia by the Competition Act that was adopted
in 2001 (RT I 2001, 56, 332; the most recent version is from 15 March 2019 – RT I,
13.03.2019, 92). The scope of application of the Act is the safeguarding of competition
in the interest of free enterprise upon the extraction of natural resources, manufacture
of goods, provision of services and sale and purchase of products and services and the
preclusion and elimination of the prevention, limitation or restriction of competition in
other economic activities, as well as the processing of and liability for claims arising
from damages (§ 1). Chapter 6 of the Act is focused on State aid issues, defining State
aid, de minimis aid, grantors, submission of notice on State aid to the EC, etc.
According to § 49 (Reporting on State aid), the Ministry of Finance is expected to
prepare reports on State aid corresponding to the EC Regulation No 794/2004, based
on data from the register of State aid and de minimis aid. The latter is a national register
established by the Government in which records of the grant and use of State aid and
de minimis State aid shall be maintained. The register is operational since 2009.
The Ministry of Finance is expected to submit an overview of State aid and de minimis
aid granted in Estonia to the Government of the Republic once a year.
Neither the Competition Act nor other acts establish specific rules for the evaluation of
State aid schemes. This was also confirmed by the communication with the Estonian
Ministry of Finance that stated: “We would like to inform you that in Estonia we have
no national experience in evaluating State aid schemes and the efficiency in the
implementation of the evaluation requirements from legal, organisational and technical
perspective”.

8.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
8.2.1. National organisation for State aid
The institutional setup for regulatory oversight generally includes:

https://www.just.ee/sites/www.just.ee/files/elfinder/article_files/mojude_hindamise_metoodika.pdf
OECD (2018), OECD Regulatory Policy Outlook 2018. Country profile: Estonia.
https://www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/estonia-country-note-regulatory-policy-2018.pdf
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1) The Legislative Quality Division of the Ministry of Justice that takes the lead role in
regulatory oversight in Estonia; it also reviews the quality of regulatory impact
assessments and is responsible for the systematic improvement and evaluation of
regulatory policy.
2) The Strategy Unit at the Government Office of Estonia complements this work by
coordinating stakeholders’ engagement in policy making across government.
3) The Legal and Research Department of the Estonian Parliament provides opinions
and advice on the legal quality of draft laws and on accompanying evaluations.
4) National Audit Office exercises economic control regarding the legal and effective
use of the public funds.
Issues of State aid are in Estonia specifically coordinated by the Public Procurement and
State aid Department of the Ministry of Finance. Aid related to agriculture, forestry and
fishery is processed by the Ministry of Agriculture. The Ministry of Economic Affairs and
Communications is responsible for processing the aid granted in the transport sector.
According to the Statutes of the Ministry of Finance (RT I, 29.12.2011, 136; latest
version RT I, 13.02.2020, 3), the Public Procurement and State aid Department: a)
develops policy, b) prepares draft legislation, c) advises persons and institutions, d)
coordinates the activity of state authorities in the area State aid, and e) organises the
activity of the register of State aid and de minimis aid (§ 26).
There are no explicit provisions regarding the obligation to evaluate State aid schemes.

8.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
8.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
As stated in Section 1, according to the Competition Act (§ 49): The Ministry of Finance
shall submit an overview of State aid and de minimis aids granted in Estonia to the
Government of the Republic once a year.
The report for 2018 was published on 17 September 2019 126 and provides foremost a
statistical overview of the State aid and de minimis aid granted, without evaluating its
management nor impact. The analytical sections of the Report provide an overview of
the aid granted (in total, by the nature of aid, by sectors, by grantors, and recent
trends), and comparisons with other EU countries based on the State aid Scoreboard.
There are no further details nor guidelines provided.

8.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
8.4.1. The evaluation process
There is no specific process of the national evaluation of State aid.

126

https://www.rahandusministeerium.ee/system/files_force/document_files/ulevaade_2018._aastal_eestis
_antud_riigiabist_ja_vahese_tahtsusega_abist_vv-le.pdf?download=1
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8.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
8.5.1. Strengths
Regulatory impact assessments are more advanced and common in Estonia as
compared to ex-post evaluations as integral part of policy processes.
8.5.2. Weaknesses
There is no specific legal framework for the reporting and the assessment of the State
aid schemes, although assessment could be presented in the annual report submitted
to the Government.
The existing personnel of the Department is already busy with existing functions, but
enlargement of the Department is not feasible due to overall austerity measures.

8.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
There are no ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes available for Estonia. Some
specific studies have been carried out by the State Audit Office, such as:
−

Audit on “Activities of government in the development of national airlines 127” (2016)
where they conclude the Estonian support to national airline AS Estonian Air in the
amount 84.9 million euros was against the rules of the European Union, and could
have been avoided if the Government had complied with the principles of the State
Assets Act and made sure that giving money and loans to AS Estonian Air was
purposeful, expedient, economical and lawful.

−

Audit on “Assessment of risks related to the utilisation of State aid allocated for bus
transport 128” (2001).
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https://www.riigikontroll.ee/DesktopModules/DigiDetail/FileDownloader.aspx?AuditId=2386&FileId=1363
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https://www.riigikontroll.ee/DesktopModules/DigiDetail/FileDownloader.aspx?FileId=10629&AuditId=162
1

137

9. COUNTRY PROFILE: GREECE
Introduction
Greece is a centralised country where public policies are administered, primarily, at a
central level. However, some shared competences are experienced, since some
decentralised public entities are in charge of handling public policies. With respect to
State aid schemes, there is a central body in charge of administering and supervising
the interventions, but competences are shared with some decentralised agencies.

9.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
9.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
There are no generic legal provisions for mandatory policy evaluations in the sense of
either ex post result/impact evaluation or ex ante impact assessment. There are two
cases of interest:
−

An explicit ex-ante impact assessment is mandatory for the protection of the
environment: any manufacturing activity needs to prepare a study demonstrating
its potential impact on the environment, submit it to the Regional Authority (or
the Ministry for larger investments) and receive the authorisation to proceed
(legal provisions by Law 4014/2011 and Development Law 4635/2019);

−

For EU-supported development funding, the national administration follows the
rules of each ESI fund regarding evaluations.

With respect to State aid, there is no explicit national legislation either imposing or
prescribing rules regarding ex-post evaluations. Because of their nature and size,
almost all support schemes fall either under the De Minimis rule, or, in the case of State
aid support schemes, under the GBER provisions, and are not subject to a mandatory
ex-post evaluation.
Now there are only two schemes which need ex-post evaluations under EU rules (GBER
EUR 150 million ceiling per year), namely:
1)

State aid SA.49935, Superfast Broadband (SFBB) Project, because it is
considered as an innovative measure requiring evaluation and

2)

State aid SA.47412, “General Entrepreneurship” of Development law 4399/2016
because of its budget being above the GBER threshold.

9.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
There are not any procedures to enforce the obligation to evaluate, since evaluation is
not mandatory.

9.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
9.2.1. National organisation for State aid
State aid policy is organised to comply with competition rules and the ex-ante
compatibility assessment. Responsibilities for the ex-post evaluations follow the same
organisational setup. Law 4635/2019 129 (Investing in Greece and other provisions)
foresees the necessary organisation stipulating that the responsibility for calls for
129

https://www.taxheaven.gr/law/4635/2019
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tenders or proposals referring to State aid funded by the National Development Plan lie
with the competent Ministry or Regional Authority. The Law does not make any sectoral
distinction, it foresees that it is horizontally applicable to all private investments
supported by the National Development Plan, independently from geographical, sectoral
or other dimensions.
There is one central authority dealing with State aid, namely the Central State aid Unit
(Centralised) within the Ministry of Finance. For the compatibility assessment, there are
decentralised units responsible for ensuring compatibility of their internal support
mechanisms:
−

Decentralised State aid Units (DSAU) – competent services for State aid cases in
many Ministries that fund activities that may fall under the State aid provisions.
The most relevant decentralised unit is the one dealing with ESIF.

−

Regional Units (Decentralised) – which are actually not organised as State aid
units, but should ex-ante compatibility or ex-post evaluations be needed (in the
latter this is a theoretical case, it has never been the case until now), the Regional
Authority together with the ESIF Managing Authority would deal with the matter
in cooperation with the Central State aid Unit.

An Inter-ministerial Committee for State aid is composed of the Minister of Finance
(currently responsibility by the Deputy Secretary General of the Ministry of Finance),
the Ministers of Foreign Affairs, Development, Infrastructure, Transport and Networks
and the respective Ministers for individual investments. The Secretary of the Committee
shall be the official of the Central State aid Unit. The Committee has a mandate to
investigate and resolve:
−

State aid issues that have a significant impact on the economic activity of the
country, i.e. give an opinion on compatibility assessment;

−

State aid cases where there are different approaches between the competent
authorities and the Central State aid Unit and/or the competent authorities
among themselves;

−

Topics negotiated at a high level with the competent bodies of the European
Commission.

The Committee may invite, on a case-by-case basis, representatives of Public Agencies,
Independent Authorities and Public Enterprises to consider issues of specific interest. It
shall be convened at the invitation of the Head of the Central State aid Unit or one of
the members of the Commission. The head of the Central State aid Unit attends all
committee meetings as rapporteur without the right to vote. The decisions of the
Commission are binding on all the parties involved. Written minutes shall be kept,
detailing the reasons that led to the decision. The decisions of the Commission shall be
taken by majority, in accordance with the provisions of the Code of Administrative
Procedure.
Central State aid Unit (CSAU)
The Central State aid Unit, located in the Ministry of Finance, is the competent authority
for coordinating all State aid schemes in Greece and the unique contact point for State
aid issues with European Commission (EC) and other European or international
institutions. Its detailed responsibilities are presented in Appendix 1. CSAU
examines/assesses every draft State aid measure for its compatibility with State aid
rules and expresses an opinion, which is attached to the draft measure. Since 2014,
CSAU is responsible for all communication with DG COMP, including the notification of
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measures to EC through State aid Notification Interactive (SANI). CSAU, in cooperation
with the Decentralised State aid Units (DSAU – competent services for State aid cases
in most Ministries), coordinates the granting authorities and the State aid cases.
CSAU, in cooperation with the Decentralised State aid Units (DSAU – competent services
for State aid cases in the majority of Ministries), coordinates the granting authorities
and the State aid cases, for: Compensation of damages caused by natural disaster,
Culture, Employment, Environmental protection - including energy savings, Regional
development, Research and development - including innovation, Sectoral development,
SMEs - risk capital, Social support to individual consumers and Training. The granting
authorities are responsible to select an independent body to assess the aid instrument
for compatibility with State aid rules i.e. investment incentives scheme. The CSAU is
the unique contact point for the evaluation issues with European Commission.
The CSAU does not implement either compatibility assessments or evaluations; the
evaluator must be an independent body, i.e. academic or private sector. Therefore,
there is no evaluation unit in the CSAU, but there are experts in evaluation coordinating
the competent authorities. The methodology used follows the EU guidelines.
State aid Special Service (SASS)
SASS is one of the decentralised units, which has a significant role to play because of
its dealing with the ESIF. The main responsibility of the SASS is the State aid
compatibility assessment of all ESIF co-funded programmes. SASS supports the
competent Managing Authorities in charge of managing State aid withing the Regional
Operational Programs, by providing them with the necessary information, participating
in Monitoring and Approval Committees established by decision of the Ministry of
Economy, Development and Tourism, on State aid contracts including those concluded
with an Intermediate State aid Management Body (Law 4314/2014).
9.2.2. Available capacity
SASS has four units:
−

Unit A: Co-financed State aid Actions

−

Unit B: Co-financed Entrepreneurship and Financing Actions

−

Unit C: Other State aid Actions - Support

−

Unit D: Information Systems

SASS is internally only responsible for the evaluations of the financial instruments for
the Programming Period 2014-2020 (Equity fund, Guarantee F.I., Funded Risk Sharing
Loan product, Guarantee F.I. for EARDF). Its staff shall be 25 persons (20 persons of
University Education, 3 persons of Technological Education and 2 persons of Secondary
Education). A pool of experts participates in the evaluation process, manages the
process and reassures compliance with the applicable rules. In terms of content SASS
has competencies in the following areas: Culture, Employment, Environmental
protection - including energy savings, Regional development, Research and
development - including innovation, Sectoral development, SMEs and risk capital
instruments, Social support to individual consumers and Training.
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9.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
9.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
There are no national rules or legislation for the evaluation of State aid instruments
mandatory in Greece. The two schemes currently evaluated and those expected to be
evaluated in the future follow the recommendations and methodology of the EU
Directorate General for Competition.
Accordingly, there are no national guidelines.

9.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
9.4.1. The evaluation process
Projects, which may involve the transfer and disposal of state resources to public or
private entities engaged in economic activity, including guarantees, grants,
concessions, tax and other exemptions, privatisations or investments, are subject to
State aid compatibility assessments. Most Greek schemes fall under the GBER
exemptions. There have been only two cases which, in agreement with DG COMP, are
in the process of being evaluated ex-post.
The procedure for the evaluation of State aid is as follows:
−
−
−

The process may be an open call or a direct contract;
The Decentralised Unit monitors and accepts the evaluation submitted by the
evaluator;
CSAU oversees the process and submits the results to the European Commission.

9.4.2. The use of the evaluation
Findings are submitted to the European Commission in order to comply with the EU
rules. As there have been no finalised ex post evaluations their use for national
authorities cannot be assessed. However, the relevant units believe that the evaluations
will prove very useful for future policy design.

9.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
9.5.1. Strengths
Both units dealing with State aid agree that the main strength of the EU rules for the
evaluation of State aid instruments is their content, because it improves policy making
and ensures the respect of competition. At the same time, DG COMP and the Joint
Research Centre provide valuable competence for evaluation.
9.5.2. Weaknesses
First, the lack of specific national rules is a weakness for the evaluation of State aid
instruments in Greece. Weaknesses also include the deadlines set by the Commission
for the evaluation reports, which are too strict and occasionally unrealistic. Often there
are no concrete results of the aid in the short run, hence the evaluations lack a real
impact dimension. Additional weaknesses include increased administrative burden and
confidentiality issues. Methodological problems include lack of expertise and risk of bias
i.e. due to sampling, low response rates in surveys and data availability. Improvements
can be achieved if evaluation results from Member States are communicated to other
countries’ evaluation authorities. Stronger collaboration with the DG Competition will
provide a solid foundation for future evaluations.
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9.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
Currently, two State aid schemes are under evaluation:
−

The Development Law, which the CSAU has commended directly from a
competent consulting company for a budget of € 60.000.

−

The Superfast Broadband, which is evaluated by the Ministry of Digital Policy &
Media.

However, they are both inscribed in the GBER regulation rules.
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10. COUNTRY PROFILE: SPAIN
10.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
10.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
In Spain there is an obligation to monitor and assess State aid schemes, but not to
carry out impact evaluations of public policies and State aid, even if this type of
evaluation is becoming a more common practice in recent years, especially for RTDI
and health policy.
The Spanish system of State aid control is based on an extended management control
approach, which requires financial and output verifications in each granting authority
but does not require the evaluation of the socio-economic impacts of State aid
measures. Consequently, when not differently specified in the text, the word
“evaluation” has to be intended as monitoring of achieved financial and physical
objectives and not as impact evaluation.
In Spain several actors at different territorial levels (state, regional or local) advocate
and /or participate in evaluation processes, however, there “is no national common legal
and administrative framework that promotes a public culture of evaluation and improves
the efficient development of the evaluation of the results of public policies” (Genaro
Moya and López Hernández, 2019).
In fact, the Spanish Government’s priorities are controlling, supervising and assessing
State aid schemes in order to avoid distortions and safeguard the well-functioning of
markets (Callol, Cañadas & Moya, 2019) 130.
In Spain, the legal framework for subsidies/State aid is the basic State law: Law
38/2003, of November 17th, General Law of Subsidies 131 and its Development
Regulation, Royal Decree 887/2006, of July 21st. However, apart from this basic State
law, the evaluation of State aid, in its different phases, is determined by different norms
of legal and regulatory rank, as well as the equivalent regional regulations, applicable
in the fields corresponding to the Regional Governments.
The General Law of Subsidies (Law 38/2003, of November 17th) establishes, for the
Public Administrations, the obligation to elaborate a strategic plan of subsidies (PES),
indicating the objectives, effects, terms, estimated costs and funding sources, in
coherence with the objectives of budgetary stability. In fact, every Ministry in Spain
must design a 3-year Strategic State aid Plan (Plan Estratégico de Subvenciones, from
now PES) and submits an annual report on its implementation. Therefore, in Spain State
aid are organised through these strategic plans, which must be coordinated by other
Administrations, and be consistent with multiannual ministerial programs. The same
applies to the regional governments, as they elaborate and approve strategic subsidies
plans 132.
Callol, P., Cañadas, M. & Moya, L., (2019). Callol, Coca & Asociados SLP. State aid-Spain.
https://gettingthedealthrough.com/area/67/jurisdiction/21/state-aid-spain/
131
General Subsidies Law. Ley General de Subvenciones –Ley 38/2013 of November 17th.
https://www.oficinavirtual.pap.hacienda.gob.es/sitios/oficinavirtual/esES/CatalogoSistemasInformacion/TESEOnet/Documents/LGS-consolidado.pdf. In Spanish law the term
"public aid" is defined as a synonym for subsidies (subvenciones in Spanish), even if subsidy is a broader
concept of State aid, as stated in the UE law.
132
See
for
example,
the
case
of
the
Balearic
Islands
government,
http://www.caib.es/govern/sac/fitxa.do?codi=3289478&coduo=218&lang=es. In this case, the Balearic
PES specifies the duration of subsidies, their objectives and the expected effects to achieve, the deadlines
130
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The PESs of the different Ministries are published on the websites of the Ministries and
on the national Transparency Portal 133.
Each Ministry must prepare its own plan (PES) and can approve one strategic plan for
the Ministry as a whole or several strategic plans for every general directorate or agency
within the Ministry; this, for instance, is the case of the RTDI policy and the PES of the
State Research Agency (AEI). The PES must include: a) strategic objectives (the
‘expected impact’), b) subsidy schemes; c) monitoring and evaluation approach
(evaluation is generally based on output indicators to assess the degree of achievement
of the objectives; d) results of the evaluation of the previous plans.
The control of these PESs is under the responsibility of the General Controller of the
State Administration (IGAE) and focuses on financial aspects. IGAE is an independent
body that, since 1989, is responsible for controlling the correct use of funds received
by the beneficiaries of subsidies and public grants from the national administration and
other national public bodies. IGAE has the responsibility 134 for “internal control of the
economic and financial management of the state public sector, with full autonomy from
the authorities and other entities whose management IGAE controls”. The IGAE annually
defines a plan of audits and financial controls of public subsidies.
In addition, each year the Ministries must elaborate a report on their strategic plans
that must be submitted to the Ministry of Finance and Budgets and to the Parliament.
The Ministry of Finance indicates strategic plans that the IGAE has to monitor in depth,
and the IGAE itself sets the criteria to determine which subsidies should be subject to
more detailed control. Since 2019, the year of publication of a methodological guide by
IGAE 135, the assessment report has to examine the degree of fulfilment of the strategic
objectives according to the indicators specified in the PES (generally output indicators).
Assessment reports published before that date were mainly focused on financial
monitoring and legal compliance.
Additionally, at the national level, the National Commission of Markets and Competition
(Comisión Nacional de los Mercados y de la Competencia, CNMC) has, among its
functions, the analysis of the impact of public aid on competition. In particular, article
11.2 of the Law on the Defense of Competition urges the issuance of an annual report
on public aid granted in Spain aimed at improving its degree of transparency. Hence,
the CNMC submits to the Parliament and Senate an annual report on State aid in Spain.
As Callol et al. (2019) 136 indicate, additionally, “the granting administrative authority can
carry out ex-post control under article 106 of Law No. 39/2015 of 1st of October 2015
on the Common Administrative Procedure (Law No. 39/2015) of its own acts. Article
106 allows public authorities to review their own acts ex officio or at the request of an
interested party”.
Furthermore, the Research State Agency (Agencia Estatal de Investigación, AEI)
created by Royal Decree 1067/2015, of November 27th, reports to the Ministry of
for achieving them, the foreseeable costs and the sources of financing, all within the framework of the
objectives of the budgetary stability and multi-year budget programming.
133
The
information
about
these
PES
can
be
found
in:
https://transparencia.gob.es/transparencia/transparencia_Home/index/PublicidadActiva/Contratos/Subve
nciones/PlanesSubvenciones.html.
134 According to article 140.2 of Law 47/2003, of November 26th, the General Budgetary Law.
135 IGAE (2019). Guía General para la Elaboración, Seguimiento, Control, Evaluación y Publicidad de los
Planes estratégicos de Subvenciones. Available at: https://www.igae.pap.hacienda.gob.es/sitios/igae/esES/Control/CFPyAP/Documents/PES%20%20GU%C3%8DA%20GENERAL%20201920528.pdf#search=guia%20evaluacion.
136 Callol, P., Cañadas, M. & Moya, L., (2019). Callol, Coca & Asociados SLP. State aid-Spain.
https://gettingthedealthrough.com/area/67/jurisdiction/21/state-aid-spain/

144

Science, Innovation and Universities. This Agency is the instrument for the
modernisation of State R&D policies in Spain, in charge of financing, evaluating,
granting and monitoring scientific and technical research activities. In all aid granted by
the AEI, including those governed by the GBER, the beneficiary is subjected to
verifications performed by the awarding body, as well as to the control of the General
Controller of the State Administration and the Court of Auditors and, where appropriate,
of the European Commission. The AEI carries out an annual evaluation report on RTDI
activities financed by State aid (or subsidies), the latest one published in 2019 and
based on 2018 data; in fact, public aid and subsidies granted for RTDI activities have a
longer evaluation tradition in Spain (evaluation in terms of legal compliance, in terms
of effective competition and so on, as well as in terms of scientific impacts and
employment 137).
Till 2017 Spain had a State Agency for the Evaluation of Public Policies and Quality of
Services (AEVAL) that was responsible for the performance evaluation and impact
analysis of public policies and programs. However, for various reasons - lack of
resources, lack of trained personnel, lack of independence and political support - the
Agency has not delivered the expected results. Hence, it was closed down in July 2017.
As Genaro Moya and López Hernández (2019) stated, the AEVAL carried out 39
evaluations on public policies and programs in various areas of the public sector, as well
as external evaluations of the public services and methodological evaluation guides for
public policies. Garde Roca and Ruiz Martínez (2019: 264) indicated that its main failure
“must be placed at the institutional and governance levels and placed in a context of
crisis and a certain setback for public regulatory and management entities, as well as
of the democratic quality of the institutions themselves”.
10.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
The need for financial controls is determined by the applicable regulations in force. Thus,
the General Law of Subsidies, among others, establishes the control of subsidies before
and during the concession, provides for the existence of infractions and the imposition
of sanctions, and assigns, in Title III, the role of ex-post financial control and
assessment of the achieved objectives of the subsidies to the IGAE.
For its part, Royal Decree RD 887/2006 regulates the Advisory Board of Subsidies (Junta
Consultiva de Subvenciones), which is not mandatory to be consulted, and that prepares
reports related to subsidies/State aid, but referring to projects of regulatory
modification or management, not sanctions or control. The same Royal Decree
establishes the obligation for the Ministries to elaborate PESs, which may lead to
suppression, if the subsidies do not reach the targets, of these plans. These reports
respond to the requirements of the Commission. Finally, the general guide published
and approved by IGAE (IGAE, 2019) states that IGAE will carry out evaluations of results
in terms of achievement of objectives established according to indicators included in
PES.
To our knowledge, there is no proposal to amend the national legislation on State aid
and subsidies; consequently, no near future changes in State aid legislation are
expected.

137http://www.ciencia.gob.es/stfls/MICINN/AEI/ficheros/Informe_General_Actividad_AEI_2018.pdf
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10.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
10.2.1. National organisation for State aid
The national level
The management control of State aid is carried out by both the national and
autonomous (regional) authorities, within their sphere of competence, according to the
granting of the aid. Thus, at the national level the IGAE would carry out this ex-post
control of the aid granted at the State level, while in the CCAAs (regions in Spain), the
general Controller of each region would do the same within its territory.
The IGAE has functional autonomy and professional independence, it is enclosed, for
administrative and budgetary and organic purposes, as a Senior Management Center,
to the Ministry of Finance: https://www.igae.pap.hacienda.gob.es/sitios/igae/esES/Paginas/inicio.aspx.
One of the essential characteristics of the IGAE is its decentralised organisation. The
management and functional coordination are carried out from the central services;
however, the execution of the attributed functions is carried out through the central,
regional and territorial delegated comptrollers, thereby facilitating and promoting the
constitutional principle of de-concentration in management.
At the national level, the National Commission on Markets and Competition (CNMC in
Spanish) performs the task of monitoring and evaluating the effects of public aid on the
proper functioning of the markets. The CNMC must submit to the Parliament and Senate
an annual report on State aid in Spain 138. It began its operations on 7 October 2013, so
they have been carrying out the annual reports on State aid since 2014. In the field of
State aid, it analyses the effects of public aid on market competition, collects, and
disseminates statistical data, contributing to the acknowledgement of good practices in
complying with competition and efficient economic regulation.
Finally, the State Research Agency (AEI) is aimed to support RTDI activities with public
funds. It was created by the Royal Decree 1067/2015, of November 27th and manages
open calls of grants/subsidies that could be considered State aid, although they are a
minority. The vast majority of aids and subsidies from the AEI is directed to Research
Organisations of a public or private nature. The AEI manages also three aid schemes,
which are compatible with the internal market and are exempt from the notification
obligation of the GBER.
The AEI implements an annual evaluation plan of its grants in the field of RTDI according
to its mission: promoting scientific and technical research through the competitive and
efficient allocation of public resources, the monitoring of the actions financed and their
impact, and advising on actions or initiatives through which the R&D policies of the
General State Administration are implemented.

The annual reports on State aid can be found at the following link: https://www.cnmc.es/ambitos-deactuacion/promocion-de-la-competencia/ayudas-publicas.
138
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The regional level
At the regional level, every autonomous community has its own regional General
Controller that carries out the same functions as IGAE at the level of the region. As an
example, in the Valencian Community, where it regulates the verification of the subsidy
by the granting body and the role of the general autonomous controller that, in the
event of lack of means may seek help from private audits that will act following its
instructions - Title X of Law 1/2015, of February 6th, of the Generalitat Valenciana,
Public Finance, the Public Instrumental Sector and Subsidies. In the case of Euskadi,
the Vasque Autonomous Region, the Anteproyecto de Ley Reguladora del Régimen de
Subvenciones in Euskadi (2019) 139 regulates the general legal regime of subsidies whose
management and granting corresponds to the Public Administration of the Autonomous
Community of the Basque Country, and there is an annual evaluation report by topics
(public policy) but the latest report available on the website is the 2015 report 140.
Each of these regional controllers are responsible for internal control of the economicfinancial activity of the Autonomous Community (region), its regional bodies and public
entities and public companies, without prejudice to the powers of the Sindicatura de
Cuentas (Audit Office) of the autonomous community and, if it is the case, the Court of
Auditors (Tribunal de Cuentas) 141. The Regional General Controllers carry out the
financial control of the regional subsidies and other State aid that have been granted
by the regional public sector.
Additionally, the Sindicatura de Cuentas of every region (Regional Audit Office or
Regional Court of Accounts) is responsible for the external control of the economic,
financial and accounting activity of the public sector of the region Additionally, the
Sindicatura de Cuentas carries out an external control on subsidies and contracts in the
region, focusing on compliance of audited entities with legislation.
10.2.2. Available capacity
The IGAE staff in 2018, the last year of available data, included 2,001 persons
employed, of which 348 persons have a bachelor degree (4-5 years). Considering the
staff distribution, more than 67% are skilled staff (and civil servants), and this staff had
to pass a state exam on law, accounting, auditing, economics and financial mathematics
in order to become a civil servant in IGAE.
The CNMC is independent from Spain's central government but is subject to
parliamentary control. At the end of fiscal year 2018 (latest annual accounts published),
the CNMC had a workforce of 512 personnel, a total of 193 civil servants and 319
ordinary employees. Among civil servants, around 68% are skilled staff, mainly
specialised in law, economics, and some positions required additional scientific/technical
skills.

Anteproyecto de Ley Reguladora del Régimen de Subvenciones in Euskadi (2019). Available at:
https://www.irekia.euskadi.eus/uploads/attachments/6711/Anteproyecto_Ley_Subvenciones.pdf?143677
3288
140
See:
https://www.euskadi.eus/web01s2oga/es/contenidos/informacion/programas_subvencionales/es_def/index.shtml.
141
The information published by these regional general controllers can be found at:
https://www.igae.pap.hacienda.gob.es/sitios/igae/esES/QuienesSomos/Presentacion/ClnIGCCAA/Paginas/EnlacesEspecificosCCAA.aspx. In most of the regions
through this link you can find the annual monitoring and evaluation report of subsidies and State aid as in
the
case
of
Catalonia.
(http://economia.gencat.cat/web/.content/70_seguiment_control_finances_Generalitat/pla-control/Pla2019/PACIG_2019_RESUM-EXECUTIU_SUBVENCIONS.pdf).
139

147

In 2018, AEI had 211 persons employed, 75 men and 136 women. The Coordination,
Evaluation and Scientific and Technical Monitoring Division responsibilities among
others are: 1) The ex-ante evaluation of all grants/subsidies in terms of results, impacts
(scientific results, employments and so on); 2) The scientific-technical monitoring of
the grants awarded; and 3) The ex-post evaluation of the calls of grants/subsidies/State
aid of the AEI, evaluating the appropriateness of the different instruments, with the
main purpose of adapting the actions of the AEI to those that represent a greater costbenefit for the system. And, as mentioned before, the AEI also carries out an ex-post
scientific impact evaluation of all activities financed by the AEI 142.

10.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
10.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
In June 2016, the CNMC published a methodological document for the evaluation of
State aid, which describes the advantages and disadvantages derived from the granting
of aid and analyses the impact they have on competition, market efficiency and public
finances. The CNMC identified some shortcomings or gaps in the knowledge and
transparency of the regulatory principles for granting aid and, especially in their exante and ex-post evaluation. With the publication of this methodological document they
wanted to improve this knowledge; however, no official impact evaluations according
to these guidelines have been delivered.
According to the CNMC (2016) the value of evaluation lies in its incorporation into the
entire cycle of public policy. When focusing on the ex-ante evaluation of public aid, the
document focuses on predicting the impact based on the information prior to its
application, based on the so-called "State aid balancing test". The approach is carried
out in two directions: qualitative, through the analysis of the principles of efficient
economic regulation (necessity, proportionality, minimal competitive restriction); and
quantitative, through the possible use of econometric and structural models to estimate
potential impacts on aggregated variables such as GDP, employment or productivity.
The ex-post evaluation should be implemented when the program is ongoing or ended.
The ex-post evaluation needs to include different tasks (Khandker et al., 2010): 1)
Monitoring, where intermediate indicators can complement final indicators. 2)
Operational evaluation, to compare final results and the measure implementation with
what was initially planned and find potential gaps between the objectives and the
achievements. 3) Impact evaluation, to measure the impact of the public policy,
comparing the result produced by the aid program with what would have happened in
a “counterfactual” scenario without the aid program.
After analysing pros and cons of all the counterfactual evaluation techniques, the CNMC
(2016) recommends using more than one technique to achieve robustness in the
analysis. Finally, the CNMC states that the last step in the process involves embedding
evaluation in the cycle of policy formulation, and that this framework of ex-ante and
ex-post evaluation should be applied not only to State aid but also to public policies in
general.
The CNMC recommends that data to be used in ex-post evaluations should be collected
from official sources (firm-level data from administrative offices or statistical offices) or

The
last
report
published
is
on
2018
(http://www.ciencia.gob.es/portal/site/MICINN/menuitem.26172fcf4eb029fa6ec7da6901432ea0/?vgnext
oid=15087e8364a50610VgnVCM1000001d04140aRCRD).
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through public information on companies available directly or through consultancy or
market research. The CNMC indicates that the body to conduct the evaluation must be
independent and competent.
Furthermore, as mentioned before, in 2019 the IGAE published a general guide for the
elaboration, monitoring, control and publicity of the strategic subsidy plans (PESs)
(IGAE, 2019) 143. This Guide introduces changes in the assessment procedures,
specifically:
−

“The managing bodies will carry out continuous monitoring of the operational
objectives and indicators of each line of subsidy in order to obtain information
that allows evaluating the achievement of the expected results”;

−

“At the end of each calendar year, the annual report on the execution of the plan
(or report on the degree of progress in the application of the plan) will be issued,
which will record the situation as of that date in relation to the established
objectives and its monitoring indicators”.

The Guide also imposes the obligation to send the annual execution report to the
Ministry of Finance before April 30th of the following year. Additionally, at the end of
the last year of implementation of the plan, the report will reflect the annual
implementation and the final execution of the plan. In addition, a final assessment of
the plan must be carried out to examine the degree of fulfilment of the strategic
objectives in the PESs. The control and evaluation of the objectives of the PESs carried
out by the IGAE will focus at “analysing the adequacy of the objectives, and of the
monitoring and self-evaluation systems developed by the managing bodies, the
verification of the reliability of the execution reports, as well as the evaluation of the
result obtained, the alternatives considered and the effects produced in relation to the
resources used in the management of strategic grant plans” (IGAE, 2019). Finally, this
Guide establishes a calendar for the application of these criteria and hence, it indicates
that the current PESs will remain in force during the period of their application unless
they are replaced; however, they indicate that efforts should be made to adapt the
current PES as their annual updates are prepared.

10.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
10.4.1. The evaluation process
To monitor and evaluate the PES of each Ministry, each Management Centre will monitor
each of the subsidies called for in its field of action annually, stating the progress
achieved in terms of proposed objectives (expected results), based on the indicators
previously determined for this purpose, having to prepare a report, during the first
quarter of the year, comprising the evaluation carried out and the degree of progress
in the application of the plan.
This report is sent to the Ministerial Committee (Commission) for Monitoring and
Coordination of State aid from the particular Ministry normally before March 31st of each
year.
The Committee prepares a report of the evaluation results that it will submit to the
Under-secretariat General of the Ministry together with the proposal to review and
143 IGAE (2019). Guía General para la Elaboración, Seguimiento, Control, Evaluación y Publicidad de los
Planes estratégicos de Subvenciones. Available at: https://www.igae.pap.hacienda.gob.es/sitios/igae/esES/Control/CFPyAP/Documents/PES%20%20GU%C3%8DA%20GENERAL%20201920528.pdf#search=guia%20evaluacion.
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update the (PES), if this is necessary, before April 30th of each year for its submission
to the State Secretariat for Budgets and Expenditure and communicate to the Cortes
Generales (Parliament). On the other hand, for the purposes of monitoring and
evaluating the nominal grants, an explanatory report of the objectives, the costs of
implementation and their sources of financing has to be prepared in accordance with
the provisions of Article 12.2 of the Regulations of the General Law of Subsidies.
A national database of subsidies/State aid - called ‘Sistema Nacional de Publicidad de
Subvenciones’ - guarantees the right of every citizen to know about all State aid
measures (subsidies, grants, etc.) and contributes to the principles of publicity and
transparency of eligible acts. Specifically, it provides information on subsidies granted
by the State public sector since 2014 and by the other Public Administrations. Since
2016 IGAE has to administer and custody this National Subsidies Database (BDNS).
In this regard, Law 15/2014, of September 16th, on the rationalisation of the Public
Sector, modified the regulation of the BDNS. The obligation of Transparency of Public
aid implies that these State aid have to be easy to detect and to submit to public
scrutiny. The BDNS collects references to the regulatory bases of the subsidy, public
calls for tender, program and budget credit to which are attributed, object or purpose
of the subsidy, identification of the beneficiaries, amount of subsidies granted and
actually received, refund decisions and penalties imposed.
Later, Royal Decree 130/2019, of March 8th introduced a new paragraph in Article 13 of
the General Subsidies Regulation, in which it indicates that the PESs and their updates
must be published in the Sistema Nacional de Publicidad de Subvenciones and
established that the IGAE must dictate the appropriate instructions for the
implementation of this publication. Every Ministry, regional government or public
administration in Spain must provide and include all information on any subsidy and
State aid in the BDNS.
10.4.2. The use of the evaluation
The Council of Ministers takes note of the general reports on the strategic planning of
subsidies in the State public sector prepared by the IGAE, which include the requirement
to develop a rule to specify the various aspects that need to be standardised and that
have raised most doubts throughout the course of this study (subjective and objective
scope of the PES; timetable for carrying out each task; advertising regime; etc.).

10.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
10.5.1. Strengths
Taking into account all the weaknesses identified below by IGAE (2018), the Guide
published by IGAE in 2019 introduced important changes in the PESs and their annual
execution reports, specifically for each subsidy scheme contained in the annual
execution plan of the PES it will be necessary to:
−

Identify at least one or two performance indicators directly connected to the
sector to which the subsidies are directed and the problems they are dealing with;

−

Include a monitoring method for each of these indicators, so that information
regarding the execution of each subsidy scheme can be derived;

−

Evaluate the degree of execution of the operational objectives, indicating the
expected results and those actually achieved;

−

Review and analyse the causes of possible deviations detected, adopting or
proposing the corresponding corrective measures.
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The AEI carries out an annual evaluation report of RTDI activities financed by the State,
the latest one published was based on 2018 data. The AEI’s annual report of the threeyear State Plan for Scientific and Technological Research and Innovation, the actual
Plan is that of 2017-2020 includes a complete system of indicators (management,
monitoring and compliance with objectives and results - effort and programs), even
thus the IGAE (2018) states that it is still necessary to improve the report regarding
the quantification of the objectives and the internal coordination of the indicators used.
10.5.2. Weaknesses
As IGAE (2018) indicates, in 2018, only four Ministries carried out and presented the
annual monitoring and evaluation report of their PES (based on 2017 data) and some
of the weaknesses identified are:
−

The PESs and their annual reports do not have a direct link with the corresponding
budget programs, nor is there a complete correspondence between the PESs’
indicators and the indicators of the budget programs.

−

They do not include quantified objectives, making it impossible to know and
evaluate the results obtained by the IGAE. In fact, most of the PESs do not
quantify the expected results either at the level of strategic objectives, or at the
level of operational objectives or subsidy schemes. Even if there has been an
improvement at defining and including indicators, those indicators are mainly of
budgetary nature or management nature and very few result indicators are
considered, indicators that provide relevant information on the social or economic
sector and on the effects of the measures implemented. Only the PESs of three
Ministries (Ministerio de Educación, Cultura y Deporte; Ministerio de la
Presidencia y para las Administraciones Territoriales y Ministerio de Sanidad,
Servicios Sociales e Igualdad) present an estimate of the expected results to be
achieved with the granting of the subsidies, which allows evaluating the degree
of achievement in the corresponding subsidy schemes.

−

There is no participation of the sectors involved or other public administrations
in the elaboration of the PES; and there is still progress to be made in improving
their involvement with the budgeting process (IGAE, 2018). However, 2019
reports have not been published yet by the Ministries and, following the
methodological guidelines promoted by IGAE, they are expected to include
measurable objectives that will allow a better evaluation of impacts of State aid.

In all the subsidies and State aid granted by the AEI, including those governed by the
GBER, the beneficiary is subject to the verification of the granting body, as well as to
the control of the IGAE and the Court of Auditors and, where appropriate, of the
European Commission. The control of these aids is greater than in other types of aid,
and for the director of the AEI, this makes it difficult for companies to dare to carry out
RTDI activities. In his opinion, the burden of the controls is one of the major weakness.

10.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
At the national level every year each Ministry in Spain elaborates an annual monitoring
and evaluation report on the PES; however, these cannot be considered impact
evaluations.
The only impact evaluation has been carried out by CDTI-E.P.E., which is a Public
Business Entity, under the Ministry of Science and Innovation, which promotes
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innovation and technological development of Spanish companies. It carried out an
impact evaluation of the State aid schemes of RTDI projects of CDTI (2015-2020).
−

Complete
report
available
http://www.cdti.es/index.asp?MP=9&MS=37&MN=2&accion=si&xtor=RSS3&id=5417,

−

and
the
synthesis
evaluation
report:
http://www.cdti.es/recursos/publicaciones/archivos/41275_210210201910533.pdf.
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at:

10.7. Annex A - Regulation applicable
−

Law 38/2003, of November 17th, General Subsidies Law. Ley General de Subvenciones –Ley
38/2013
de
17
de
noviembre.
https://www.oficinavirtual.pap.hacienda.gob.es/sitios/oficinavirtual/esES/CatalogoSistemasInformacion/TESEOnet/Documents/LGS-consolidado.pdf

−

Royal Decree 887/2006, of July 21st, by which Law 38/2003 is approved. Accessed at:
https://www.boe.es/boe/dias/2006/07/25/pdfs/A27744-27775.pdf

−

Law 11/2007, June 22nd, de Acceso Electrónicio de los Ciudadanos a los Servicios Públicos.
Accessed at: https://www.boe.es/boe/dias/2007/06/23/pdfs/A27150-27166.pdf

−

Resolution of December 21st of 2008 of IGAE, which approves the Audit and Financial Control
Plan for Subsidies and State aid and the Permanent Financial Control plan for 2019 (Plan de
auditorías y control financiero de subvenciones y ayudas públicas y el Plan de control
financiero
permanente
para
el
año
2019).
Accessed
at:
https://www.igae.pap.hacienda.gob.es/sitios/igae/esES/Control/CFPyAP/Documents/2018.12.21%20Resolución%20%20Plan%202019%20Audit
or%C3%ADa%20Pública.%20FIRMADA_.pdf

−

Law 3/2013. June 4th. (article 5)

−

Law 15/2007, July 3rd (article 11)

−

Law 15/2007 allows the CNMC to issue reports regarding aid schemes and individual aid and
direct recommendations to the public authorities leading to the maintenance of effective
competition in the markets. Likewise, the CNMC will issue an annual report on public aid
granted in Spain, which is public.

−

Royal Decree 261/2008, February 22nd (articles 7 and 8). Real Decreto 261/2008, de 22 de
febrero (Artículos 7 y 8)

−

Royal Decree 261/2008 approves the Regulation of Defense of Competition (arts. 7 and 8)
and specifies that the analysis of the aid will focus on both legal and economic aspects, being
able to assess aspects such as the strategic plan in which the aid is integrated, its regulatory
bases or the positive and negative elements of its concession within the so-called aid
balancing test (prueba de sopesamiento).

−

BOE núm 77.de 30 de marzo de 2019. BOE-A-2019-4671. Real Decreto 130/2019 de 8 de
marzo.

−

Disposición 13626 del BOE núm. 299 de 2015. Resolución de 7 de diciembre de 2015.

−

Disposición 13627 del BOE núm. 299 de 2015. Resolución de 9 de diciembre de 2015.

−

Disposición 13628 del BOE Núm 299 de 2015. Resolución de 10 de diciembre de 2015.

−

Royal Decree 130/2019 of March 8th, Real Decreto 130/2019, de 8 de marzo,
(https://www.boe.es/diario_boe/txt.php?id=BOE-A-2019-4671)
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11. COUNTRY PROFILE: FINLAND
11.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
11.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
General obligations to evaluate any discretionary government transfer are laid down in
the Act on Discretionary Government Transfers (688/2001, Section 36): “State aid
authorities must in a suitable manner monitor the effectiveness and appropriateness of
the use of discretionary Government transfers granted by them and the effect of
transfers on competition and the status of different population groups and their
environmental and other impact. State aid authorities must periodically assess the
necessity for discretionary Government transfers and the need to develop them. State
aid authorities shall provide each other with assistance to this end.” 144 The Act 688/2001
does not specify when and how the evaluation should be carried out but leaves to the
Authorities the discretionary power to evaluate.
As a lex specialis in relation to the Act 688/2001, the Act on the General Requirements
for Granting Support for Economic Activity (429/2016) came into force on 1 July 2016,
introducing new obligations on State aid evaluation compared to the previous act on
State aid. The Act covers all sectors except primary agricultural and forestry production
and fisheries. The new legislation was initiated to harmonise and enhance the
effectiveness of financial support granted for economic activities and to ensure national
ex-ante assessment of the financial support with the EU State aid rules on the side of
the compliant.
Act 429/2016 (Sections 6-7) specifies the responsibilities of the Advisory Committee on
Business Subsidy in terms of the ex-ante assessment. In addition, the responsibilities
of the Committee include the development of the entire national business subsidy
system and the promotion of cooperation between administrative branches within the
Ministries and public administration on the national and regional levels, the submission
of proposals and initiatives to competent authorities for developing legislation and
administrative practices, as well as following national and international regulation,
practices and developments in its sector.
Under Act 429/2016, responsibility for following the State aid procedures defined in
Sections 3-7 remains within the granting authority, including ex-ante assessment and
evaluation practices. Section 5 on the evaluation of effectiveness states that the
granting authority must periodically, at latest prior to renewing a State aid scheme or
an individual support, evaluate the effectiveness, efficiency and performance of the
support granted in order to acquire information on the relevance of the support and the
needs for its future improvements. The Act does not however specify how the
evaluations should be carried out, as the methodology to be applied is decided by the
granting authority, as is also the case in respect of Act 688/2001.
In the aftermath of the 2008 financial crisis, since 2011, Government Programmes have
included Business Subsidy Reform as one of the targets to reduce budget deficits and
to increase the efficiency of the support provided in accordance with energy and climate
targets, including simplifying the complex system of Business subsidies and reducing
administrative costs. While the amount of public finances targeted to Business subsidies

Unofficial translation available at: https://www.finlex.fi/en/laki/kaannokset/2001/en20010688.pdf. The
term State aid does not refer here to State aid as understood under the EU rules but to any discretionary
government transfer.
144
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and a number of different Schemes with sectoral objectives have increased in recent
decades, the lack of coordination has resulted in a situation where the system is viewed
as fragmented and inefficient both from the business and governance perspectives.
In order to tackle these problems, many innovations in terms of State aid evaluation
have been introduced in recent years and particularly since adoption of Act 429/2016.
In 2018, Parliamentary working group on Business Subsidy Reform proposed a general
framework on ex-ante assessment against the good aid requirements and the
strengthening of the Advisory Committee on Business Subsidies by Research Division
and Stakeholders Division. These were subsequently established in 2019. As laid down
in the Government Decree 4/2019, the Research Division on Business Subsidies
operates as an independent body under the auspices of the Ministry of Economic Affairs
and Employment to produce information on the development of the business subsidy
scheme and to promote the quality of impact assessment and the utilisation of research
in policy-making and in public debate. The Research Division is responsible for assessing
the overall business subsidy scheme and in particular for:
−

drawing up an annual assessment of the development of the business subsidy
scheme;

−

developing an effectiveness research methodology;

−

carrying out independent assessments of business subsidies.

11.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
The Advisory Committee operates under the auspices of the Ministry of Economic Affairs
and Employment and consists of representatives of eight Ministries active on State aid 145.
As laid down in the Act, the granting authority of State aid must request an opinion
from the Committee on whether the planned aid scheme or individual aid meets the
requirements of State aid set out in the EU legislation and with which State aid
procedures the granting authority must comply. Opinion may also be requested on
whether the aid meets the so-called good aid requirements specified in the Act (Sections
3-5) or not. These requirements consist of the following aspects:
−

A clear economic or societal objective. If the subsidy has an economic objective
(efficiency, reform, competitiveness, strengthening the preconditions for
growth), this latter must also be directed to purposes whose aim is to eliminate
market failures;

−

An appropriate and cost-effective instrument for achieving the objectives;

−

Minimal distortive effects on competition;

−

Fixed duration;

−

Incentive effects;

−

Preconditions for profitable operations;

−

Impact assessment.

The Advisory Committee’s opinion is non-binding.

Composition of the Advisory Committee on Business Subsidy available at (FIN):
https://tem.fi/documents/1410877/2768022/Yritystukineuvottelukunnan+kokoonpano/81d96bb5-5ae8c0b5-2611-25fe7f1bf937/Yritystukineuvottelukunnan+kokoonpano.pdf
145
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11.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
11.2.1. National organisation for State aid
As stated in the Act on the General Requirements for Granting Support for Economic
Activity (429/2016), the granting authority of a specific State aid scheme or individual
aid is responsible for the evaluation. The granting authorities include authorities on the
national, regional and local level, e.g. Business Finland, Finnvera, Centres for Economic
Development, Transport and the Environment, Regional Councils, municipalities and
joint municipal authorities. In addition to the governmental Advisory Committee on
Business Subsidy providing support by issuing an opinion on compatibility with EU State
rules and on appropriate procedures, and on meeting the good aid requirements 146,
municipalities and joint municipal authorities are provided with legal advice on
compliance with the EU rules by the Association of Finnish Municipalities.
The independent Research Division within the Advisory Committee on Business Subsidy
is a new national actor in the field of State aid evaluation, appointed on 1 April 2019.
To assist with preparation and implementation, the Research Division has a secretary
appointed by the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment, placed in the Secretariat
for the Advisory Committee on Business Subsidy. The first annual assessment was
published on 3 April 2020 together with a Background report on State aid on energy
prepared by a researcher at the governmental VATT Institute for Economic Research
operating under the Ministry of Finance 147. VATT’s role is to carry out scientific research
to promote evidence-based policymaking in the field of economic policy while also
supporting the Government in preparatory and evaluation activities. Around two thirds
of the financing are provided through the governmental budget and one third is
tendered research funding. Since 2014, an independent Economic Policy Council has, in
conjunction with VATT, been mandated to assess economic policy 148. The Council may
decide to carry out analysis on State aid as a part of its annual reporting. Since the
establishment of the Research Division on Business Subsidy however, analysis on State
aid is no longer one of the Council’s main concerns.
11.2.2. Available capacity
Independent Research Division within the Advisory Committee on Business
Subsidy
Under Decree 4/2019, the Government appoints the Chair and four other members on
the advice of the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment for a term of four years.
The Ministry must also make a request for a joint proposal on four members from the
Finnish universities. Members are selected according to their economic expertise in
order to enhance the use of appropriate quantitative methodologies in State aid
evaluation. The Division may delegate external research experts where necessary to
provide support to enable it to complete its tasks.

See above Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes: Act on the General
Requirements for Granting Support for Economic Activity (429/2016, Sections 3-5)
147 The Annual Report and the Background report are available at (FIN): https://tem.fi/tutkimusjaosto
148Government
Decree
on
the
Economic
Policy
Council
61/2014.
Available
at:
https://www.talouspolitiikanarviointineuvosto.fi/wordpress/wpcontent/uploads/2016/05/VNA_talouspolitiikan_arviointineuvosto_EN.pdf
146
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Economic Policy Council
The structure of the Council is similar to the Research Division on Business Subsidy,
consisting of members of the academic community, appointed by the Government on
the advice of the Ministry of Finance and according to a joint proposal from the
economics departments of the universities and the Academy of Finland.
11.2.3. The role of other actors
The National Audit Office of Finland acting as the Supreme Audit Institution and
operating in affiliation with the Finnish Parliament, carries out independent audits in the
field of Discretionary Government Transfers and State aid (Act 14.7.2000/676). Audits
in the field of State aid have in recent years however been more closely focused on the
implementation processes and methodologies used rather than providing analysis on
effectiveness. In its audits, the National Audit Office places emphasis on the quality of
collected and analysed data, e.g. raising awareness of the limitations caused by the
timing of ex-post evaluations.

11.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
11.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
To comply with Act 429/2016 (Section 5), State aid evaluations are commissioned by
the granting authorities or the ministries in charge of the respective policies, with a
direct reference to the State aid methodology proposed by the European Commission 149.
The State aid schemes or individual aid are assessed ex-ante against the general
criteria, including good aid requirements for business subsidies as laid down in Act
429/2016 (Sections 3-7), by requesting an Opinion from the Advisory Committee on
Business Subsidy, or regarding the good aid requirements, by the granting authority in
charge of the scheme or individual support.
Furthermore, guidelines on assessing State aid against the good aid requirements were
proposed by the Parliamentary working group on Business Subsidy Reform in 2018.
Thus far, however, the Research Division within the Advisory Committee on Business
Subsidy has not proposed any national guidelines for State aid evaluation.

11.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
11.4.1. The evaluation process
The granting authority or the respective managing authority decide on how to proceed
to comply with the evaluation requirements laid down in Act 429/2016 and Act
688/2001. The Acts allow for some flexibility in deciding on the timing and type of
evaluation. An evaluation of effectiveness, efficiency and performance must have been
carried out before renewing the aid scheme. The legal obligation does not however
specify whether the evaluation should be carried out ex-ante, mid-term or ex-post, if
the evaluation should be carried out independently, or which methodologies should be
applied. All national State aid schemes of significant size providing direct support are
mainly evaluated ex-post by an external evaluator. External evaluators are also widely
used for regional State aid schemes, especially in respect of the ESIF. A steering group
is designated to guide the evaluation process and to provide relevant information and

Common methodology for State aid evaluation. SWD(2014) 179 final. Available at:
https://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/modernisation/state_aid_evaluation_methodology_en.pdf

149
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contacts. The Government may also commission effectiveness studies through its
analysis, assessment and research activities instrument. In some cases, the
effectiveness of State aid schemes may also be evaluated by setting up a governmental
working group with representatives of different national and regional organisations (incl.
social partners) involved in the sector. In cases where evaluations and research has
been initiated independently by e.g. the VATT Institute for Economic Research and the
Research Division on Business Subsidy, the academic community is involved in the
quality assurance of the data, methods and analysis.
In addition to the potential databases of the granting authorities, Statistics Finland is
also involved in providing data for evaluation purposes.
11.4.2. The use of the evaluation
External evaluations in the field of State aid are published online and taking into account
the general interest on State aid measures, the findings and recommendations of the
evaluations are taken into consideration in the decision-making processes. Under State
Budget Degree 1992/1243, final accounts must include information on the evaluations
carried out in the sector.

11.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
Since no interviews were carried out, this section reflects the main opinions of the
national expert.
11.5.1. Strengths
The National Audit Office carried out a compliance audit on twelve different types of
business subsidies, covering a quarter of all business subsidies paid in 2016. The aim
of the audit was to determine whether the application for and granting and payment of
business subsidies as well as the monitoring of their use have been in accordance with
the law. Furthermore, the aim was to determine whether the internal control of business
subsidies is appropriately arranged. In relation to State aid evaluation, the audit
suggests that on the national level monitoring of business subsidies has been organised
in an appropriate manner that supports the quality of impact assessments.
11.5.2. Weaknesses
Finland enjoys stable administrative practices and a long tradition in respect of
evaluation. Nevertheless, Business Subsidy reform drew increased attention to State
aid evaluation practices and revealed information gaps regarding the effectiveness of
different funding schemes. In order to respond to the needs of decision-makers, the
role and the capacity of the Advisory Committee on Business has been strengthened as
a national body to coordinate State aid evaluation and methodologically enhance
evaluation practices. Recently, VATT researchers proposed in their study, commissioned
by the government, concrete actions to be taken in terms of randomised controlled
trials (RCT) regarding State aid schemes, where the Research Division on Business
Subsidies would act as a coordinating body for the RCTs.
Furthermore, the newly published Research Division on Business Subsidy Annual report
2020 highlights the current challenges in respect of decision-making on State aid given
the incomplete knowledge base, including, for instance, reference to fragmented
reporting and data. Data on direct support schemes is handled by Statistics Finland and
the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment, while data on fiscal aid is handled by
the Ministry of Finance.
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11.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
All the national State aid schemes have been evaluated in recent years with varying
methodologies. Regarding direct support schemes, evaluations are mainly done by
external evaluators. Especially in the field of innovation, ex-post evaluations are
systematically carried out. Regarding fiscal aid, the evaluation practices are not
systematic, but vary greatly depending on the measure concerned.
The following is the list of the evaluations of State aid interventions (2015-2019) carried
out by national authorities (outside the EU obligations).
Energy and environment
−

Koljonen, Tiina; Laukkanen, Marita; Ollikainen, Markku; Lehtilä, Antti; Eerola, Essi; Koreneff,
Göran; Kyritsis, Evangelos; Lindroos, Tomi J.; Ollikka, Kimmo; Pursiheimo, Esa; Rämä,
Miika; Siikavirta, Hanne. Energiantuotannon valmisteverotuksen kehittäminen Suomessa:
Vero-ohjauksen arviointia hiilineutraalisuustavoitteen näkökulmasta. VTT 10 / 2019.
Available
at:
https://www.doria.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/173052/T359.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y

−

Ongoing – Evaluation of energy aid 2013-2018. External evaluation commissioned by the
Ministry of Economic affairs and Employment.

R&D including innovation and export promotion, SMEs
−

Kalle A. Piirainen (ed.), Kimmo Halme, Anne-Mari Järvelin, Torbjörn Fängström, Hanna
Engblom, Anne Mensink and Tomas Åström. The big three – Impact study of research
organisations,
large
entreprises
and
shoks.
Report
4/2019.
Available
at:
https://www.businessfinland.fi/globalassets/julkaisut/the_big_three_4_2019.pdf

−

Jari Romanainen, ANete Vingre, Dominik Beckers, Laura Roman, Diana Gonzales, Amanda
Bemgtsson Jallow, Petras Dubinskas. Evaluation of Programmes Changing Practices for
Innovation. Evaluation of Smart Procurement, Built Environment, and Witty City Progammes.
Evaluation
Report
1/2019.
Available
at:
https://www.businessfinland.fi/49dec6/globalassets/julkaisut/1_2019-programmeschanging-practices-for-innovation.pdf

−

Jyrki Ali-Jyrkkö, Mika Pajarinen, Ilkka Ylhäinen. Business Angel Investment, Public
Innovation Funding and Firm Growth. Impact study 6/2019. Available at:
https://www.businessfinland.fi/4ad9e6/globalassets/julkaisut/business-angelinvestment_6_2019.pdf

−

Kalle A. Piirainen, Kimmo Halme, Ira Haavisto, Riikka-Leena Leskelä, Ashley Walker, Mimosa
Zhao, Brian Barge, Kari Lehmussaari. Evaluation of Programmes Contributing to Health and
Wellbeing. Evaluation of Finnowell, Pharma, Innovations in social and healthcare, Finland
Care, Digital Hospitals and Team Finland Health Programmes. Evaluation Report 2/2019.
Available
at:
https://www.businessfinland.fi/49dec6/globalassets/julkaisut/2_2019programmes-contributing-to-health-and-wellbeing.pdf

−

Laukkanen, Marita; Ollikka, Kimmo; Tamminen, Saara. The impact of energy tax refunds on
manufacturing firm performance: evidence from Finland’s 2011 energy tax reform.
Publications of the Government´s analysis, assessment and research activities 2019:32.
Available
at:
http://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/161569/32_The%20impact%20o
f%20energy%20tax%20refunds.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y

−

K. Halme - K. - P. Rouvinen - V. Salminen - J. Wiikeri - A. Kotiranta - M- Pajarinen - B. Barge
- A. Walker - C. Miller - P. Borella - E. Aution (2018): Startups, Accelerators and Role of
Tekes,
1/2018,
Business
Finland.
Available
at:
http://4front.fi/userassets/uploads/startups_accelerators_and_role_of_tekes1_2018.pdf
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−

Kimmo Halme, Annu Kotiranta, Mika Pajarinen, Kalle A. Piirainen, Petri Rouvinen, Vesa
Salminen and Ilkka Ylhäinen. Efforts of Finnvera, Finpro, and Tekes in promoting
internationally
oriented
SMEs.
Impact
study
report
3/2018.
Available
at:
https://www.businessfinland.fi/4adb31/globalassets/julkaisut/efforts_of_finnvera_finpro_te
kes.pdf

−

Halme, K. - K. Lähde - P. Uusikylä - J. Uusihakala - S. Giddins (2017): Developmental
Evaluation of Business with Impact (BEAM) Programme - Mid-term Evaluation, Ministry for
Foreign
Affairs
of
Finland
and
Tekes.
Available
at:
https://um.fi/documents/384998/0/BEAM+Developmental+Evaluation+report+2019+%28
1%29.pdf/f61855fa-db34-0664-9af8-940e46a763c3?t=1576006774001, other documents:
https://um.fi/development-cooperation-evaluation-reports-comprehensive-evaluations//asset_publisher/nBPgGHSLrA13/content/business-with-impact-beam-ohjelman-kehittavaevaluointi/384998?curAsset=0&stId=47307

−

Luoma, Lauri Larvus, Mari Hjelt, Juha Vanhanen, Minna Päällysaho, Elina Heikinheimo, Mikko
Kara, Katariina Simola and Scott Harder. Innovation for sustainable growth Evaluation of
Tekes Cleantech programmes Climbus, Densy, Groove, Green Growth, EVE and Green Mining
Evaluation
Report.
Tekes
Report
1/2017.
Available
at:
https://www.businessfinland.fi/48d247/globalassets/julkaisut/innovation-for-sustainablegrowth_1_2017.pdf

−

MEAE. (2017). Assessment of the Operation, Impact and Risks of the Officially Supported
Export Financing System and State Guarantee Granted for the Fund Acquisition of Export
Credits. Report Submitted to the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment. Available at:
https://tem.fi/documents/1410877/2145521/Assessment+Export+Credits+01022017/9e74
8614-334c-4698-a44e-b9f07b43abd8

Culture
−

Valtakari, Mikko ja Nyman, Juho (2018). Selvitys elokuvatuotantoihin kohdistuvien
julkisten tukien vaikutuksista. Opetus- ja kulttuuriministeriön julkaisuja 2018:26
https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/160932/OKM_26_2018.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=
y

−

Haila, K. - M. Valtakari - J. Nyman (2018): AV-tuotantokannustimen väliarviointi, Business
https://www.businessfinland.fi/4a6a10/globalassets/finnishFinland.
Available
at:
customers/01-funding/07-av-cash-rebate/avtuotantokannustimen_valiarviointi__impact_brief_business_finland.pdf

−

Salminen, V. - K. Piirainen - V. Härmälä - K. Halme - E. Ahonen (2018): Median
innovaatiotuen arviointi, Evaluation Report 6/2018, Business Finland. Available at:
https://www.businessfinland.fi/globalassets/julkaisut/median_innovaatiotuen_arviointi.pdf

−

Antti Marttinen. Kartoitus vähemmistökielisen sanomalehdistön tuen tuloksellisuudesta,
vaikuttavuudesta ja mediapoliittisesta tarkoituksenmukaisuudesta vuosina 2012-2018.
31.3.2019. Available at: https://api.hankeikkuna.fi/asiakirjat/28b06ed9-6a3f-42b1-980308ae6f532eac/eedb3b9a-cbd4-4c38-ab70-323f1e0ee22a/RAPORTTI_20190405114712.pdf

−

Ongoing - Evaluation of Programmes for Customer Experience, Creative Industries and
Human Centric Business: “Liideri” (2012-2018) and “Feelings” (2013-2018) programmes of
former Tekes and “Luovimo” (2010-2016) and “Lifestyle” (2015-2018) programmes of
former Finpro. External evaluation commissioned by Business Finland.

Employment
−

Rita Asplund – Antti Kauhanen - Miika Päällysaho – Pekka Vanhala. The impact of wage
subsidies – an evaluation of the wage subsidy system and its reforms. Publications of the
Government´s analysis, assessment and research activities 2018:75. Available at (FIN):
https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/161235/75-2018-Palkkatuki.pdf
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−

Jyrki Ali-Yrkkö, Tero Kuusi. The value-added and employment impacts of large export
operations in Finland. Publications of the Government’s analysis, assessment and research
activities
53/2018.
Available
at
(FIN):
http://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/161019/53-2018%20Suurten%20vientirahoitushankkeiden%20taloudellisten%20vaikutusten%20selvittami
nen.pdf

−

Juho Alasalmi, Naufal Alimov, Laura Ansala, Henna Busk, Ville-Valtteri Huhtala, Antti
Kekäläinen, Peetu Keskinen, Olli-Pekka Ruuskanen, Lauri Vuori. The overall costs of
unemployment for the national economy. Publications of the Government´s analysis,
assessment
and
research
activities
16/2019.
Available
at:
https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/161296/16-2019Tyottomyyden%20laajat%20kustannukset%20yhteiskunnalle.pdf

Shipping
−

Toni Riipinen, Teemu Malmi and Timo Korkeamäki. The Effects of Public Subsidies to
Passenger Shipping. Available at: Publications of the Government´s analysis, assessment
and
research
activities
2019:61.
Available
at:
https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/161886/VNTEAS_2019_61.pdf?
sequence=1&isAllowed=y

Regional aid
− Mikko Ojala, Kari Alanko ja Raimo Puhto. Kuljetustuen kehittämistä selvittäneen työryhmän
raportti. Työ- ja elinkeinoministeriön julkaisuja. Yritykset. 2019:5. Available at:
https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/161336/TEM_5_2019_Kuljetustuen%20kehittaminen.
pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
−

Tarkastuskertomus 8/2016 Laajakaistarakentamisen tukeminen Jälkiseurantaraportti.
Valtiontalouden tarkastusvirasto (The National Audit Office of Finland). Available at:
https://www.vtv.fi/app/uploads/2020/01/VTV-Jalkiseuranta-Laajakaistarakentamisentukeminen-8-2016.pdf

11.7. Annex A – Main sources
−

Act
on
Discretionary
Government
Transfers
(688/2001).
https://www.finlex.fi/en/laki/kaannokset/2001/en20010688.pdf

−

Act on the General Requirements for Granting Support for Economic Activity (429/2016).
Available at: (FIN): https://www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/alkup/2016/20160429

−

Act
on
the
National
Audit
Office.
https://www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/ajantasa/2000/20000676

−

Government Degree 4/2019 on the Research Division on Business Subsidies. Available at
https://api.hankeikkuna.fi/asiakirjat/b82e0e43-c246-4114-b709(FIN):
fae8880841cf/658979f3-85b5-46f4-81b84b16d02b0423/ASETTAMISPAATOS_20190828090619.pdf

−

Business Subsidy Reform. Summary. Ministry of Employment and the Economy. 28.4.2014.
Available
at
(FIN):
https://valtioneuvosto.fi/documents/10184/1043924/yhteenveto.pdf/1fe0384b-f1f3-4ae78752-88d8d70f5cd3

−

Einiö E. and Hyytinen, A. Use of randomized controlled trials in the evaluation of the impact
of business subsidies. Publication series of the Government’s analysis, assessment and
research
2019:45.
Available
at
(FIN
with
English
summary):
https://www.doria.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/169584/VNTEAS_45_19_Yritystukien_vaikutt
avuuden_arviointi.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
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Available

Available

at:

at:

(FIN)

−

Ilmakunnas, S., Stenbacka, R., Martikainen, M., Puhakka, M., Salonen, H. ja Reinikainen, R.
Yritystukien tutkimusjaoston raportti 2020. Työ- ja elinkeinoministeriön julkaisuja. Yritykset.
2020:20.
Available
at:
https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/162161/TEM_2020_20.pdf?sequ
ence=1&isAllowed=y

−

Laillisuustarkastuskertomus.
Yritystuet.
Valtiontalouden
tarkastusviraston
tarkastuskertomukset. 14/2017. Available at: https://www.vtv.fi/julkaisut/yritystuet/

−

Parliamentary working group on Business Subsidy Reform. Final report 5.4.2018. Available
at
(FIN);
https://valtioneuvosto.fi/documents/1410877/2132296/Yritystukity%C3%B6ryhm%C3%A
4n+loppuraportti+5.4.2018/6aebaa5f-7dd1-4c39-978906ee3505df82/Yritystukity%C3%B6ryhm%C3%A4n+loppuraportti+5.4.2018.pdf

−

Rauhanen, T., Grönberg, S., Harju, J. ja Matikka T. (2015) Yritystukien arviointi ja
vaikuttavuus. Valtioneuvoston selvitys- ja tutkimustoiminnan julkaisusarja 8/2015. Available
at
https://tem.fi/documents/1410877/2768022/Yritystukien_arviointi_ja_vaikuttavuus/3a3a0
93a-d66e-4ea1-bb9c-96aec27da0fb/Yritystukien_arviointi_ja_vaikuttavuus.pdf

−

Virkamiesselvitys yritystuista ja niiden vaikutuksista. Työ- ja elinkeinoministeriön julkaisuja.
22/2017.
Available
at:
Yritykset.
http://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/79863/TEMrap_22_2017_verkkoj
ulkaisu.pdf
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12. COUNTRY PROFILE: FRANCE
Introduction: brief history of evaluation obligations in France
At the instigation of Prime Minister Michel Rocard, a policy for the development of
evaluation was launched in 1990. Decree No. 90-82 of January 22, 1990 created "an
inter-ministerial evaluation committee responsible for developing and coordinating
government initiatives in the evaluation of public policies", "a Scientific Evaluation
Council responsible for promoting the development of evaluation methods and defining
a code of ethics in the matter", where no elected representative sits and, finally, "a
National Evaluation Development Fund”.
The Inter-ministerial Circular of December 9, 1993 introduced an obligation for the
French Regions to evaluate State-Region plan contracts for the period 1994-1998 in
part in response to European requests (EEC Council regulations of July 20, 1993).
In 1998, a new evaluation reform was instituted in France by decree 98-1048 of
November 18th. It slightly modifies the objective by introducing a notion of efficiency 150.
It replaces the Scientific Evaluation Council with a National Evaluation Committee that,
in partnership with the General Planning Commission, evaluates "policies conducted by
the State, local authorities and their respective public establishments". The evaluation
program remains in the hands of the Ministers. For each assessment, the Planning
Commission defines a team, made up of experts, representatives of the administration
and elected officials, which must comply with some specifications. More than fifteen
programs were evaluated between 1999 and 2002.
The Commissariat au Plan in all regulatory texts became, in 2017, the General Strategic
Planning and Prospective Commission (Commissariat général à la Stratégie et à la
Prospective, under the public name of ‘France Stratégie’) which is attached to the Prime
Minister and conducts, or pilots, evaluations of national interest at the request of the
Prime Minister or the Ministries.
At the same time, the decree n° 2005-1792 of December 30, 2005 established a General
Directorate for the Modernisation of the State at the Ministry of the Economy, Finance
and Industry. This Directorate General is responsible for evaluating the administration's
"modernisation strategies". It became by decree n° 2012-1198 of October 30 2012,
within a General Secretariat for the modernisation of public action, the Inter-ministerial
Direction for the modernisation of public action (DIMAP). It "is responsible for the
coordination of audit and evaluation work on public policies", which it carries out "by
associating the administrations and inspection and control bodies of the ministries
concerned". The government decides on which public policies to assess. A mission letter
and specifications are drawn up by the departments of the Ministry concerned, then an
evaluation committee, generally chaired by the Minister, is formed. Finally, an
evaluation team external to the Directorate carries out the work, produces the report(s)
and proposes alternative scenarios for the policy evaluated. The evaluation obligation
is reinforced by the organic law of April 15, 2009 which specifies that “the government
has the obligation to transmit to the Council of State then to the Parliament in support
of each bill an impact study in order to constitute an assessment and public decision
support tool”. From 2017, the new government has maintained the mandate of DIMAP

It states that "the evaluation of a public policy aims to assess the effectiveness of this policy by
comparing its results with the assigned objectives and the means implemented".

150
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and in 2017 has transformed it into the Interministerial Direction of Public Renovation
(Direction Interminstérielle pour la Transformation Publique DITP).

12.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
Despite the above-mentioned obligations, public policies’ evaluation now is not
systematic. De facto, there is a multiple organisation of the evaluation function, which
is shared between the relevant Ministries, the services and Agencies attached to the
Prime Minister, the Parliament and the Court of Auditors, according to their own legal
and/or technical competences. Since 2007, the evaluation function has been shared
with local authorities, at the forefront of which there is the Region, taking into account
the obligations linked to ESI Funds’ OPs (and the Ministry of Labour for the National ESF
OP). In practice, the triggering of policy evaluations depends on the political will of the
actors mainly concerned.
12.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
In France, there is a legal obligation to evaluate State aid. The competence for State
aid’ evaluation is currently shared among Ministries, the agencies attached to the Prime
Minister, in particular France Stratégie and the Secrétariat Général aux Affaires
européennes (SGAE) as national coordinator, and the territorial communities
responsible for State aid measures.
Obligations to evaluate State aid were recently reinforced to a different extent:
−

The obligation to evaluate European OPs - The 2014-2020 OPs include obligations
to carry out the ex-ante and ongoing evaluations, notably impact studies,
inducing a culture of evaluation with the Management Authorities at State
(DGEFP) and Regional levels, and the need to evaluate aids to businesses funded
by ERDF (aid for investment, innovation, technology transfer, etc.) or the ESF.
Even if more than 65 evaluations have been launched and completed since 2015
for the ERDF and ESF OPs, at the moment the evaluation plans are generally
behind schedule and, to date, no impact evaluation relates to aid to enterprises
under the ESI Funds.

−

Obligations related to State aid regulations - These obligations have been taken
seriously by the relevant Ministries and Agencies and have given rise to
evaluation plans and evaluation reports sent to the Commission and are
monitored by the SGAE (see below and Task 2 report).

Sectors affected by State aid assessments - At national level, a large part of the
evaluations carried out relate to transversal aid systems concerning all sectors:
•

contribution exemptions

•

tax incentives such as the Tax Credit for Competitiveness and Employment CICE,
replaced in 2019 through a reduction in social security contributions

•

aid for R&D or innovation, research tax credit, aid for hiring, support for
competitiveness clusters

•

aid for increasing the skills of companies (a National Plan for investment in Skills
is being implemented –PIC

•

aid for investments for the future (A National plan for investments in the future
is being implemented-PIA-), or the assessment of the impacts on businesses and
jobs in the National Plan for the Development of Very High Speed (THD), and
investments in Outermost Regions (in connection with GBER).
164

Other evaluations, some of them are linked to GBER, concern the energy sector and in
particular supports to renewable energies.
At the territorial level, on the initiative of the decentralised services of the State and
the Regions, evaluations concern programmes aiming to the creation or the recovery of
companies, aids to companies for buying advisory consulting and financial instruments
(mandatory ex-ante evaluations as part of the ERDF ESF 2014-2020 programming).
12.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
Procedures to enforce the obligation to evaluate are:
−

A general obligation to evaluate, which can be taken over by Ministries and
agencies, under Decree No. 90-82 of January 22, 1990, the circular of
December 28, 1998, the organic law N ° 2003-704 of 2003;

−

An obligation to propose evaluation plans and carry out evaluations in
conjunction with the GBER;

−

The obligations enshrined in laws or implementing decrees to carry out an
evaluation either ex-ante, or itinerant, or ex-post of certain programs,
schemes or provisions of assistance to businesses (example: PACTE law, see
below).

The main legal obligations to evaluate State aid are linked to the European Regulations,
or national obligations to evaluate included in the text of the law of the State aid
intervention. At the national level, a large part of these evaluations is implemented or
coordinated by the DGE of the Ministry of Economy and Finance and France Stratégie,
but the evaluations linked to the GBER regulations are coordinated by the SGAE.

12.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
12.2.1. National organisation for State aid
The Ministry of Economy share the responsibilities for State aid with the offices of the
Prime Ministers (Secrétariat Général aux Affaires européennes, SGAE, and France
Strategy) at national level. The Court of Auditors and the Parliament can intervene on
the subject. At territorial level, the Regions have also the power to intervene, but for
the moment, they have done little in the evaluation of State aid measures.
12.2.2. At the level of Government, Ministries and State Agencies
Since the disappearance of the National Commission for State aid to enterprises in the
early 2000s, there has been no single inter-ministerial and/or inter-public commission
or council responsible for coordinating, organising aid to enterprises, monitoring and
evaluating them. Each Ministry is supposed to designate a "State aid" referent, so
responsibilities overlap, and common provisions can be discussed if necessary.
Ministry of Economy and Finance
Several general directorates of the Ministry are directly concerned with State aid and
their evaluation: the General Directorate of Enterprises (direct aid, business
environment), the General Directorate of the Treasury (export, financial instruments)
and the Directorate General of Taxes (tax assistance).
The Directorate General of Enterprises (DGE) - As the central authority, the DGE
develops and implements public policies relating to industry, the digital economy,
tourism, trade, crafts and services. Its 1,300 agents are mobilised at the national and
regional levels through central units and the regional Directorates of Enterprises,
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Competition, Consumption, Work and Employment (DIRECCTE), to promote creation,
development, innovation and the competitiveness of companies of all sizes, in France
and internationally. The DGE organises and manages various aids according to the
sectors of activity, in particular: innovation (Tax credits, research tax credit),
construction, creation of videogames, organic farming, trades, art, and health at work.
The DGE promotes and monitors, in particular, the database of business aid entrusted
to management at the Higher Institute of Trades (Institut supérieur des Métiers, IFM) 151.
The DGE includes the Competitiveness, Innovation and Business Development Service
involved in the evaluation of State aid. It has two interesting operational sections: a)
the Prospective Sub-directorate, studies, and economic evaluation, which can
commission or carry out impact assessments, thanks to its skills and staff with data
scientists (5 to 10 people dedicated); b) the Mission of European and international
actions (European and International affairs Service). These services implement, or
follow, State aid evaluations decided by the Government or by the Minister, in particular
with regard to the evaluation of Research, Development and Innovation aids and the
Innovation Tax Credit.
As part of the evaluation of RDI aids, since the program brings numerous dispensations,
several evaluations have been launched. In particular, on aid for collaborative projects
with a CREST research team, the programme Jeunes entreprises innovantes (JEI) with
INSEE , the dispatches of CIFRE alternating research grants with IPP, aid to
Technological Research Institutes (IRT) and Institutes for the energy transition (ITE)
with a private partner (Technopolis). Other evaluations are planned: the NANO
program, where State aid are only marginally concerned, and the Investment Plan for
the Future (Programme d’investissements d’avenir, PIA).
The Directorate General of the Treasury (DGT) - As central authority, DG Treasury
manages or coordinates the main public subsidies to enterprises or export supports. It
coordinates all the actors involved (Business France, Bpifrance, French Development
Agency) in this area. It develops and implements the financing policies for companies’
development. It publishes working documents, the magazine “Economy and
forecasting”, reports. If necessary, it takes part in evaluations concerning State aid to
businesses.
The Directorate General of Taxes (DGI) - As central authority, the DGI is interested in
all tax issues concerning businesses and in particular tax reliefs and other tax
assistance.

151

www.Aides-entreprises.fr.
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Prime Minister's Services and Agencies
France Stratégie - France Stratégie is the name of the network managed by the General
Commission for Strategy and Foresight, created by Decree No. 2013-333 of April 22,
2013 to replace the Center for Strategic Analysis. France Stratégie is assigned the
mission of "participating to the evaluation of public policies” and reports to the Prime
Minister. France Strategy is the result of the will of the public authorities to continue to
have a forward-looking instrument in order to clarify public choices in the medium and
especially the longterm. In addition, France Stratégie organises seminars and produces
analyses on the methodology of impact assessments, making it possible to identify good
practices at work abroad 152.
In terms of the evaluation of public State aid, France Stratégie leads several official
dedicated evaluation Committees (see annex A to this country profile). According to
France Stratégie and due to its more open nature, the PACTE Law Assessment
Committee (IMPACTE Committee) could widen in the future its field of competence and
embrace the assessment of all State aid.
General Secretariat for European Affairs (Secrétariat Général pour les Affaires
Européennes, SGAE) - The General Secretariat for European Affairs is responsible,
under the authority of the Prime Minister, for inter-ministerial coordination of European
affairs, in accordance with the guidelines defined by the President of the Republic. Its
coordination on European issues is extended to all areas covered by the Treaty on
European Union, the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union and the Euratom
Treaty, with the exception of the common foreign and security policy (CFSP), which is
followed by the Ministry of Europe and Foreign Affairs. In consequence, it is responsible
for providing information and, where necessary, coordinating State aid policy to comply
with Community rules and since the 2014 regulations the weight of the SGAE in national
coordination has become more important. The SGAE has a specific sector, which follows
the question of State aid (3 people). The SGAE’s Circular on State aid n° 06060SG of 5
February 2019, which defines the division of roles between the SGAE and the CGET
(today ANCT, see below) was added and to a certain extent replaced the Vademecum
for State aids published by the DGE in 2016. In practice, the SGAE has strengthened
its role on the evaluation of State aid schemes in the perspective of the GBER and,
consequently, on the need to support the definition and implementation of the
evaluation plans requested by EU Regulation. To this aim, a department of the SGAE
leads an informal working group on GBER-related evaluations, which includes
representatives from the DGE, the DGT, the overseas and agriculture Ministries, and
the Agency for the development and control of energy, ADEME.
National Territorial Cohesion Agency (Agence nationale pour la cohésion des territoires
ANCT) – Heritage of the Delegation for regional planning of the 80s, 90s and 2000s
(DATAR/CGET), the National Agency of territorial cohesion was created by the law of
July 22, 2019 and implemented on January 1, 2020. The ANCT is a new partner for local
authorities and marks a profound transformation of the action of the State: an action
that is now more in touch with local authorities to make their territorial projects a
success. The Regional Prefects are the Agency's direct correspondents.
The circulator SGE of February 5, 2019 indicated that the CGET organised, in accordance
with the Partnership Agreement of 2014-2020, working groups bringing together
152 France Strategie published in December 2019 studies that present an overview of public policy
evaluations in six countries (Germany, Canada, United States, France, United Kingdom, Sweden).
https://www.strategie.gouv.fr/publications/levaluation-socioeconomique-projets-immobiliers-delenseignement-superieur-de-recherche
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Ministries, representatives of regional prefects and representatives of local authorities,
in order to harmonise ministerial and local practices and to increase the expertise
necessary to detect the risks of qualifying State aid measures, applying to European
structural and investment funds (ESIF), when they meet the criteria of Article 107 (1)
TFEU. Following the merger of the Commissariats and the creation of the Agency, the
“European Programs” service of the ANCT is responsible for redefining and then leading
an intervention in the area of State aid, in particular for local authorities. This process
is currently underway (planned hiring of 2 experts).
Other Ministries
Each ministry or State agency concerned in principle has a "correspondent" dealing with
State aid. This may be mobilised in the framework of evaluations on this subject. In
addition, Ministries and agencies have study and evaluation teams capable of carrying
out specific evaluations of State aid. The main Ministries or agencies concerned are the
Ministry of Overseas, the Ministry of Agriculture and Food, the Ministry of Labour, the
Ministry of Higher Education and Research, the Ministry of Ecological Transition, the
agency for the development and control of energy ADEME.
12.2.3. Local Authorities
Regions
Promulgated on August 7, 2015, the law on the New Territorial Organisation of the
Republic (NOTRe) grants new powers to the Regions and redefines the powers assigned
to local authorities. The Region must present a Regional Economic Development,
Innovation and Internationalisation Strategy (SRDEII), which defines the lines for
subsidies to businesses, support for internationalisation, aids for real estate investment
and business innovation. The SRDEII also defines the plan for the attractiveness of the
regional territory and the development of the solidarity economy.
The Region is the solely responsible for defining the aids and general aid schemes
(subsidies, loans, repayable advances, etc.) for the creation or extension of economic
activities or the support to businesses in difficulty. The Region runs the “competitiveness
clusters”: national or regional poles of economic sectorial inter-enterprises and R&D
cooperation labelled by the State. In addition, the Regions for the 2014-2020 period
are Managing Authorities for the ERDF, part of the ESF 153 and the EARDF. As such, they
include in their program aid for companies with specific conditions, such as cooperation
between research and enterprises, significant creation of jobs, respect for ecoconditions. The evaluation plans focus in particular on the programme axes in which aid
to companies is more important. However, the evaluation plans in France are not very
advanced today, except that of the National ESF Program, and, to our knowledge, no
evaluation has focused on subsidies to companies, except that of the DepartmentRegion of Mayotte in 2016 to reconfigure and regularise its aid schemes system. On the
other hand, several studies or evaluations were carried out on the occasion of the
transfer from the State to the Regions of aid for business creation (Nouvelle Aide pour
la Création et la Reprise d’Entreprises NACRE device). Other evaluations have focused
on competitiveness clusters or innovation clusters (Bretagne).
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Mainly, vocational training and guidance and, since 2019, support for business creation.
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12.2.4. Parliament and other actors
Parliament
Following the creation of the Parliamentary Office for Scientific and Technological
Choices, an inter-parliamentary delegation whose purpose is to assist Parliament in its
action in monitoring scientific and technological choices, then the Parliamentary Office
for Policy Assessment authorities, created by article 3 of law n° 96-517 of June 14,
1996, an Evaluation and Control Mission (MEC) was thus set up within the Finance
Commission in February 1999.
The Committee of evaluation and control (CEC), created by the reform of the Regulation
of May 27, 2009, has for mission to evaluate transversal public policies relating to fields
of competence broader than those of a parliamentary standing committee; each political
group has the right to carry out an evaluation per ordinary session (Rule 146-3) and
the power to make proposals for the agenda reserved each month to monitoring and
evaluation 154.
Economic, Social and Environmental Council (CESE)
The foresight and public policy evaluation delegation was created in November 2010 to
provide the CESE with a foresight structure comparable to that of the Senate. Its
objective is to reflect on the main economic, social and environmental challenges of the
future and to contribute to the evaluation of public policies, in accordance with the new
missions entrusted to France Assembly by the organic law of June 28, 2010. Some of
its work has a methodological character (culture of evaluation, impact assessment) but
no recent study has focused on State aid.
Council of State (Conseil d’Etat)
The latter, in addition to its case-law opinions, publishes legal framework documents
and in particular has published a guide on economic support actions by public bodies.
In this guide, the State Council recalls that the Competition Authority has issued several
opinions (see not. Opinion n ° 14-A-10 of July 31, 2014 on the competition situation in
the support sector internationally) recalling the need to avoid any anti-competitive
practice, distortion of competition (predatory prices, cross-subsidisation) because of its
method of financing.
Court of Auditors (Cour des Comptes)
The Court of Auditors is an independent financial jurisdiction. It presents itself as "the
supreme supervisory institution responsible for verifying the use of public funds and
punishing breaches of their proper use". The role of the Court of Auditors is to monitor
and guarantee the proper use of public money. It informs citizens of this through its
publications: annual public reports, joint Court/regional and territorial chambers of audit
inquiries, final observation reports and administrative communications. Among its four
missions, there is the ‘evaluation of public policies’, in which the Court of Auditors assists
the Parliament and the Government under article 47-2 of the Constitution
(constitutional law 2008). Since the above-mentioned report of 2013, the Court of
Auditors has not published a report relating specifically to economic aid.

Following the recent institution of a mission to assess industrial policy, the CEC requested the support
of France Stratégie which will deliver a study in September 2020. At the request of the rapporteurs, (Olivier
Marleix and Thierry Michels), the France Stratégie study, presented in the form of a review of scientific
literature, will take stock of the objectives, the tools, the organisation and impact of industrial policy in
France using international comparisons and an analysis of the contribution of the European Union.
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The Court of Auditors recently set up a team of 10 data scientists to carry out impact
assessments according to the missions conferred on it by the Constitution. In the future,
it could intervene in the field of the evaluation of State aid, either upon the request of
the Parliament or on its own initiative.

12.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
12.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
There are no official national guidelines for the assessment of State aid.
On the other hand, there is an important ‘grey literature’ concerning impact
assessments and associated methods. For example, France Stratégie identifies:
−

the technical guide drawn up by INSEE Econometric methods for the evaluation
of public policies 155 based on the academic literature. This document emphasises
the problems of the econometric evaluations: definition of causal inference,
selection bias, data quality, hypothesis of identification and interpretation of
results.

−

the guide entitled “How to assess the impact of public policies? A guide for
practitioners and decision makers” published by France Strategie in 2017. This
document presents the different methods of impact assessment and offers
recommendations to ensure the success of an impact assessment.

−

the guide published in 2009 by the Fond d’Expérimentation pour la Jeunesse (FEJ)
for promoters of social experimentation projects. The document gives an
overview of the various quantitative (controlled experiences and "quasiexperiences") and qualitative (interviews, direct observation, case studies)
methods available and specifies the questions to which they answer.

−

other guides funded by the ESF 156.

The IMPACTE Committee's Methodological Report (2019) also makes proposals for
methodologies, broken down according to the 23 areas of intervention of the law 157.
The question of available data, in particular for counterfactual approaches, is very
important, particularly with regard to company data. There are several “business”
databases (INSEE data, tax data, data on assisted businesses in several ministries or
agencies, etc.), but almost all of this data is accessible by the CASD (Secure data access
center) system of the Agence Nationale de la Recerche. This system is accessible only
by administrative and research units under strict conditions of non-copying and precise
study targeting, with a dedicated computer and a secure transmission system. This is a
real asset for econometric studies and impact studies in particular.
It is noteworthy, that large-scale surveys must be notified to the National Commission
for Information Technology and Liberties (CNIL), if personal data is involved and

Pauline Givord, 2010, Méthodes économétriques pour l’évaluation de politiques publiques, INSEE, G
2010 / 08. https://www.insee.fr/en/statistiques/1380866.
156 They are: a) the methodological note for the counterfactual evaluation of the Youth Employment
Initiative in 2018, drawn up by Luc Behaghel in 2016. b) the study on the conditions required to conduct
an impact assessment for the ESF OP 2014-2020, Amnyos Edater, 2015; c) The methodological note for
developing the typology of operations for axis 3 Active inclusion of the National ESF OP, Amnyos Edater,
2019.
157
Comité de suivi et d’évaluation de la loi PACTE, 2019, Rapport méthodologique.
https://www.strategie.gouv.fr/english-articles/monitoring-and-evaluation-committee-pacte-actmethodological-report
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sometimes an examination in “Secrecy Committee” for the authorisation to use certain
administrative bases, including tax bases, is necessary.

12.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
12.4.1. The evaluation process
The decision to assess State aid may come from different institutions or organisations,
which deal with it according to their competences:
−

Ministries or agencies, because the processes they manage are subject to legal
obligations (e.g. Pacte law) or political will (e.g. RDI), often linked with France
Stratégie;

−

The National Assembly and the Court of Auditors, on their own initiative or jointly
(see above);

−

The Regions and the ANCT within the framework of their competences to support
companies or the creation of companies.

Once the process has been launched, an evaluation piloting committee is generally set
up. It approves the specifications, and follows the launch of the evaluation, which is
carried out either internally by the administrations concerned, should they have the
technical capacity (e.g. DGE, INSEE), or outsourced to an external service provider,
often with the support of a university and sometimes of just a private company,
depending on the needed skills. This Committee monitors the progress of the evaluation
and validates its conclusions. Generally, initially a “roadmap” of the study is defined,
the evaluation team produces an interim report and a final report including the final
recommendations according to the initial schedule.
Expertise in carrying out or managing impact evaluations is still limited in France (often
little responses to calls for tenders). It is strong internally to certain administrations
(DGE, France Strategy, Court of Auditors, Institut national de la Statistique et des
Etudes Economiques INSEE), but also relies on research centres or institutes close to
these administrations, and on private consultants specialised in evaluation.
12.4.2. The use of the evaluation
The evaluation reports are generally published online or available upon request.
However, rarely there is a follow-up to the recommendations made, but some of them
are used in the event of a new alignment of State aid systems at the legislative or
regulatory level.

12.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
12.5.1. Strengths
The main strengths of the overall evaluation process are as follows:
−

Constitution of Steering Committees made up of public and private decisionmakers, experts in the areas assessed and assessment methods, local
operational managers and social partners, with an active presidency responsible
for validating reports and conclusions,

−

Independence of the evaluator (internal or external) which guarantees a form of
ethics in the way of collecting and processing data and then drawing conclusions,

−

High-level expertise and experience both in ordering these impact evaluations,
in particular by action theory, counterfactual or mixed, and sometimes in their
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implementation when it is internal and in their monitoring and reporting with
back and forth by providing experts between the administration, INSEE and the
relevant academics or firms,
−

Comparison of impact evaluation available methods at national level (SGAE
working group; informal dialogue between public sector specialists; and
workshops organised by the French evaluation association (Société française
d’évaluation SFE) with a larger audience; and dedicated workshops organised by
the Commission,

−

Ethical use of the CASD system database portal (including a large set of data on
companies), which is only available for research studies and with special
permissions and conditions of access and use.

12.5.2. Weaknesses
The main weaknesses of the evaluation process, taken as a whole, are as follows:
−

Dispersion of the evaluation commissioners due to lack in coordination, because
of the number of the involved actors, of the command and the ‘comitology’ on
the question of the evaluation of State aid,

−

Little exchanges in the initial period of the assessments and on the evaluation
methods, despite efforts (the “Spring of evaluation” in the Parliament and the
exchanges within the French Society of Evaluation SFE and informal working
group SGAE), which deserve to be developed or better structured in permanent
processes,

−

Still insufficient development and spreading over the territory of expertise on
impact evaluation (some calls for tender with a single response or none at all),

−

Partial knowledge of the existing evaluation expertise due to a lack of complete
and detailed identification of the available offer,

−

Despite the pooling of databases with CASD, problem of missing data
backgrounds especially for Outermost Regions,

−

Too much focus on counterfactual-type assessments, while sample sizes or
policies involved suggest other approaches, e.g. for example mixed approaches
with both action theories and counterfactual theories,

−

Insufficient translation of the results of the assessments into a language
accessible to politicians and even the general public,

−

Little or no follow-up of the evaluators' proposals and recommendations at the
time of publication of the reports and six months or a year later.

−

The need for developing a scientific evaluation supply adapted to the growth in
evaluation demand, and possibly the orders that could ensue, are currently under
discussion among Ministries, services and agencies concerned.
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12.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
State aid evaluations conducted between 2015 and 2018 outside GBER
Tax Assistance/ Fiscal aid
−

Comité de suivi des aides publiques aux entreprises et des engagements : Les exonérations
générales de cotisations/ Monitoring Committee for public aid to companies and
commitments: General exemptions from contributions France Stratégie, Michel Yahiel,
Fabrice
Lenglart
et
al.
,
Juillet
2017.
https://www.strategie.gouv.fr/sites/strategie.gouv.fr/files/atoms/files/fs_rapport_cosape_2
017.pdf

−

Le préfinancement du CICE et ses effets sur l’emploi : une évaluation ex post/ The prefinancing of the CICE and its effects on employment: an ex post evaluation,, Haithem Ben
Hassine

−

Claude Mathieu, France Stratégie, oct 2017, et Comité de suivi pour la compétitivité et
Rapport
2017.
l’emploi,
https://www.strategie.gouv.fr/sites/strategie.gouv.fr/files/atoms/files/fs-cice-documentde-travail-prefinancement-cice-effets-sur-emploi-19-10-2017_0.pdf

−

Nouveaux résultats sur l’impact du Crédit d’Impôt Recherche/New results on the impact of
the Research Tax Credit Benoît MULKAY Jacques MAIRESSE. Rapport pour le Ministère de la
recherche
et
de
l’enseignement
supérieur,
sept.2018
https://www.strategie.gouv.fr/sites/strategie.gouv.fr/files/atoms/files/rapport_mulkaymairesse_evaluation_ex-post_du_cir_mesri.pdf

−

Impacts du CIR sur les principaux indicateurs d’innovation des enquêtes CIS et la productivité
des entreprises/ Impacts of the CIR on the main innovation indicators of CIS surveys and
business productivity Rapport final – 14/12/2018 Jimmy Lopez et Jacques Mairesse.
https://www.strategie.gouv.fr/sites/strategie.gouv.fr/files/atoms/files/lopez_et_mairesse_r
apport_final_14122018.pdf

−

Evaluation d’impact de la réforme 2008 du crédit impôt recherche/ Impact assessment of the
2008 research tax credit reform, IPP, mars 2019. https://www.ipp.eu/publication/mars2019-evaluation-impact-reforme-2008-credit-impot-recherche-cir/

−

Comité d’évaluation des réformes de la fiscalité du capital Premier rapport / Capital Tax
Reform Review Committee First report Fabrice Lenglart, Président ; Boris Le Hir, Rapporteur,
2019. https://www.vie-publique.fr/rapport/271229-comite-devaluation-des-reformes-de-lafiscalite-du-capital-1er-rapport

Hiring aids /Aides à l’embauche
−

Une évaluation des effets du Dispositif Jeunes Docteurs sur l’accès aux emplois de R&D/ An
evaluation of the effects of the Young Doctors Device on access to R&D jobs, B. Bernela, L.
Bonnal, C. Bonnard, J. Calmand, J.F. Giret (resp. scientifique) Rapport pour France Stratégie
Octobre
2018,
https://www.strategie.gouv.fr/sites/strategie.gouv.fr/files/atoms/files/rapport_giret_et_al_
djd_cir_version_octobre_2018.pdf

−

INSEE Prime à l'embauche dans les PME: évaluation à partir des déclarations d'embauche.
Hiring bonus in SMEs: assessment based on hiring declarations. Paul BEAUMONT et Antoine
LUCIANI, document de travail, 2018. https://www.insee.fr/fr/statistiques/2538529

−

INSEE L’effet des aides à la R&D sur l’emploi : une évaluation pour les petites entreprises en
France/ The effect of R&D aid on employment: an assessment for small businesses in France,
Vincent
Dortet-Bernadet
et
Michaël
Sicsic,
2017.
https://www.insee.fr/fr/statistiques/2889922?sommaire=2889938
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−

Aid for competitiveness clusters /Aides aux pôles de compétitivité. Évaluation de la politique
des pôles de compétitivité : la fin d’une malédiction ?/ Assessment of the competitiveness
clusters policy: the end of a curse? Haithem Ben Hassine, Claude Mathieu, France Stratégie,
Fév 2017. https://www.strategie.gouv.fr/publications/evaluation-de-politique-poles-decompetitivite-fin-dune-malediction

−

INSEE L’impact de la participation aux pôles de compétitivité sur les PME et les ETI/ The
impact of participation in competitiveness clusters on SMEs and mid-caps. Christophe Bellego
et Vincent Dortet-Bernadet, 2014 / Economie et Statistique / Année 2014 / 471 / pp. 65-83.
https://www.insee.fr/fr/statistiques/1377928?sommaire=1377932

Aid for innovation/Aides à l’innovation
−

Quinze ans de politiques d’innovation en France, Rapport de la Commission nationale
d’évaluation des politiques d’innovation/ Fifteen years of innovation policies in France,
Report of the National Commission for the Evaluation of Innovation Policies Président
Jean Pisani-Ferry Rapporteurs Mohamed Harfi Rémi Lallement Janvier 2016.
https://www.strategie.gouv.fr/publications/quinze-ans-de-politiques-dinnovation-france

Multiple Aids /Aides multiples
−

Comité IMPACTE Comité de suivi et d’évaluation de la loi PACTE Rapport méthodologique/
Monitoring and evaluation committee of the PACTE law Methodological report Président :
Gilles
de
Margerie
Rapporteur :
Adam
Baïz,
décembre
2019.
https://www.strategie.gouv.fr/publications/comite-de-suivi-devaluation-de-loi-pacterapport-methodologique

Other reports and notes
−

Méthodologie commune pour l'évaluation des aides d'État, document de travail,
Commission européenne, 2014/ Common methodology for the assessment of State aid,
working document, European Commission, 2014

−

Les contrôles applicables aux aides nationales aux entreprises, fiche documentaire,
Sénat, 2014/ The controls applicable to national aid to businesses, fact sheet, Senate,
2014

−

Fiche 4 Economie générale du RGEC, in RGEC, Vade-mecum des aides d’Etat, Ministère
de l’économie, 2015/ Sheet 4 General economics of the GBER, in GBER, Vade-mecum of
State aid, Ministry of the Economy, 2015

−

Vade-mecum des aides d’Etat, DGE, 2016/ State aid guide, DGE, 2016

−

La règlementation des aides d’Etat Période 2014-2020, CGET, 2016/ State aid regulations
Period 2014-2020, CGET, 2016

−

L’évaluation des politiques publiques en France (évaluations d’impact), France Stratégie,
décembre 2019/ The evaluation of public policies in France (impact assessments), France
Strategy, December 2019

−

Vingt ans d’évaluations d’impact en France et à l’étranger. Analyse quantitative de la
production scientifique, France Stratégie, Décembre 2018, et note de synthèse, décembre
2019/. Twenty years of impact assessments in France and abroad. Quantitative analysis
of scientific production, France Stratégie, December 2018, and summary note, December
2019.

−

La France évalue encore peu l’impact de ses politiques publiques, France Stratégie, Note
de synthèse, 2019/ France still hardly assesses the impact of its public policies, France
Strategy, Policy Brief, 2019
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−

Aides d’État et Coopération Territoriale Européenne Questions et Réponses, CGET/ANCT
Interact, Avril 2015/ State aid and European Territorial Cooperation Questions and
Answers, CGET / ANCT Interact, April 2015

−

Note sur l'évaluation des aides d'État, secrétariat IEV CFT MED, 2015/ Note on the
evaluation of State aid, ENI secretariat CFT MED, 2015

−

Les aides d’Etat à finalité régionale/ Regional State aid, European Parliament, 2020,
Parlement européen, 2020

−

Rapport d’information déposé par la Commission des Affaires européennes sur
l’évaluation de la gestion des fonds structurels européens par les régions françaises,
Assemblée nationale, Liliana TANGUY et Pierre-Henri DUMONT Députés, octobre 2019/
Information report tabled by the European Affairs Committee on the evaluation of the
management of European structural funds by the French regions, National Assembly,
Liliana TANGUY and Pierre-Henri DUMONT Deputies, October 2019

−

Bulletin de veille sur les aides d’Etat à l’usage des pôles de compétitivité, DGE, Juillet –
août 2015/ Monitoring bulletin on State aid for the use of competitiveness clusters, DGE,
July – August 2015

−

Retours d’expérience sur les pratiques d’évaluation en Europe Points d’intérêt pour le
contexte français Evaluation into Practice to Achieve Targets for Energy Efficiency JeanSébastien Broc, IEECP, Catherine Guermont, ADEME Christian Deconninck, ATEE

−

Atelier national EPATEE France- ADEME Projet H2020, mars 2019 / Feedback on
evaluation practices in Europe Points of interest for the French context Evaluation into
Practice to Achieve Targets for Energy Efficiency Jean-Sébastien Broc, IEECP, Catherine
Guermont, ADEME Christian Deconninck, ATEE National workshop EPATEE FranceADEME Project H2020, March 2019

−

Régime d’aides de l’ADEME exempté de notification n° SA 40264 relatif aux aides à la
protection de l’environnement pour la période 2014-2020 (aides à la réalisation), PIAADEME, 2015/ ADEME aid scheme exempt from notification n ° SA 40264 relating to
environmental protection aid for the period 2014-2020 (aid for implementation), PIAADEME, 2015

−

Règles générales d’attribution des aides de l’ADEME, ADEME, Novembre 2019/ General
rules for the allocation of ADEME grants, ADEME, November 2019

−

Projets de déploiement du très haut débit : méthode d’évaluation socioéconomique. Un
guide à l’usage des décideurs et praticiens, Lionel Janin, Jincheng Ni, France Stratégie,
juillet 2017/ Very high speed broadband deployment projects: socio-economic
assessment method. A guide for decision makers and practitioners, Lionel Janin, Jincheng
Ni, France Stratégie, July 2017

−

Régime cadre exempté de notification N° SA 39252 relatif aux aides à finalité régionale
(AFR) pour la période 2014-2020, Note CGET DGCL, 2015/ Framework scheme exempt
from notification N ° SA 39252 relating to regional aid for the period 2014-2020, Note
CGET DGCL, 2015+

−

AMNYOS EDATER, Etude sur les conditions requises pour conduire une évaluation
d’impact 2014-2020, DGEFP 2014/ Study on the conditions required to conduct an impact
assessment, DGEFP, 2014
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12.7. Annex A – Committees dedicated to evaluation of State aid under the
responsibility of France strategie
The Very High Speed Broadband (THD) Impact Assessment Committee - Initiated in
2013 by the Government, the Very High Speed France Plan (PFTHD) aims to cover the
entire territory by very high speed by 2022 (greater than 30 Mbit/s). France Strategy
must measure the economic impact in terms of investment and employment, but also
in terms of the attractiveness of the regions. At the heart of the assessment, there is
also the reduction of the digital divide between the territories and the impact of the plan
in terms of innovation and growth. France Stratégie will rely on scientific works and on
the expertise of academic research teams. The evaluation programme takes place over
three years (2019-2022).
The National Committee for the Evaluation of Innovation Policies (CNEPI) - On June 27,
2014, the National Committee for the Evaluation of Innovation Policies (CNEPI) was
installed by France Stratégie, at the joint initiative of the Minister of National Education,
the Minister of the Economy, Productive Recovery and digital, and the Secretary of State
for Higher Education and Research. The main objective of the Committee is to improve
the effectiveness and efficiency of innovation policies. In this perspective, the
Committee is responsible for the following missions:
Evaluate the different components and dimensions of policies with regard to their
economic impact (economic growth, jobs, etc.);
− Analyze policies in their entirety and question their coherence and articulation;
− Formulate proposals to strengthen the effectiveness of public policies;
− Make known, on the basis of national and international monitoring, good practices
in terms of innovation policies in the regions and abroad.
This Committee monitors, in particular, the Research Tax Credit (CIR) and the
competitiveness clusters.
−

The Crédit d’Impôt pour la Compétitivité et l’Emploi CICE (Tax credit for competitiveness
and employment) Monitoring Committee - The Monitoring Committee for the Tax Credit
for Competitiveness and Employment was set up in 2013. Chaired by the Commissioner
General of France Stratégie, the role of the Committee is to define, in consultation, the
procedures for transparent and independent CICE assessment. It brings together
parliamentarians, social partners, administrations and experts. Seven teams worked on
the subject: three university teams selected through a call for research projects, the
CNRS team for work, employment and public policies (TEPP), led by Yannick L'Horty,
and that of the Interdisciplinary Evaluation Laboratory of public policies (LIEPP), and
that of the French Observatory of Economic Conditions (OFCE), the Institute of
Economic and Social Research (IRES) was awarded a call for projects more qualitative,
also monitored by the directorate for research, studies and statistics (DARES) of the
Ministry of Labor. Finally, the administrations themselves contributed to the evaluation
- INSEE, DARES and France Strategy, with an enlarged Committee COSAPE. This
enlarged Committee (COSAPE) aims to blend into the PACTE law evaluation system.
These reports seek to highlight the short- and medium-term effects of CICE on
employment and business performance: avoid business failures, consolidate existing
businesses, improve cash flow and margins, facilitate investment notably in R&D and
innovation, and support export.
The Capital Tax Reform Review Committee - The evaluation committee for capital tax
reforms was installed in December 2018, a year after the launch of the major renovation
of capital taxation carried by the government and voted by the legislator. The reform
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introduced a single flat-rate levy (PFU) on savings income and replaced the solidarity
wealth tax (ISF) with a refocused tax on property wealth (IFI). In addition, the reduction
in corporate tax (IS), designed to complement these transformations, has been
scheduled for the entire five-year period. The first report to "lay down" the landscape,
in order to initiate in good conditions an ex-post evaluation approach conceived as a
progressive and cumulative exercise, will only deliver conclusions over several years.
The PACTE Law Assessment Committee (IMPACTE Committee) - The PACTE Law
provides for the establishment of a "monitoring and evaluation system" (Chapter V,
Article 221-II). The Prime Minister's mission letter of July 31, 2019 addressed to the
Commissioner General of France Strategie establishes this committee, and defines its
composition. The Committee includes “a representative of each of the eight
representative social partners, of nine administrations and public bodies (Dares, DGFiP,
DGE, Insee, DSS, DGT, DG Trésor, Acoss and Banque de France), as well as three
experts from around the world academic”. The chairmanship of the committee is
entrusted to Gilles de Margerie, general commissioner of France Strategie. Article 221
of the Covenant Law provides that "the first three annual reports present components
relating to at least each" of the 23 themes it lists. The annual reports of the Committee
must be submitted to Parliament before the tabling of the finance bill; they are public.
In addition, the same article invites the Committee to assess more broadly “the reforms
aimed at the development of enterprises adopted by the Parliament” and to assess “the
appropriation by the actors concerned and the possible undesirable effects of the
reforms”. This is why the Committee will take over from the CICE monitoring committee
based on the report, which will be submitted in 2020, and will in particular be able to
study the CICE switch in the reduction of social security contributions. The Committee
has published a first methodological report in 2019.

177

13. COUNTRY PROFILE: CROATIA
13.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
13.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
In the Republic of Croatia, the Ministry of Finance is responsible for State aid policy,
which is being implemented based on the State aid Law (OG 47/2014, 69/2017). State
aid providers propose programmes that are monitored by the Ministry of Finance.
However, there is no formal obligation, regulation or guideline referring to the
evaluation of State aid programmes or interventions (incl. ex-ante, interim or ex-post).
On the general level of public policy, up to now, there was no national policy evaluation
framework. With the adoption of the new legislative framework for the national strategic
planning system (including long-term strategies, medium-term plans and short-term
programmes incorporating State aid interventions, OG 123/2017), evaluations became
obligatory. This strategic planning law is accompanied by a Regulation on the
implementation of evaluation procedures (OG 66/2019). The new planning system will
be in full function as of 2021. The Ministry of Regional Development and EU Funds is
responsible for this new planning system. The same Ministry is also in charge of the
coordination of ESI funds in Croatia, where the evaluation obligation on programme and
project level is followed in accordance with the overall Evaluation Strategy and
individual evaluation plans. There are four ESI-fund related operational programmes
that are accompanied by respective evaluation plans covering the programming period
and a number of the development related interventions covering State aid programmes
as well. However, these evaluations do not cover State aid impact evaluations.
An example with regard to the evaluation of a State aid programmes in Croatia might
be the Law on State aid in R&D projects (OG 64/2018), which mentions in its glossary
in article 4 “evaluation plan”. However, no references are made to the preparation of
evaluation plans, nor to projects’ evaluations. This law is accompanied by Regulation
on State aid for R&D projects covering also the project assessment process. Impact
indicators for State aid measures are mentioned in the context of monitoring project
implementation. No State aid programme evaluation is publicly available, and it is
unrealistic to expect that impact evaluations have been done, as no guidelines on impact
evaluation of State aid programmes exist.
With regard to environment, energy or transport sectors, there are no stipulations
referring to State aid evaluation beyond the EU related programmes.
13.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
There are no procedures to enforce obligation, since evaluation is not mandatory.

13.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
13.2.1. National organisation for State aid
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In accordance with the Law on State aid (OG 47/2014, 69/2017) of the Republic of
Croatia, the Ministry of Finance is the responsible central state authority for the State
aid system and provides legal, administrative and practical guidance for State aid
providers based on the respective Regulation (OG125/2017) 158. On a rolling basis, for
three-year periods, the Government of the Republic of Croatia published the Decision
on Guidelines of State aid Policy for the period 2020-2022 (OG 123/2019). The Ministry
of Finance manages the electronic State aid Register that serves as a management tool
for applying for State aid programmes and serves also as a tool for monitoring their
implementation. The application and monitoring system are defined by the Regulation
on the submission of State aid proposals, information on State aid schemes and de
minimis State aid (OG 125/2017).
All State aid providers have to propose their State aid programme by using the
prescribed electronic form (design stage), providing necessary information to the
Ministry of finance for the assessment and approval process. After approval, which is
defined by the above-mentioned Regulation, State aid providers initiate and manage
the implementation of the programmes and report on regular basis through the
electronic Register back to the Ministry of finance. With regard to State aid proposals
that needs to be approved by the European Commission, State aid providers apply
through the Registry and the Ministry of Finance checks the application and forwards it
to the Commission, if the proposal is in accordance with the legal rules and regulations.
The Ministry of Finance provides guidance and comments, and in the case of necessary
improvements of the proposals, there is a clear step by step procedure to by followed
by the proposers.
Within the State aid management system, the monitoring function is well established,
while Impact evaluation of State aid Policy is not covered by the mentioned acts and
consequently not implemented in practice.
For annual reporting to the Government and Parliament, State aid providers have to fill
in the “Assessment form on the efficiency of State aid” provided during the previous
budgetary year by April 30th of the current year. This form consists of information on
types and categories of provided State aid during the previous fiscal year and the plan
for the next 3 years. Although reference is made to the “efficiency” of State aid, this
tool is to be intended only as a monitoring tool. Based on this data, the Ministry of
Finance prepares the Annual report on State aid for the Government by October, which
reports thereafter to the Parliament by November of the current year.
Communication between the Ministry of Finance and State aid providers functions
predominantly electronically through the Register and in writing. However, the Ministry
of Finance organises and provides State aid related training programmes.
13.2.2. Available capacity
Within the Ministry of Finance staff, skills encompass in general economic and legal
skills, and their focus is rather on the financial efficiency of the use of budgetary funds
and its transparency. Number of staff in administration is restricted with a tendency to
decrease, since the financial crises more than a decade ago. There is limited tendency
toward research and policy/programme evaluation.

State aid related legislation, regulations and guidelines are available in electronic format at the following
link: https://mfin.gov.hr/istaknute-teme/koncesije-i-drzavne-potpore/drzavne-potpore/455 in Croatian
language.
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On the level of State aid providers, the same staff restrictions exist, while skills vary
based on the focus of the line ministry or specific institution. Normally, the State aid
related function is closer to the finance departments of the State aid provider.
With regard to the evolving national evaluation practice, there might be good ground to
develop the national public policy framework that might encompass also State aid
programmes. Some of the State aid providers have established evaluation units for ESIF
Operational programmes.
As a further recommendation, coordination among the Ministry of Finance, Ministry of
Regional Development and EU funds and the State Audit Office (i.e. court of auditors),
as well as the respective institutions that provide State aid would be beneficial as
already existing institutional setups and practices might be easily used.
13.2.3. The role of other actors
The Croatian State Audit Office (www.revizija.hr), namely the Court of Auditors,
gradually includes elements of evaluation approaches into the audit practice. Since
2019, auditors question the implementation of budgetary plan in relation to
programmes. However, auditors focus primarily on the criteria of efficiency and
effectiveness of state intervention programmes in general, while evaluations include a
broader set of criteria such as relevance, impact and sustainability. The State Audit
Office conducts thematic efficiency audits randomly, i.e. not at regular basis.

13.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
13.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
There are no guidelines for the evaluation of State aid schemes publicly available. The
Ministry of Finance uses a monitoring tool referring to the Assessment of State aid
Efficiency at expenditure level (available in electronic format) on annual level and uses
the data from the providers to prepare the annual report. As previously explained,
actually, this tool does not assess the efficiency of State aid schemes.
The Ministry of Finance is responsible for setting up the State aid evaluation system
including guidelines for State aid providers. So far, there is also no publicly available
information on State aid related evaluation plans or conducted impact evaluations.

13.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
13.4.1. The evaluation process
As there is no process of national evaluation of State aid, only recommendations can be
given.
The decision on how and when to evaluate State aid should be part of the evaluation
plans of the State aid providers. However, as long as there are no guidelines,
evaluations cannot be obligatory. The preparation of national impact evaluation
guidelines should be the responsibility of the Ministry of Finance.
State aid providers should prepare evaluations of State aid programmes only in
compliance with ESIF and GBER regulations, while the Ministry of Finance or the State
Audit Office on behalf of the Government or Parliament could commission thematic
evaluations by category or type.
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13.4.2. The use of the evaluation
The State aid Register managed by the Ministry of Finance has an established reporting
and monitoring system. For the time being, data is generated only for monitoring
purposes. If data for evaluation purposes should be gathered, this can be easily
implemented through the reporting system.
The results of the report are mainly used in terms of budgetary planning.

13.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
13.5.1. Strengths
As there is no obligatory impact evaluation of State aid, no formal answers can be
provided with regard to the evaluation process and effects on evaluation quality,
corrections or changes.
13.5.2. Weaknesses
Based on the experience of ESI funds related evaluation practice that is still evolving,
difficulties exist among clients and evaluators in understanding the evaluation process,
objectives and its purpose. As the findings are politically sensitive, clients are hesitant
in accepting recommendations, while evaluators need to improve research and
communication skills. This is also a result of still young evaluation practice and
inexistent formal evaluation education in Croatia.

13.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
There is no publicly available information on ex-post evaluations carried out with regard
to State aid schemes.
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14. COUNTRY PROFILE: HUNGARY
14.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
14.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
In Hungary the CXXX. 2010 Law (17. §) defines the prerequisites for the introduction
of new laws and public policies; this law stipulates that any legislative procedures must
be preceded by an ex-ante impact assessment on the budgetary and socio-economic
impact. However, these ex-ante evaluations are mostly carried out by the Government,
and for the internal work of the Government, so these evaluations are not public most
of the times. On the contrary, ex-post evaluations are not mandatory and it is up to the
Government to decide to implement them (21. §).
In Hungary the main source of law regarding State aid schemes is represented by EU
rules 159 and the national 37/2011 Government Regulation. There is no national legal
obligation to evaluate State aid schemes, so EU legislation is the main legally binding
source in this matter.
Major legislation changes in EU legislation regarding State aid schemes occurred
between the 2007-2013 and 2014-2020 programming periods. The main principle is
‘trust and verify’; however, at the same time, measures that may seriously harm
competition or fragment the internal market are assessed more carefully.
The main State aid guidelines and frameworks adopted since 2012 foresaw the
possibility of requiring evaluations for aid schemes with large budgets, with novel
characteristics or when significant market, technology or regulatory changes are
foreseen. The Commission has already required evaluations in cases related to
broadband investments. The new GBER foresees evaluations of large aid schemes in
specific fields, in order to ensure that evaluation remains proportionate and limited to
a manageable number of aid schemes with an average annual State aid budget of at
least EUR 150 million in the field of: regional aid, aid for SMEs, access to finance, aid
for research and development and innovation, energy and environmental aid, aid for
broadband infrastructures.

14.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
14.2.1. National organisation for State aid
In Hungary, the main centralised authority dealing with State aid and state subsidies is
the State aid Monitoring Office (SAMO), which is under the authority of the Ministry of
Innovation and Technology. The procedures of this authority to manage State aid
schemes are presented below, but they do not include evaluations carried out
autonomously, since they are not mandatory. So far this kind of assessments has not
been implemented by the government.
The SAMO has to ensure that State aid in Hungary is granted in accordance with the
State aid rules of the European Union. The legal background for implementing State aid
control is defined by Government Decree 37/2011. (III. 22.) on procedures relating to
State aid schemes under Article 107(1) of the TFEU and the regional aid map. The
Government Decree contains procedural rules relating to prior notifications, sets out the

The Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), Article 107 and 108 and the Council
Regulation 2015/1589 on laying down detailed rules for the application of Article 108 of the TFEU.
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rules for accumulation of aid from different sources, defines the Hungarian regional aid
map and prescribes the obligatory elements of the aid measures.
The procedural rules oblige the aid grantors to notify in advance their State aid plans
to SAMO, who is responsible for assessing the compatibility of each proposal with
relevant EU laws and regulations. SAMO provides the aid grantor bodies with guidance
and assistance in preparing the rules of their aid plan and the notification. The procedure
followed by SAMO depends on the characteristics of the notified aid schemes. In its
preliminary opinion, SAMO can recommend modification of the measure to make it
compatible with EU rules. Indeed, SAMO has the authority to demand additional
information in order to obtain a detailed picture of the planned measure, and aid
grantors have to cooperate with SAMO at the preparatory stage of their notifications. If
the approval of the Commission is necessary and SAMO finds that the aid measure does
not comply with EU rules, the notification cannot be submitted to the Commission unless
the Government instructs SAMO to send it to the Commission. SAMO will keep the aid
grantor informed of any additional questions and decisions of the Commission
concerning the notified aid plan. SAMO is also responsible for controlling the subschemes (calls for applications).
Apart from the notification, SAMO has other duties, like compiling the annual report on
State aid. It also lays down the Hungarian position on the ’appropriate measures’
proposed by the Commission for the amendment of existing aid schemes, and plays a
leading role in formulating the national position in the new Community State aid
legislation. SAMO also has to keep the aid grantor informed about the recovery or
suspension of any aid schemes or individual aid assessed by the Commission.
Furthermore. It also monitors whether all necessary steps have been taken to execute
the decision on recovery or suspension. SAMO regularly publishes papers related to
State aid issues, in the State aid Law Journal which provides information on Community
State aid legislation, on the decisions of the Commission and the Court of the European
Union, and on the assessment of national practices.
SAMO represents a privileged link with the European Commission and aid grantors and
helps in identifying the proper tools for reaching the objectives set at national level, in
compliance with current EU State aid laws and regulations.
However, the evaluation of State aid schemes, when requested by the GBER rules, is
carried out by the main body responsible for the aid scheme and not by SAMO. In
general, the evaluation is commissioned to external evaluators.
SAMO is responsible for monitoring State aid programmes, and, in order to do so, every
year it receives a progress report from each State aid programme.
14.2.2. Available capacity
The State aid Monitoring Office has internal experts with expertise in evaluation and,
As the representative of aid grantors in front of the Commission, its staff is usually
involved in the evaluation of State aid schemes falling under the GBER rules. External
experts can be involved in the evaluation process, if needed. Now, two Hungarian State
aid schemes are under evaluation by external experts, and one aid scheme is being
evaluated by the State Audit Office with the support of external experts.
However, the responsibility for preparing the evaluation plan and for implementing it
lies with the granting authority. SAMO gives a feedback on the drafts prepared by the
granting authority and facilitates the communication with the Commission.
14.2.3. The role of other actors
The Parliament has no specific role in State aid evaluation.
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The Court of Auditors is evaluating the development tax benefit schemes, and it is
independent from the Ministry of Finance, the granting authority. The State Audit Office
implements evaluations on the economic impact of national programmes (like family
support system and laws). Moreover, the State Audit Office also evaluates the impact
of changing tax rules on the national budget.

14.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
14.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
As mentioned above, in Hungary there is no specific regulation regarding the evaluation
of State aid schemes. The European Commission’s guidelines and regulations and
recommendations are the only rules in force.
The fact that in Hungary there is not a dedicated body responsible for evaluating State
aid schemes and there are no obligations to evaluate State aid did not promote the
definition of national guidelines.

14.4. Section 4 -The process of national evaluation of State aid
14.4.1. The evaluation process
As mentioned above, according to GBER regulation, evaluation plans have been drafted
for three programmes and they are currently under evaluation in Hungary.
It is possible for the government to order the ex-post evaluation of State aid programs
within its own sphere of competence, although, at present, this has never been done.
A common feature of the three State aid schemes mentioned, subject to the EU
mandatory evaluation, is that external evaluators are included in each of the three
evaluation teams, and, in two cases, only external evaluators are working on the
evaluation.
To the best of our knowledge, State aid programs are evaluated based on grant
databases and company data. There are two main difficulties regarding the evaluation
of State aid schemes:
1) First of all, it is difficult to find control groups for each State aid programme;
2) Secondly, in Hungary the tax secrecy rules are very strict, so it is impossible for
external evaluators to link the tax database with the grant database.

14.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
14.5.1. Weaknesses
The Ministry of Finance’s viewpoint on the weaknesses of the on-going evaluations is as
follows.
The main weakness of the EU State aid evaluation rules lies in the strict and somewhat
bureaucratic process of development and approval of the evaluation methodology,
including the identification of the programmes to be evaluated. It is difficult to apply
some rules in relation to tax schemes, especially if the eligibility of the support covers
a longer time span and, thus, the effects of the aid appear only after the examined
period.
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The econometric tools and estimation approaches used are similar to those used for
national impact assessments. In the case of State aid schemes, the Ministry had to
engage with lots of other stakeholders, too. In addition, legal and formal requirements
lengthened the preparation of the evaluation exercise quite a bit.
A primary obstacle is the severe limitations in available data regarding the tax benefit
scheme in Hungary. Economic effects of the tax benefit should be evaluated by
comparing the economic indicators of supported companies to their own past
performance, or preferably to that of an untreated control group. Corporate tax
declarations could, in theory, be used to evaluate economic and financial indicators of
companies, but they include other forms of support that companies received regardless
of the specific investment. Building such a consistent database is burdensome and,
given the sensitive nature of business and tax information, data protection regulations
require data to be anonymised.
Another obstacle is that the law provides for a window of eligibility for the tax benefit,
which lasts for maximum 14 years after the initial application. As the scheme has been
in operation since 2004, not even the earliest applications have reached the end of the
eligibility period yet and this complicates the identification of the actual support
provided.

14.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
Hungary notified 3 Evaluation Plans to the EC, but, at present, no ex-post evaluations
of State aid have been carried out.
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15. COUNTRY PROFILE: IRELAND
15.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
15.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
The requirement to evaluate State aid instruments comes from more general guidelines
contained in the Irish Public Spending Code 160. The Irish Spending Code states that ‘all
Irish public bodies are obliged to treat public funds with care, and to ensure that the
best possible value for money is obtained whenever public money is being spent or
invested. The Public Spending Code is the set of rules and procedures that ensure that
these standards are upheld across the Irish public service’ (Department of Public
Expenditure and Reform. 2019). While there are guidelines for the evaluation of
programmes, there are no specific guidelines for the evaluation of State-aid
instruments. Evaluations could be undertaken for any relevant sectors.
15.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
The Irish Public Spending Code advises that all major capital expenditure go through a
6-stage monitoring and evaluation process, with a decision gate at each stage. Ex-postprogramme evaluation is undertaken for programmes with expenditure in excess of €10
million. For programmes with capital expenditure over €50 million, ex-post evaluations
are required to be submitted to the Department of Public Expenditure and Reform.
Ongoing programmes of current expenditure with an annual value in excess of €30
million and of 5 years or more duration are subject to ex-ante and mid-term evaluation
at the beginning and mid-point of each 5-year cycle. Evaluation should look at the
questions of programme Rationale, Relevance, Effectiveness, Efficiency and Impact.
New Public Spending Code guidelines were published in December 2019. While these
guidelines require the ex-post evaluation of capital funding in excess of EUR 10 million
and ongoing evaluation of current expenditure programmes in excess of annual amount
of EUR 30 million, the actual enforcement of evaluation appears to still be made on an
ad hoc basis, with necessity for ex-post programme evaluation dependent on priorities
of Government, the time since previous evaluation of programmes, evaluation of similar
programmes, as well as the availability of resources dedicated to evaluation.
The evaluation of programmes at a Departmental level will be dictated by the resources
allocated to Evaluation. The Evaluation function in the Department of Public Expenditure
and Reform (DBEI) has a complement of 5 full-time equivalents (FTEs). There are also
evaluation staff in State Agencies which the Department funds which undertake
evaluation. Beyond staffing, the Department may also procure external contractors to
undertake specific evaluations.
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https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/public-spending-code/
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15.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
15.2.1. National organisation for State aid
The Department of Public Expenditure and Reform is the National Contact Point for
overarching State aid policy matters. The State aid Unit provides State aid guidance to
other Departments and State agencies/ bodies and acts as the liaison office with the
European Commission. However, all Government Departments maintain their own
evaluation units that evaluate State aid expenditure within the context of the Public
Spending Code but under their own remits. Other important Departments in the
Republic that have experience with Irish State aid evaluations are the Department of
Business, Enterprise and Innovation, Enterprise Ireland and IDA Ireland. These are all
central government departments.
The Department of Public Expenditure and Reform has a defined Evaluation Unit. This
unit is composed of staff who are members of the Irish Government Economic
Evaluation Service (IGEES) which is a cross-Departmental evaluation service coordinated by the Department of Public Expenditure and Reform 161. IGEES staff located
in every Government Department contribute to evaluations of State aid instruments at
a disaggregated level.
The main responsibility of the Unit is the evaluation of DBEI policy and programmes,
particularly from a point of view of effectiveness and ensuring value for money in public
expenditure. The unit carries out evaluations itself, as well as managing evaluations
conducted by external consultants. This unit only examines programmes within the
remit of DBEI and does not engage in evaluation of wider State aid instruments, which
is carried out by each Government Department’s respective evaluation unit along with
possible coordinated input from the central Government Department of Public
Expenditure and Reform.
15.2.2. Available capacity
The unit has a role throughout the lifecycle of programmes. It conducts, or reviews, exante evaluation (in particular Cost Benefit Analysis/Cost Effectiveness Analysis) as well
as undertaking interim and ex-post evaluations. It has 5 staff members. 2 managers (1
being involved in day-to-day unit work programme). 2 evaluators and 1 admin staff.
Their skills encompass quantitative/data analysis, evaluation methodology, qualitative
methods, statistical programmes (R, Stata, SPSS).
15.2.3. The role of other actors
The Irish Parliament (Oireachtas) has no formal responsibilities regarding evaluation.
However, the Government (Executive Function) is informed of the results of any major
evaluations.

15.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
15.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
The format of the ex-post evaluation, carried out under the public spending code, is not
fixed. However, the preference is to undertake CBA drawing on econometric control
group assessment in the assessment of net additionality where this is possible. The
evaluation should determine whether the expected benefits and outcomes materialised,
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More information on this can be found at: https://igees.gov.ie/.
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whether the planned outcomes were the appropriate responses to actual public needs
as well as incorporating lessons for future policy.
There are not any national guidelines specifically for the evaluation of State aid
schemes. The evaluations are expected to follow national guidelines on evaluation more
generally. There will be specific databases held by Government Departments, or at least
accessible to them, that can be used by evaluators depending on confidentiality
requirements. The national guidelines on evaluation procedures follow a standard
format in terms of content and coverage. The preferred approach is illustrated by a
recent evaluation report from the Department of Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation
(2017)162: ‘The evaluations are focused on both quantitative and qualitative findings.
Quantitative findings are mainly expressed in terms of additional jobs or exports that
can be directly attributed to participation in the programme. Cost-Benefit analysis is
undertaken where data permits. Qualitative findings are also considered important, as
they can explain much of the how and why programmes help generate additionality.
In determining net additionality, DJEI and the Agencies also seek to undertake analysis
of programme deadweight where possible. The gold standard measure of deadweight
and additionality calculation would be to undertake an econometric counterfactual
impact assessment, comparing a ‘treated’ group of firms with a matched control group
of firms with similar characteristics, and track their progress against each other relative
to the main programme objective (e.g. productivity, turnover, employment, R&D
spend). The difference in the performance provides an empirical measure of the
additionality of the support in addition to estimating through the control group what
would have happened anyway (deadweight). DJEI’s evaluations have sought to employ
this as the primary method of estimating additionality and deadweight; however, this
has not been possible except in a small number of evaluations’.

15.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
15.4.1. The evaluation process
Responsibility for the evaluation of State aid in the Republic is at the Departmental
level. The evaluations are undertaken by a Department’s evaluation unit only when the
programme is regarded as fitting with that Department’s remit. Thus, the Department
of Business, Enterprise and Innovation Evaluation unit carries out evaluations of
schemes within this Department’s policy area. If a State aid instrument was established
in the area of Agriculture for instance, the evaluation of such expenditure would be
carried out by the Department of Agriculture evaluation unit, with the potential for input
from the central Department; the Department of Public Expenditure and Reform.
The decision to undertake an evaluation takes into account spending priorities, project
lifecycle, time elapsed since the last evaluation, as well as the resources available to
the Department. The evaluations are not targeted at the specific programmes or
instruments concerned specifically because they are State aid supported. It appears
from consulting web material on evaluations that they are undertaken by both internal
and external evaluators depending on the expertise required and thus programmes
complexity and the skills and resources available within the specific Department
Evaluation Unit.

See
https://dbei.gov.ie/en/publications/review-capital-expenditure-research-development-andinnovation-2000-2016.html.
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15.4.2. The use of the evaluation
As mentioned above, the findings of the evaluations are mainly used by the
commissioner administration and the executive bodies.

15.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
15.5.1. Strengths
The strengths of the approach in the Republic is that it is flexible and evaluations can
be focused on areas that are considered to be of particular interest and importance.
15.5.2. Weaknesses
A possible weakness is that since all Departments follow general evaluation guidelines
and they could benefit from building and drawing on experience on evaluations
undertaken on similar programmes in other Member States.
In relation to the evaluation process itself, the Department of Jobs, Enterprise and
Innovation in the Republic has produced an excellent discussion of the weaknesses that
exist in seeking to apply the Commission’s ‘Gold-Standard’ methodology to assess in
seeking to estimate economic additionality 163. They point to the following problems:
−

Empirical analysis requires comprehensive data at firm level over a number of
years – this is not always available due to varying response rates year to year.
This is a particular issue with smaller firms;

−

Many agency companies are in receipt of more than one type of support, which
also needs to be considered in interpreting the results;

−

Some R&D supports targeted a small cohort of companies, or start-ups, spin outs
or research within the public system. Detailed profile data is not always available
for these actors or it is too early to measure impact. (Department of Jobs,
Enterprise and Innovation (2017)).

15.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
There is no central register of evaluations on State aid Instruments in Ireland 164. These
evaluations are carried out based on expenditure levels and the other criteria mentioned
earlier and not their State aid status. They are carried out by each policy area and are
organised as such. Relevant State aid evaluations are:
−

Review of Capital Expenditure on Research, Development and Innovation 2000-2016
https://dbei.gov.ie/en/publications/review-capital-expenditure-research(2017):
development-and-innovation-2000-2016.html

−

Focused Policy Assessment of Start-Up and Entrepreneurship Expenditure (2018):
https://dbei.gov.ie/en/Publications/Publication-files/Focused-Policy-Assessment-ofStart-Up-and-Entrepreneurship-Expenditure.pdf

See
https://dbei.gov.ie/en/publications/review-capital-expenditure-research-development-andinnovation-2000-2016.html).
164
A central repository (incomplete) of evaluations by policy area is located here:
https://igees.gov.ie/publications/expenditure-reviewandevaluation/
163
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−

Focused Policy Assessment of Capital, Employment and Training Support
2005/2006-2018
(2019):
https://dbei.gov.ie/en/Publications/Focused-PolicyAssessment-of-Capital-Employment-and-Training-Supports-2005-2006-2018.html
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16. COUNTRY PROFILE: ITALY
Introduction
Italy is a “regionalised” country, where Constitution assigns important powers to the
Regions and, in many policy fields, the Regions and the State have a “shared”
jurisdiction. The Regions and the State can autonomously make laws in these shared
fields, although the responsibility for defining general principles and coordination is
under the competence of the central State. Sectoral policies relevant to State aid - such
as energy, RTDI and support to productive sectors - are managed through shared
competences; consequently, the State has only a coordinating role in State aid.

16.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
16.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
In Italy a general obligation to evaluate public policies, or State aid policies, does not
exist, either at national or regional level.
However, obligations to monitor and assess specific policies are widespread since the
end of the last century at regional and national levels, also as a consequence of the
cohesion policy experience. These “evaluation clauses” have been included in legal acts,
giving birth to new policy instruments or defining a new governance of existing policies.
The distribution of the evaluation clauses did not affect all the policy instruments, as it
depended on the will of the legislators 165. The evaluation clause, in general, compels
public administration responsible for the intervention to report results to national or
regional Parliament on an annual basis. With very few exceptions, impact evaluation,
as defined in the GBER, has never been carried out in the framework of the assessments
required by these clauses. The clauses produced, as a consequence, an effort to monitor
policies, increased available information and improved accountability but did not provide
effective evaluations of the socio-economic effects of the policy.
Since the end of the previous century, State aid measures experienced a similar
increase in attention for monitoring and available information, but obligations to
evaluate were never set up and, as explained in the next section, national impact
evaluations have been sporadic and dependent on occasional decisions.
In the past two decades institutionalisation of evaluation also made significant
progresses in several policy fields, such as education, university and labour market,
where specialised Agencies 166 have to analyse and evaluate the effects of the public
expenditure.
Finally, in Italy obligations to evaluate ESIFs have great consequences, since cohesion
policy co-finances a significant part of development policies and important State aid
measures, especially in the Southern regions. Italy is one of the countries with the
highest number of evaluations in Europe and impact evaluations are relatively common.
However, the experience of the 2007-2013 period demonstrated that, when European

An initiative for promoting evaluation clauses has been implemented by the Conference of the Presidents
of the Region, see project CAPIRE (http://www.capire.org/). In the 2015-2019 period around 40-50 clauses
have been included in regional acts every year, but only few interested State aid measures.
166 The agencies are: INVALSI for education, ANVUR for higher education, INAPP and ANPAL for labour
market policies.
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obligations lower the attention paid to evaluations in Italy, even systemic and
continuous evaluations are rare.
In conclusion, in Italy the evaluation culture made important progress in recent years
and, to a different extent, influenced several public policies, but did not produce specific
obligations, regular production of impact evaluations or evidence-based decisions. State
aid policy is not an exception.
16.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
Since national obligations to evaluate do not exist, procedures to enforce them are also
non-existent. The reports produced, in order to fulfil evaluation clauses or monitoring
obligations, go to the national or regional Parliaments and these institutions have the
power to verify the compliance with requirements and expectations and can ask for
more detailed analyses. However, there are no known cases where reports were not
accepted or more in-depth evaluations were requested.
At the moment, possible changes in the rules to evaluate public policies and State aid
measures are neither planned nor debated.

16.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
16.2.1. National organisation for State aid
Here, the arrangements to manage State aid measures in Italy are shortly summarised,
while no specific arrangements exist for the evaluation of State aid.
The State has the exclusive competence on competition (art. 117 of the Constitution),
but the design and the management of State aid are decentralised and organised in
relation to the competence of each administration at national, regional and local level.
In accordance with these arrangements, the State plays mainly a coordination role of
State aid policies.
The responsibility for the coordination of State aid is under the Department of European
Affairs (DEA) in the Presidency of the Council of Ministers, the highest national
administrative body 167. The DEA does not have a strong power of coordination, it can
advise the national, regional or local authorities responsible for designing and managing
the State aid measures regarding their compliance with EU rules and must follow the
notification to the EC of the State aid schemes. The granting authorities must
communicate to the DEA the notification of each State aid scheme, but do not have the
obligation to pass through a preventive assessment of the DEA 168. Practically, the DEA
mainly plays an advisory role: it helps the managing authorities to solve legal issues, it
coordinates the national position on State aid in the EU institutions and it follows (or is
informed of) all the notifications to the DG Competition. To carry out its coordination
role, the DEA chairs an Inter-ministerial and Inter-institutional (including
representatives of Regions) Committee.

In particular, the “Office for the Coordination of State aid” plays this role within the DEA.
In detail, the mission of the DEA includes: a) to promote the coordination between central and regional
authorities with the aim of defining a national position on State aid; 2) to develop a preventive information
on State aid with the aim to ensure the compliance of legal and operational practices with EU rules; 3) to
guarantee the participation to coordination and consultation summits with the EC and other member States;
4) to ensure the national coordination of cases of formal investigation and presumed illegal aids; 5) to
monitor the procedures of pending cases of payback; 6) to deliver the quarterly reports on formal
investigations and paybacks; 7) to coordinate the compliance of national administrations with obligations
related to services of general interest.
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In this administrative frame, the Ministry for Economic Development (in Italian
“Ministero per lo sviluppo Economico”, MISE) traditionally manages the largest State
aid schemes and is the responsible authority for monitoring State aid measures 169. The
law 266/1997 established this monitoring responsibility (later on confirmed and
specified by Law 115/2015) and required to transmit the monitoring report to the
Parliament.
The annual monitoring reports provide an overview on the beneficiaries of the
interventions, as well as on the State aid resources planned and spent at national and
regional level. The analyses are organised by region and by typology of subsidies. The
original information derives from a specific computerised platform (“Piattaforma 266”),
which was created specifically for this aim and is fed by all the national or regional
authorities responsible for a State aid intervention (local authorities are not included).
Since 2019 the annual report also uses information stored in the National Register of
State aid (in Italian: “Registro Nazionale degli Aiuti” or RNA); this administrative
database is fully in operation from the 2018 and is designed to support the controls
requested by the EU rules on State aid.
For many years, annual reports did not include impact evaluations. They did it in the
first editions at the beginning of the century, when external experts were requested to
carry out specific evaluations to be published in the report; these were the first
counterfactual evaluations of important State aid schemes in Italy 170.
The Regions can define and notify to the EC State aid measures as they have legislative
power on all the policy fields interested by State aid 171; hence, Regions are responsible
for the compliance of the schemes with the European legislation, the notification or
communication of the scheme and for granting the aids. For instance, Friuli VeneziaGiulia Region in the 2015-2019 period notified to the EC four State aid schemes
concerning research and development (1 scheme) and transports (3 schemes).
In the 20 Regions and 2 Autonomous Provinces (Bolzano and Trento) the arrangements
to manage State aid are similar to the national ones and based on a two-level
organisation: 1) a Department, often under the Presidency of the Region 172, keeps the
relations with the EC and plays a coordination role with respect to the other sectoral
Departments, supporting them in designing and managing State aid measures; 2) the
Departments responsible for sectoral policies manage and grant the aid schemes under
their competence; these Departments are also responsible for monitoring aid schemes
and feed the national databases. In some cases (e.g. Friuli Venezia-Giulia) a network
of officials responsible for State aid in the different departments is set up to favour the
coordination and the exchange of knowledge.
16.2.2. Available capacity

In Italian: “Relazione sugli interventi di sostegno alle attività economiche e produttive” (see
https://www.sviluppoeconomico.gov.it/index.php/it/per-i-media/pubblicazioni?start=20).
170 The main evaluations concerned law 488/1992, an important aid scheme to support private investments
and law 46/1982, the main aid scheme for promoting innovations at that time. Law 488 for the first time
had a computerised system of management, and this made it possible to carry out evaluations in a relative
short time and with limited costs.
171 To a different extent Regions have competences on all the policy fields affected by State aid:
compensation of damages caused by natural disaster; culture; employment; environmental protection,
including energy savings; regional development; research and development, including innovation; sectoral
development; SMEs, including risk capital; social support to individual consumers; training; and also
transport; infrastructure; agriculture.
172 In the Regions with important EU resources, this coordination role is frequently played by the Managing
Authority of the ESIF programmes.
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As no obligations to evaluate State aid measures are in force either at national or
regional level, the Ministries and the Regions did not set up any specific offices dedicated
to this evaluation. However, evaluation units are present in all these administrations.
Since the end of the past century, evaluation units 173 were established in each regional
and central administration. These units have to provide technical support to take
investment decisions, manage the national monitoring of public investments and
disseminate the evaluation techniques and practices experimented with structural
funds. These units are frequently employed to organise ESIF evaluations or to support
the administration in programming interventions, and rarely produced regular ex-ante
or impact analyses. Their staff varies between 5 and 10 persons according to the size
of the administration and specific preferences. In general, their staff has a specialisation
in economics, territorial planning, statistics or social sciences.
Even if expertise on impact evaluation is still limited in the public administrations, it is
noteworthy to highlight the good evaluation capacity available in the academia, in the
consultancy sector and in some national authorities, such as the above-mentioned
Agencies and the Bank of Italy 174. These different groups of experts are often leader in
evaluation at European level on the basis of the extended tradition in territorial policy
analysis and ESIF evaluation.
16.2.3. The role of the other actors
Other actors, such as the Court of Auditors and the regional and national Parliaments,
play a very narrow role in the evaluation of State aid.
The Court of Auditors controls public expenditure with a legal approach and pays
attention mostly to the compliance with existing rules, in order to avoid illegal
behaviours. The Court produces an annual report on the financial relations with the EU
and the use of European funds, where the analysis is restricted to financial resources
and legal aspects; in the 2018 Report, State aid schemes are mentioned only to
underline some negative sentences of the European Court of Justice and the difficulties
in getting back illegitimate aids already funded.
The regional and national Parliaments receive the reports of the administrations on the
monitoring of State aid measures, but the legislative power is not used to spend
significant time on verifying the progress in policy implementation, which remains a
task of the administration. In the last years, the study services of the two national
chambers (Camera dei Deputati and Senato), as well as some auditions of ISTAT and
Bank of Italy, have sometime adopted evaluation approaches but they are isolated cases
and not part of a systematic policy analysis.

173 Their Italian name is: Nuclei di Valutazione e Verifica degli Investimenti Pubblici – NVVIP, these
evaluation units were created by Law 144/1999.
174 In Bank of Italy the Directorate General for Economics, Statistics and Research is committed to evaluate
public policies, including State aid schemes, since many years.
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16.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
16.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
In Italy, there are not official guidelines to evaluate public policies or State aid 175. EC’s
guidelines cover ESIF programmes and in the past, the national evaluation unit,
responsible for the coordination of the evaluation units, delivered some methodological
papers concerning ESIF evaluation; however, all these guidelines are not compulsory.
Impact evaluations of ESIF programmes or autonomous evaluations of national
agencies are used to adopt both theory-based and counterfactual methodological
approaches without particular preferences. The spread of counterfactual analyses is
relatively recent and has been facilitated by the increasing availability of administrative
databases on individuals and enterprises (see next section). In academic papers or ESIF
evaluations all the usual techniques for counterfactual analyses (DD, PSM, RDD,
instrumental variables) are used. Recently, also spatial regressions to measure spill
over and spatial effects on enterprises located around the treated enterprises have been
applied to analyse subsidies.

16.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
16.4.1. The evaluation process
In the national framework, the absence of obligations to evaluate State aid precludes
the existence of an official procedure to decide and implement evaluations.
Consequently, the existing evaluations were originated by specific and not regular
interests of political or administrative policy makers. These interests are often
channelled through the ESIF evaluations, which cover a wide range of public policies for
enterprises, but there are a few examples of different paths, where Regional Councils
committed to the evaluations of State aid measures (see section 6). However, these
examples are sporadic and do not identify a real procedure. The Bank of Italy also
carried out several State aid evaluations, but the decision to evaluate evolved from
autonomous choices and research streams of the institute.
External evaluators generally implement evaluations of State aid measures
commissioned by national authorities; this arrangement is also used in GBER
evaluations. External evaluators are selected through public procurements or, when the
evaluators are in-house agencies, they are directly commissioned.
Available administrative data for impact evaluations recently increased to a significant
extent, even if their use is still hampered by constraints concerning privacy. In the field
of State aid the recent National Register of State aid, in operation since the 2017,
provided information on “treated” companies, while the database of the enterprises
(ASIA) of the National Institute for Statistics (ISTAT) provides information on all the
existing and active enterprises. Other sources used in evaluations relating to enterprises
are the database of the Chambers of Commerce or private databases (such as Van Dijk
database). The Bank of Italy also used data on credit worthiness in some evaluations
on the effects of the guarantee funds; the Central Credit Register, depending on the
Bank of Italy, stores this information and in the last years is more inclined to provide
them for research purposes. ISTAT, more and more frequently, is using administrative
data to calculate official statistics and could make very valuable information available,

Official guidelines are in force only for assessing the internal performance of the administrations and
the universities.
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such as exports or type of investments, for evaluating measures for enterprises, but
privacy rules, until now, have prevented their distribution for research.
16.4.2. The use of the evaluation
As a consequence of the lack of institutionalisation of State aid evaluation, the use of
the few available evaluations is not representative of an official method. In general, the
findings of the evaluations are published and used primarily by the commissioner; no
institutional or official venues for their discussion are defined, with the exception when
the Council is the commissioner.

16.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
Due to the difficulties in interviewing public officials in this period, this section is drafted
on the basis of the opinions of the national expert and the previous analysis.
16.5.1. Strengths
−

The relatively good evaluation capacity produced interesting examples of
impact evaluations of State aid measures and offers a concrete basis for
further and more regular State aid evaluations;

−

The quite widespread experience in impact evaluations of ESIF measures is
an additional basis to promote more systematic impact evaluations of State
aid;

−

The increasing availability of monitoring and administrative data on aid and
enterprises makes impact evaluations of State aid measures relatively simple
and not particularly expensive.

16.5.2. Weaknesses
−

The lack of obligations to evaluate State aid make the public administration
reluctant to decide to evaluate; Italian administration usually has a very
formal approach to decision making and takes autonomous decisions with
difficulty. In particular, the weak attention paid to State aid evaluation in the
DEA and the MISE, the most influential national administrations on State aid,
confirm this issue;

−

In general, the poor result orientation of the administrations reinforces the
previous point, even if differences among administrations are significant and
more proactive behaviours exist, especially in Central-Northern regions;

−

The weak discussion at political level on the implementation and effects of
public policies does not promote a conductive environment for evaluation;

−

The very decentralised and fragmented management system of State aid is
an additional complexity to the distribution of regular impact evaluations in
this field.
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16.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
Evaluations of State aid measures are quite frequent in the academy and some research
institutes (e.g. Bank of Italy), but according to the lack of obligations to evaluate public
policies, very few official evaluations of State aid measures have been carried out in
recent years. The following evaluations were commissioned by the Regional Councils of
three regions. These evaluations are not regularly required and involve few regions,
their decisions to evaluate mainly depended on the political climate. The identified
evaluations concern policies to support SMEs and were implemented by external
evaluators.
−

Dipartimento di Scienze Economiche dell’Università di Padova, La valutazione delle
politiche di aiuto alle imprese promosse dalla Regione Veneto, Rapporto finale, Luglio
2015. http://doc989.consiglioveneto.it/osr/resources/Rapporto_finale_BUR-10-7-2015def_(2)(1).pdf.

−

POLIS-Lombardia, marzo 2017, Le misure di finanza agevolata per le imprese gestite da
Finlombarda, Missione Valutativa n. 11/2016 promossa dal Comitato Paritetico di
Controllo e Valutazione e dalla IV Commissione consiliare della Regione Lombardia.
https://www.polis.lombardia.it/wps/wcm/connect/94ec53fd-6a5c-4ab3-85275ee85ea61d31/misure_di_finanza_agevolata_imprese_gestite_da_Finlombarda.pdf?MO
D=AJPERES&CACHEID=ROOTWORKSPACE-94ec53fd-6a5c-4ab3-8527-5ee85ea61d31mmzvN3T.

−

G. E. Montanari , L. Ferrucci , S. Silvestri, 2019, Le politiche per la competitività e
l'innovazione delle imprese in Umbria: una valutazione di impatto. pp. 310, 2019, Franco
Angeli. http://ojs.francoangeli.it/_omp/index.php/oa/catalog/book/431.
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17. COUNTRY PROFILE: LITHUANIA
17.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
17.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
Evaluation culture in Lithuania has started to develop as a direct result of the EU
regulations and the need to evaluate the relevance, efficiency effectiveness and impact
of the EU funds. The evaluation of support provided from the ESIF is conducted on a
systematic basis, mostly by external evaluators. Evaluation of the ESIF is coordinated
by the Managing Authority – the Ministry of Finance and is planned in advance on the
basis of evaluation plans that cover the whole programming period (the so called
“evaluation strategy”) and every financial year (annual evaluation plans that include
evaluation foreseen in the evaluation strategy and some other evaluation based on ad
hoc needs).
The good practices and capacity developed in the field of Cohesion Policy evaluation had
led to the extension of the evaluation practice to all public investments, not only the
ESIF, and other types of government intervention (regulatory, taxation, etc.). This
initiative is one of the elements of the Strategic Planning and Budget Reform, which is
due to be completed by the beginning of 2021. The purpose of this reform is to develop
a more reliable and better-quality system of strategic planning and to strengthen
performance budgeting. As a result of this ongoing reform, public expenditure review
tools were introduced in 2019 and the first expenditure reviews in the three public policy
areas - social protection, health care, and education - were carried out.
In Lithuania, the evaluation system of State aid schemes is not well developed. There
is a clear regulatory obligation and responsibility for ex-ante assessment of grants of
State aid for compliance with the EU regulations. This function is delegated to the
Competition Council of Lithuania. Since 2016, granting authorities have been required
to obtain ex-ante compatibility opinions from the Competition Council advising them on
the compatibility of their project with the State aid rules. However, Council
recommendations concerning State aid are not required to be adopted by State aid
granting authorities.
17.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
The analysis of State aid schemes is limited to ex-ante assessments. In Lithuania, there
is no legislation directly compelling institutions to carry out ex-post evaluations of State
aid schemes. The impact of State aid schemes might only indirectly and partially be
evaluated by conducting ESI Funds evaluations and in ad hoc cases by the Supreme
Audit Institution – National Audit Office of Lithuania. For example, the State aid scheme
SA.41540 Aid to public legal persons – science and technology parks (STPs) fell within
the scope of state audit carried out by the National Audit Office in 2017.

198

17.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
17.2.1. National organisation for State aid
In Lithuania, the Law on Competition designates the Competition Council as the
coordinating institution in matters related to State aid (Article 107-109 TFEU) under the
EU State aid Rules. The Law requires the Council to perform a review of the State aid
projects and to submit conclusions and recommendations to each grantor of State aid
and to collect information on State aid granted to undertakings in Lithuania. Functions
of the Council end when the State aid scheme is approved.
The Council is funded from the State budget and is ultimately responsible for informing
the Lithuanian Parliament. The Council is composed by a chairperson and four members
who are appointed for six-year terms by the President of the Republic following a
recommendation from the Prime Minister. The activities and functions of the
Competition Council are carried out by administrative staff, under the day-to-day
supervision of the Executive Director.
The unit responsible for the State aid is the Public Entities Supervision Group. The
functions of the four civil servants are directly related to State aid issues. Requirements
for the qualifications of staff vary depending on the position of these employees (for
example; experience requirements and foreign language proficiency requirements), but
all employees must have a legal or economic background.
In Lithuania, the granting authority resides with, and is exercised by, individual
ministries and agencies of government and in some instances may be exercised by
municipal authorities as well. Institutions have different internal procedures for granting
State aids.
17.2.2. Available capacity
The review of the authorities' decisions on individual State aid schemes has revealed
that they contain provisions on control and monitoring of the grants, but no provisions
on impact assessment. OECD (2018) in the Accession Review of Lithuania stated the
lack of coordinated oversight of State aid and provided a recommendation to consider
the establishment of a unified State aid granting authority to coordinate and oversee
State aid grants. So far, this recommendation has not been implemented.

17.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
17.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
There are no national guidelines on the evaluation of the State aid schemes in Lithuania.
However, some State aid schemes are implicitly subject to ex–post evaluation, because
they are partially financed by ESIF. Main evaluation arrangements of ESIF in Lithuania
are specified in the Evaluation Plan for the 2014–2020 or the so-called evaluation
“strategy” which covers the whole programming period. This document in Lithuania has
been adopted in order to ensure systemic evaluation of the implementation of the OP,
its efficiency, effectiveness and impact. In the Evaluation Plan it is noted what kind of
evaluations should be conducted by 2023, including progress, implementation, impact
evaluations, and what the national evaluation needs are. Moreover, evaluation goals,
objectives and types are identified. In addition, evaluation principles, approaches,
recommended methods and data needs are discussed. However, the Evaluation Plan
does not explicitly state, that there is a clear need for evaluating State aid schemes
partially financed by the ESIF. Recommendation that such evaluations should be
mentioned in the Evaluation Plan is provided in the "Concepts and Recommendations"
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guidance document on monitoring and evaluation, prepared by the EC for the
programming period 2014-2020 176.

17.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
In Lithuania, each Ministry has different manuals and procedures it uses to apply the
EU State aid Rules. The interviews carried out for the purpose of this report, revealed
that the functions of the authorities granting State aid are limited to the plain monitoring
by providing the EC with information on the application of the notified schemes.
Besides the absence of general guidelines or regulation at the national level to carry out
ex-post evaluations of the effectiveness and impact of the implemented State aid
measures, there is no such provision in the internal manuals of ministries or agencies
either. However, there are some good exceptions. For example, in 2018 the Ministry of
Economy and Innovation has delegated to its subordinated institution, the Lithuanian
Investment Promotion Agency Invest Lithuania, the function to carry out the
comprehensive annual monitoring and efficiency assessment of the State aid measures
implemented in the free economic zones. The Free Economic Zones (FEZ) monitoring
report 177 is used to review the results of FEZ activities of the previous year, to assess
the achievement of FEZ indicators, to evaluate the impact of FEZ on the Lithuanian
economy and the need for further development of FEZ territories. Two staff members
are responsible for the preparation of FEZ monitoring report. Data used for the reporting
is obtained from administrative databases (Tax Inspectorate, State Social Insurance
Fund Board, Center of Registers), as well as provided by companies operating in FEZ.

17.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
17.5.1. Weaknesses
In Lithuania, limited importance is paid to the EC recommendations to evaluate the
impact of granted State aid and so far, this has been left to the discretion of individual
granting authorities. It was noted during the interviews that there is no national
regulation of monitoring and evaluation of granted State aids, thus the effective
implementation of State aid rules depends on the scarce resources and capacities
available to the individual institution. Often, in Ministries and Agencies there is only one
staff member dealing with State aid issues, meaning that, a potential change in the
working position of the person appointed might cause a loss in the competences
acquired.

17.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
No ex-post evaluations aimed at examining the impact of granted State aid scheme
have been carried out in Lithuania.
The EC has approved only one ex-post evaluation plan in Lithuania for the State aid
scheme SA.46285 for the promotion of the development of strategic ICT projects (see
table 1). The measure was notified in June 2015, under the Regional Aid Guidelines
(RAG), and granted in the form of an exemption from payment of electricity fees. The
The Commission guidance documents on evaluation for the 2014-20 funding period (available here:
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/information/evaluations/guidance_en.cfm)
177
https://eimin.lrv.lt/lt/veiklos-sritys/investiciju-veiklos-sritis/pramoniniai-parkai-lez/lez-stebesenosataskaitos
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beneficiaries were undertakings investing in the development of technology
infrastructure projects such as data centres. Because the scheme has novel
characteristics (the first ever scheme aimed at attracting large data centres), Lithuania
agreed to carry out an ex-post evaluation as required by point 144 of the RAG. The expost evaluation plan was prepared by the external evaluators. It was well designed and
provided an evaluation methodology based on quantitative methods (mainly
counterfactual methods) complemented by theory-based evaluation techniques. It was
planned that the final evaluation report will be prepared by the external evaluator in
the second quarter of 2020. However, interviews with the Ministry of Economy and
Investment, aid granting authority, and the agency responsible for the implementation
of aid scheme (Invest Lithuania) revealed, that no aid had been granted under this
scheme for a period of three years, and it is informally agreed with the EC that there
are no grounds for an ex-post evaluation.

201

18. COUNTRY PROFILE: LUXEMBOURG
Introduction
Luxembourg is a centralised state with only two levels of governance, the national and
municipal level. As a result, all State aid measures are handled directly at the national
level by the Luxembourgish government and its respective ministries and authorities.
Luxembourg is among the EU Member States that provide the least amount of State
aid. In 2017, State aid measures amounted to 0.29 percent of GDP, below the 0.76
percent of the EU28 mean. Individual State aid schemes in Luxembourg are generally
of very limited size, which can be explained by the comparatively small size of the public
budget of the country 178.

18.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
18.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
The regulatory policy context in Luxembourg does not set out a general obligation to
conduct ex-post evaluations of public policies. This does not mean, however, that the
various policy measures or spending programmes are not subjected to regular
evaluation. The need to carry out ex-post evaluations is assessed on a case-by-case
basis for each regulation or spending programme. Typically, the decision to carry out
an evaluation lies with the Minister in charge of the dossier. There is also no obligation
to publish any evaluations that are carried out by the authorities. 179
As a result, there is also no generalised requirement to conduct evaluation on State aid
measures specifically either, beyond those obligations set out in the European
legislation. Regarding the latter, all aid measures granted by the Luxembourgish State
have stayed below the minimum thresholds and thus remain outside the scope of the
European obligations to conduct an evaluation.
18.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
Under European legislation, State aid exceeding a certain threshold or fulfilling certain
conditions must be notified to the European Commission. The Luxembourgish
government has decided, as a general guideline, not to grant any State aid that would
pass these thresholds. Thereby, the authorities are able avoid the e requirement to
notify the State aid scheme altogether. By extension, this also means that no State aid
scheme is subject to the obligation of evaluation under EU legislation.
Some aid is granted directly under the ‘de minimis’ regulation. In addition, several laws
have been adopted by the Luxembourgish parliament to transpose and implement
European legislation on State aid. These laws provide the legal basis for larger State
aid schemes accessible to economic actors in the country, such as aid for SMEs, for
environmental protection, for the promotion of RDI, and for regional development. None
of these legal texts contain any provisions requiring an evaluation. 180

178

https://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/scoreboard/index_en.html

179

OECD, La procédure budgetaire au Luxembourg : analyse et recommendations, March 2013, Paris.

Law on State aid schemes for RDI: http://legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/loi/2017/05/17/a544/jo
Law on State aid schemes in support of SMEs: http://legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/loi/2018/08/09/a882/jo
Law
on
State
aid
schemes
for
the
protection
of
the
environment:
http://legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/loi/2017/12/15/a1108/jo
180

202

18.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
18.2.1. National organisation for State aid
The Ministry for the Economy coordinates the general State aid policy via its directorategeneral for industry, logistics, infrastructure and regional development. 181
There is no central authority with a dedicated responsibility for the evaluation of for
State aid measures.
18.2.2. Available capacity
In Luxembourg, it appears there are no specialised offices for evaluation, as any
evaluation work is led directly by the sectoral Ministry.
None of the Ministries or other public authorities and agencies appear to have offices
specifically dedicated to evaluations. One exception to this is the Ministry of Foreign
affairs, which has a unit for evaluating development cooperation programmes.
18.2.3. The role of other actors
Several actors could provide support to evaluations of public policies such as State aid
schemes. The Luxembourg Institute of Socio-Economic Research, for instance, develops
tools for quantitative and qualitative political analysis for ex-post-causal assessment,
as well as for a model based on an ex ante assessment of the impact of political
interventions. 182

18.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
18.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
No national guidelines for evaluating State aid have been identified.

18.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
18.4.1. The evaluation process
In the case of European funds, any monitoring and evaluation requirements are led
directly by the managing authority. They are conducted in cooperation with the
monitoring committee set up for the specific funds, following the Common Provisions
Regulation. The funds are managed directly by a directorate within the national sectoral
ministries. 183 Additionally, the Ministry of Finance carried out regular audits of the
funding programmes. 184
For State aid schemes outside the scope of ESIF funds, no ex-post evaluations of State
aid schemes granted by Luxembourg’s authorities could be identified at this stage.

Law on the promotion of development and economic diversification and regional development:
http://eli.legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/loi/1993/07/27/n2/jo
181 https://meco.gouvernement.lu/fr/annuaire.html?idMin=7110
182 https://www.liser.lu/
183 http://www.fonds-europeens.public.lu/fr/acteurs/gestion/index.html
184 http://www.fonds-europeens.public.lu/fr/acteurs/audit/index.html
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18.4.2. The use of the evaluation
There is no available evidence on how the results of the evaluation reports are used and
if they have any impacts on the policy-making process.

18.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
18.5.1. Weaknesses
The apparent lack of evaluations could potentially be seen as a weakness in itself.

18.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
No ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes granted by Luxembourg’s authorities could
be identified.
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19. COUNTRY PROFILE: LATVIA
19.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
19.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
Latvia has not yet implemented a State aid project or scheme under the Commission
Regulation (EU) No 651/2014 of 17 June 2014 declaring certain categories of aid
compatible with the internal market in application of Articles 107 and 108 of the Treaty
(further - GBER), whose average annual State aid budget would exceed the threshold
provisioned by the GBER. Thus, Latvia has not yet completed any ex-post evaluations
under GBER regulation. On the other hand, Latvia has completed evaluations of State
aid projects/schemes under EU-funded programmes, according to EU funds’ monitoring
and evaluations requirements.
At the national level, there is no legal obligation to conduct ex-post evaluations of State
aid projects/schemes, however, the analysis explains, in the next sections, the existing
system in Latvia that sets control mechanisms at the ex-ante stage and other provisions
that assess whether public resources were used efficiently or not.
General principles on development planning of public policy in Latvia are embedded in
the Law on Development Planning System 185, as well as Regulation of the Cabinet of
Ministers No 737 of December 2, 2014 on Development planning documents preparation
and impact assessment rules 186. The Development Planning System is the political
document enclosing a set of principles, objectives and actions, with a view to
implementing politically determined priorities and ensuring the development of both
territory and society. The Regulation of the Cabinet of Ministers No 737 regulates how
public entities, in case they plan to adopt a development planning policy, should carry
out an ex-ante, ongoing (no later than 2 years before the end of a policy action) and
ex-post (no later than 2 years after the end of a policy action) analysis of its impact.
The development planning document would include objectives and priorities of a major
public policy orientation, as well as policy tools on how to achieve these objectives,
however, detailed planning of policy instruments would be carried out with separate
legislative acts only after the policy orientation is approved. Thus, other political
initiatives not related to development planning documents (e.g. public policy
instruments) which are developed as separate public policy acts, do not fall under the
Law on Development Planning System. 187
The backbone of the EU’s regulatory framework for State aid in Latvia is the Law on
Control of Aid for Commercial Activity of 19 June 2014 (hereafter - LCACA) 188. It must
be pointed out that the legal framework for providing support for commercial activities
is embedded solely in the LCACA. State aid instruments can be part of/included in a
development planning document, but a planning document (medium or short term) is
so far always more extensive than a State aid scheme or an individual project.
The LCACA does not have specific provisions that a State aid project or scheme, whose
average annual budget exceeds the limit of GBER (EUR 150 million), should also develop
an evaluation plan prior to the project implementation. The LCACA does not foresee any
other ex-post evaluation procedures. Nevertheless, according to the Section 10 (1) of
185https://likumi.lv/ta/id/175748-attistibas-planosanas-sistemas-likums

186https://likumi.lv/ta/id/270934-attistibas-planosanas-dokumentu-izstrades-un-ietekmes-izvertesanas-

noteikumi
187https://www.pkc.gov.lv/sites/default/files/inline-files/pkc_rokasgramata_090316_web.pdf
188https://likumi.lv/ta/en/en/id/267199-law-on-control-of-aid-for-commercial-activity

205

the LCACA “every planned aid programme or individual aid project, as well as every
planned amendment to existing aid programmes or individual aid projects prior to its
implementation shall be submitted for the initial assessment to the Ministry of Finance,
except changes of formal or administrative nature that cannot influence the assessment
on compatibility of aid for commercial activities with the internal market of the European
Union” 189. In situations where the State aid scheme/project would exceed a threshold of
EUR 150 million the Ministry of Finance would approve the further adoption of the
project/scheme only if ex-post evaluation criteria is included.
19.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
Since there is no national obligation to evaluate, no procedures are available. However,
evaluations of State aid under EU-funded programmes are conducted with respect to
monitoring and evaluation requirements of EU funds. Regulations of the Cabinet of
Ministers No 108 regulate how monitoring and evaluation of EU-funded programmes
are conducted in Latvia 190. The regulation applicable to evaluation of EU-funded
programmes, including State aid schemes, comply with the EU regulatory framework
(for monitoring and evaluating EU-funded programmes) and does not foresee additional
national obligations to evaluate specifically the impact of State aid projects/schemes.
The monitoring and evaluation policy, as well as the guiding document, which was
developed by the European Commission are publicly available in Latvian 191.

19.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
19.2.1. National organisation for State aid
According to Section 9 of the LCACA, the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of
Agriculture perform the initial assessment of the planned aid programme or the
individual aid project notifications. The Ministry of Finance is also responsible for sending
to the European Commission information regarding the aid programme or individual aid
project notifications and prepares an annual report regarding aid provided for
commercial activities. In addition, the Ministry of Finance prepares the information on
industrial capital companies controlled by the State or local government and send it to
the European Commission (through the intermediation of the Representation of Latvia
in the European Union). Both institutions - the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of
Agriculture - are involved in ex-ante assessments and, in accordance with the LCACA,
all State aid projects aimed at commercial activities must be reconciled with the Ministry
of Finance.
At the Ministry of Finance, the State aid Control Department is responsible for State aid
policy in Latvia but is responsible only for ex-ante assessments.
The Ministry of Agriculture is responsible for the assessment of State aid activities with
agricultural products, as well as in the field of fishery, aquaculture and forestry. The
Ministry of Agriculture rejected an invitation to the interview.
According to the LCACA, a State aid project or scheme is prepared by the Grantor of
the aid and must comply with national and EU regulatory framework. The grantor of aid
is a state or local government institution or an authorised legal person thereof taking a
The check from the Ministry of Finance for any project or programme ensures that any project that
would be a subject to the evaluation, according to GBER, would comply with GBER regulation and the
evaluation plan would be developed for State aid at ex-ante stage.
190https://likumi.lv/ta/id/272807-kartiba-kada-uzrauga-un-izverte-eiropas-savienibas-strukturfondu-unkohezijas-fonda-ieviesanu-ka-ari-izveido-un-izmanto-kohezij
191https://www.esfondi.lv/izvertejumu-vadlinijas-un-metodiskie-materiali
189
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decision regarding the granting of aid for commercial activities or which is responsible
for the development of the aid programme or the application of the aid programme or
an individual aid project. The responsibility to prepare the project that complies with
national and EU’s regulatory framework lies with the Grantor of aid, and it also assesses
whether the measure qualifies as a State aid for commercial activities and, where
appropriate, consults with the Ministry of Finance, and The European Commission.
In case a State aid is allowed (either as de minimis or under GBER exemptions or
approved by the EC) the Grantor of the aid should monitor that the State aid is
implemented and used in accordance with the contract and complies with minimal
regulatory framework provisions throughout the whole project. The obligations of the
parties are usually set out in the regulatory framework for the State aid project/scheme
that is developed by the Grantor of the aid before the implementation of the project.
The Ministry of Finance ensures that a State aid project/scheme complies with the
national and the EU regulatory framework and only then approves the project, which is
afterwards sent for approval either to the Cabinet of Ministers or Municipality's council.
The process is described in the national guidelines for State aid 192.
The responsible entity for organisation of monitoring and evaluating State aid under EU
funds programmes is the Evaluation Division of the EU funds Strategy department at
the Ministry of Finance. In addition, the Advisory evaluation working group monitors the
implementation of the evaluations and supervises on the quality of the analyses. The
responsibility to conduct a monitoring and evaluation lies with the institution responsible
for the implementation of the programme, the institution can invite external experts to
conduct the evaluation or do it internally. The Monitoring Committee shall provide
strategic guidance to the evaluation by monitoring the implementation of the evaluation
plan and the implementation of its recommendations.
19.2.2. Available capacity
The State aid Control Department is managed by a director and has 9 employees
(including the director).
At the Ministry of Agriculture, a team of 5 employees at the State aid planning division
in Rural Development Support Department is responsible for the assessment of State
aid activities with agricultural products which are referred to in Annex I to the Treaty
on the Functioning of the European Union, as well as in the field of fishery, aquaculture
and forestry.

192https://www.fm.gov.lv/files/files/06.10.2016%20preciz%20FINAL%20Valsts%20atbalsta%20VADLINIJ

AS.pdf
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19.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
19.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
There are no legal provisions or national guidelines that would elaborate on the
procedure of evaluation of State aid projects/schemes. Nevertheless, during the
interview, the representative of the Ministry of Finance stated that the Grantor of aid is
free to levy any provisions and evaluations of State aid projects/schemes they find
useful and necessary to ensure that the State aid is used in accordance with the aim
and complies with the national and EU regulatory framework throughout the whole
project life.
In Latvia, there are national guidelines for ex-ante assessment of State aid schemes,
which were written by the Ministry of Finance regarding commercial State aid rules
explaining general rules and provisions of Article 107 and 108 of the Treaty on European
Union and the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, as well as, GBER and
Commission Regulation (EU) No 1407/2013 of 18 December 2013 on the application of
Articles 107 and 108 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union to de
minimis aid 193. There are also additional guidelines published on how to implement de
minimis aid project/scheme 194.

19.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
19.4.1. The evaluation process
Latvia has not yet implemented a State aid project or scheme that would trigger the
requirements under GBER regulation to conduct an evaluation. Therefore, the
evaluation (in Latvia it is more an audit of how granted financial resources were used),
if done, is a responsibility of the Grantor of aid, who ensures that State aid is
implemented according to its initial aim, complies with national and the EU regulatory
framework throughout the whole project. Nevertheless, there is no legal obligation to
conduct an ex-post evaluation of granted State aid for commercial activities.
However, the Law on Prevention of Squandering of the Financial Resources and Property
of a Public Person (Section 2 and Section 3) requires that public financial resources are
used efficiently and their use complies with respective legislative framework.
Thus, in general, public persons such as Ministries, their agencies, municipalities and
others, who grant financial aid, would develop ongoing and/or ex-post reviews, to
ensure that resources were used according to the programme/project’s rules and
expected achievements. Nevertheless, there is no common framework that public
institutions would apply, and they have a free choice on how to ensure the efficient use
of resources. There is no publicly available information on conducted reviews for State
aid projects/schemes. Based on the desk analysis done, it was observed that provisions
for checks after the project is completed would usually be incorporated into the
project/scheme’s regulatory framework or provisioned by internal regulations. For some
schemes that are implemented by public agencies, there would be an obligation set out
in the regulatory framework to hand in a yearly report about the progress and state of
the State aid project/scheme.

193https://www.fm.gov.lv/files/files/06.10.2016%20preciz%20FINAL%20Valsts%20atbalsta%20VADLINIJ

AS.pdf
194https://www.fm.gov.lv/files/komerdarbbasatbalsta/ROKASGRAMATA%20de%20minmis%20atbalsta%2
0pieskirsanai.pdf
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State aid projects/schemes under EU funds programmes are evaluated with respect to
the EU framework for EU funds. The evaluation includes the analysis of investment
utility, effectiveness and impact. The analysis is done with respect to the aims and
priorities of the EU funds and there are no specific provisions for the evaluation of the
State aid.
19.4.2. The use of the evaluation
The use of findings usually depends on the scope and objectives of the evaluations
carried out.
An example is represented by the State Audit Office, which has conducted examinations
of different State aid instruments in the past. For example, they evaluated the efficiency
of tax rebates for both companies and individuals, judging if public resources were
efficiently spent to achieve public policy objectives 195.

19.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
19.5.1. Strengths
Latvia does not conduct ex-post evaluations; therefore, it is impossible to name any
strength of the evaluation process.
19.5.2. Weaknesses
Given that there is no legal ex-post evaluation process in Latvia none of the interview
parties were able to comment on this section. In case a united legal framework will be
developed for ex-post evaluations, it will require the allocation of additional financial
resources. Lack of financial resources can be considered as one of the reasons why
grantors decide not to schedule and conduct ex-post evaluations.

19.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
Latvia has conducted ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes only under EU funds
requirements. There are no ex-post evaluations done under GBER, in addition, Latvia
does not carry out such evaluations at the national level. The grantor of aid is obliged
to check the efficiency and aim of granted aid, however, there are no qualitative
assessments about the impact of the project or scheme. State Audit Service conducts
evaluations independently and until now has not deliberately developed a research
about State aid projects/schemes distributed under GBER. State aid schemes under EU
funds programmes were subject to evaluation with respect to EU funds priorities and
aims analysing mainly three criteria: investment utility, effectiveness and impact.

195http://www.lrvk.gov.lv/en/revizija/are-tax-breaks-and-incentives-achieving-their-targets/
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19.7. Annex A – Legal References
Other technical procedures to comply with the EU’s State aid regulatory framework are
determined by the following Regulations of the Cabinet of Ministers:
−

−

−

−

−

−

Regulation of the Cabinet of Ministers No 759 of December 12, 2014 on Procedures for the
submission of notifications of aid schemes and individual aid projects and summary
information to the European Commission, and for granting and withdrawing access rights to
the electronic system 196.
Regulation of the Cabinet of Ministers No 715 of November 21, 2018 on Rules on the
procedure for recording and granting de minimis aid and accounting forms for de minimis
aid 197.
Regulation of the Cabinet of Ministers No 777 of December 12, 2014 on Arrangements for
submitting annual reports on commercial support expenditure to the European Commission
and procedures for granting and withdrawing access rights to the electronic system 198.
Regulation of the Cabinet of Ministers No 386 of June 21, 2016 on Arrangements for
publishing information on commercial support provided and for granting and withdrawing
access rights to the electronic system 199.
Regulation of the Cabinet of Ministers No 776 of December 16, 2014 on Procedures by which
Commercial Companies Declare their Compliance with the Status of Small (Small) and
Medium-Sized Commercial Companies 200.
Regulation of the Cabinet of Ministers No 786 of December 16, 2014 on Regulations on
Regional Development Assistance in the Republic of Latvia until 2020 201.

196https://likumi.lv/ta/id/271056-kartiba-kada-eiropas-komisija-iesniedz-atbalsta-programmu-un-

individualo-atbalsta-projektu-pazinojumus-un-kopsavilkuma-informaciju
197https://likumi.lv/ta/id/303512
198https://likumi.lv/ta/id/271161-kartiba-kada-eiropas-komisija-iesniedz-gada-zinojumus-parkomercdarbibas-atbalsta-izdevumiem-un-kartiba-kada-pieskir
199https://likumi.lv/ta/id/283094-kartiba-kada-publice-informaciju-par-sniegto-komercdarbibas-atbalstuun-pieskir-un-anule-elektroniskas-sistemas-lietosanas
200https://likumi.lv/ta/id/271191-kartiba-kada-komercsabiedribas-deklare-savu-atbilstibu-mazas-sikasun-videjas-komercsabiedribas-statusam
201https://likumi.lv/ta/id/271163-noteikumi-par-regionalas-attistibas-atbalstu-latvijas-republika-lidz2020-gadam
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20. COUNTRY PROFILE: MALTA
20.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
20.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
Malta does not have any national obligations in place to evaluate public policies and
measures, nor does it have an obligation to evaluate State aid schemes. The only
existing evaluation requirements are those which are required for EU funds, such as the
European Regional Development Fund/Cohesions Fund/European Social Fund and the
European Agricultural and Rural Development Fund.
The evaluation requirement set out in the EU State aid Guidelines and Frameworks
adopted since 2012, applies to aid measures with large aid budgets, containing novel
characteristics or when significant market, technology or regulatory changes are
foreseen. The General Block Exemption Regulation also foresees evaluation of aid
schemes in certain areas. This concerns large aid schemes with an average annual State
aid budget of at least €150 million in the fields of regional aid, aid for SMEs and access
to finance, aid for research and development and innovation, energy and environment
and aid for broadband infrastructures.
To date, Malta does not have any State aid schemes in place that are subject to such
evaluation requirement as foreseen by the GBER and other relevant State aid Guidelines
and hence, there is no obligation in this regard. However, the State aid Monitoring Board
(SAMB) carries out an ex-ante assessment on each new aid scheme and policy objective
on the basis of pre-defined criteria, in order to determine their compatibility with EU
State aid rules before any aid is granted. Moreover, no national obligations are in force
to evaluate State aid schemes in Malta, outside ESIF and GBER regulations.
20.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
No procedures to enforce the obligation to evaluate are available.

20.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
20.2.1. National organisation for State aid
The national authority responsible for all State aid issues in Malta, the SAMB, was legally
established in the year 2000, by virtue of Articles 57 and 58 of the Business Promotion
Act of the Laws of Malta.
As set out in Article 58 of the Business Promotion Act, the SAMB is responsible to:
−

establish and update a comprehensive State aid inventory;

−

review and conduct ex-ante assessments on existing and new State aid schemes,
and provide advice about their compatibility with the principles contained in the
relative present and future acts of the European Union;

−

establish and implement appropriate rules of procedure and methodological
systems which lead to an effective State aid monitoring and reporting system;

−

provide expert opinions, positions and proposals for the formulation and
implementation of State aid policy;

−

prepare an annual report on State aid in Malta, on the basis of the established
methodology used in the European Union;
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−

assist in the identification and implementation of appropriate capacity building
concerning State aid;

−

act as the pertinent body concerning State aid in Malta; and

−

exercise such other functions and duties as may be prescribed.

Hence, any proposed new aid must be notified to and examined by the SAMB. The Board
must then issue its opinion in accordance with the State aid Monitoring Regulations set
out in Subsidiary Legislation 325.07 (Legal Notice 210 of 2004) and notify the European
Commission of the proposed new aid in those cases where such aid measure is not
exempt from the notification requirement outlined in Article 108(3) TFEU.
As the national central authority responsible for State aid, the SAMB also gathers the
necessary information on State aid measures and carries out its own monitoring. Where
the SAMB becomes aware of non-notified aid, it must examine such aid without delay
and may require the provider of the aid to suspend it until the Board issues its advisory
opinion.
With regards to the administrative set-up, the national authorities have always ensured
that the Board is established within one of the central Government Ministries, as this
would entrench State aid matters at the core of Government policymaking.
20.2.2. Available capacity
The SAMB is a centralised body which consists of five members appointed by the
responsible Ministry which is currently the Ministry for Foreign and European Affairs.
The legislation notes that the Board is nominated by the Minister and is composed of
five members among which there are the Chairman, and Deputy Chairman. Members
of the Board are appointed for a period of three years but may be re-appointed for a
further period of three years after the termination of their incumbency. Furthermore,
the Minister appoints a public officer to act as the secretary to the Board. In its
deliberations on specific cases or issues, the Board may require the input of persons
engaged in the public sector and/or entities. The Board may also request appropriate
expertise from, or collaboration with third parties, as it may deem necessary.
Currently, the SAMB is legally established within the Ministry for Foreign and European
Affairs and is supported by a core team of legal and economics professionals who have
gained specialised knowledge in this field.
20.2.3. The role of other actors
The day-to-day activities of the SAMB involve active interaction with policymakers in
determining Government's position on State aid issues and in providing assistance and
support in its dealings with the EU Commission.

20.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
20.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
As elucidated above, Malta does not currently have any State aid measures in place
that are subject to the evaluation requirement. Hence, no evaluation guidelines are
currently in place at the national level. Should the evaluation of an aid measure be
required this will be carried out in line with the guidance provided by the European
Commission’s Staff Working Document on the Common Methodology for State aid
Evaluation.
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20.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
20.4.1. The evaluation process
As highlighted above, none of the aid measures that have been implemented and/or
are currently being implemented in Malta, have been subject to an evaluation plan.
Furthermore, ex-ante assessments are also carried out by the respective granting
authorities implementing the schemes; however, such assessments are not published,
and thus limited information is publicly available.
Whereas the SAMB relies on the granting authorities to provide it with the correct
information on the implementation of aid measures, including expenditure and
transparency requirements, the SAMB verifies the completeness and accuracy of the
information provided, whilst also providing the necessary guidance on such matters so
as to ensure that the awarding bodies fully comply with their obligations.
20.4.2. The use of the evaluation
As indicated by the SAMB, ex-ante assessments are carried out on new aid measures
on the basis of pre-defined criteria in order to determine compatibility with the
applicable State aid Acquis.
Moreover, the SAMB is part of a Ministry, so that its activity is strictly related to
policymaking processes in the country.

20.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
20.5.1. Strengths
According to the desk analysis so far carried out, a given strength of the evaluation
process for aid schemes is the ex-ante assessment which is carried out to determine
the compatibility of these scheme. The experience derived from the conduct of these
assessments coupled with that derived from the evaluations of EU funded programmes
could be extended to enhance the evaluation culture and the conduct of evaluations for
specific public policies.
20.5.2. Weaknesses
None identified.

20.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
As stated above, Malta does not have any national regulations with regards to
evaluation. This also applies to State aid measures, as to date, none of the implemented
schemes were subject to evaluation at the national level. Thus, no ex-post evaluations
of State aid schemes have been carried out under national legislation.
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21. COUNTRY PROFILE: THE NETHERLANDS
21.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
21.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
Policy instruments of Dutch Ministries and regional authorities do not have any aid
measures that would need a mandatory evaluation as laid down in the existing State
aid framework (Article 1 of GBER regulation). As such, at national or regional level, no
general evaluation of the impacts and results of the aid schemes has been carried out.
Nonetheless, it is customary in the Netherlands to regularly evaluate legislation,
regulation and policy instruments. Under the General Administrative Law Act, it is
required in the Netherlands to evaluate all subsidy schemes at 5-year increments.
Moreover, under the Regulation periodic evaluation research of the Ministry of Finance,
there is an obligation to conduct a comprehensive policy review at least once every
seven years. Finally, since 2014, there are sunset clauses for subsidy schemes: after a
specified timeframe, generally after 5 years, subsidy schemes are stopped
automatically. It is possible to extend the clauses; however, evaluation is needed for
evidence on impact motivating the extension in a proposal to be submitted to the
Parliament. In essence, for all of these policies, they are disbanded unless proven
effective. Thus, rigorous studies are done at regular intervals and constantly improved.
Each national regulation has to include one of such evaluation clauses.
21.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
An evaluation clause is mandatory for each aid or subsidy scheme. As such, it covers
support schemes in each of the following policy fields: broadband, compensation of
damages caused by natural disaster, culture, employment (especially vulnerable parts
of the labour force), environmental protection (including energy savings), infrastructure
for sports and other recreation, regional development (including infrastructure, ports
and airports), RDI, sectoral development, SMEs (including risk capital), social support
to individual consumers, and training. An important caveat is that these evaluations
assess the general effect of the measures and are not specifically related to State aid.

21.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
21.2.1. National organisation for State aid
In terms of governance of evaluations, there is a number of ground rules. First, the
studies are commissioned and funded by the national or regional authority (Ministries,
Provinces, Municipalities, Governmental agencies, etc.) responsible for the
implementation of the policy. Second, the evaluation is not conducted by the same
authority; rather, it has to be carried out by an independent research group. Such a
research group is steered by a guidance committee with an independent Chair and
independent expert(s) involved.
The general obligations of EU State aid schemes require the Netherlands to report on
aid schemes of Dutch governments. The reporting structure is coordinated through two
core actors. First, the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Climate coordinates the annual
State aid report on aid granted by national ministries, under EU State aid rules. After
collecting input from each Ministries’ Administrative Organisation (responsible for
collecting all State aid related information from the Ministry and its independent
agencies), the Ministry delivers the documentation to the Permanent Representation of
the Kingdom of the Netherlands to the European Union (PVEU). This institute takes care
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of the central submission of the State aid data to the Commission. In general, the PVEU
has a signalling function regarding general State aid policy developments and individual
State aid cases.
The Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom Relations coordinates the annual State aid
report on aid granted by decentralised governments, under EU State aid rules. The
Ministry collects data from all decentralised governments (except regional water
authorities) and submits the documentation to the PVEU. In case of complaints,
monitoring requests or notifications of formal procedures are received about State aid
granted by decentralised governments, the Ministry will take care of coordination
matters and support. For State aid granted by regional water authorities, coordination
lies with the Ministry of Infrastructure and Water Management.
From a policy perspective, the Interdepartmental Aid Counsel (ISO) is the linking pin in
preparing and coordinating the Dutch input for and standpoint on existing and new EU
aid schemes in EU meetings, institutions and events. The ISO consists of
representatives of all relevant central and decentralised governments, such as all
Ministries, the PVEU, the Interprovincial Consultative Committee, the Association of
Netherlands Municipalities, the Dutch Water Authorities and knowledge centre Europa
Decentraal. The 2014 State aid modernisation has intensified the crucial role of the ISO,
as a facilitator of deliberation and collaboration between aid granting institutions in the
Netherlands. The ISO monitors and advises on the uniform application of State aid rules
in the Netherlands, as well as the implementation of obligations from EU policy,
legislation and jurisprudence regarding State aid. Moreover, the ISO prepares and
publishes opinions, articles and papers to influence EU policymaking. Finally, the ISO is
responsible for the coordination of Dutch contributions to the Commission’s e State aid
WIKI system. This system is an IT-tool through which DG COMP provides answers to
abstract questions on the interpretation of the State aid rules from the Member States.
The interpretations provided are informal guidance and as such do not bind the
Commission as an institution 202.
21.2.2. Available capacity
Since the beginning of the century, an important capacity in evaluation has been set up
in the administrations, but evaluations are generally carried out by external experts to
ensure their independence.
21.2.3. The role of other actors
Interesting in the Dutch governance of State aid rules is Europa Decentraal, a non-profit
organisation that was jointly established in 2002 by Dutch central and decentralised
governments to provide the Dutch municipalities, Provinces, water boards and Ministries
with information and advice on the correct application of EU law and policy. On behalf
of the Dutch Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom Relations, it also coordinates the
notification of exempted aid measures to the European Commission via the State aid
Notification Interactive (SANI), and the reporting of State aid to the European
Commission via the State aid Reporting Interactive (SARI).
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aid/stateaid_plan2017.pdf

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/how/improving-investment/state-
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21.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
21.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
The Netherlands do not have specific evaluation methods for State aid schemes.
However, there are standard strategies for monitoring and evaluating policies that
concern State aid as well.
In the last decade, the Netherlands have invested heavily in their impact assessment
activities. A strong political pressure for greater cost-effectiveness in public spending
and budget constraints called for policy choices, which in the Dutch case were made
based on evidence of (innovation) policy impact (“value for money for the taxpayer”).
Evaluations were considered necessary to assess the level of impact and are the core
of evidence-based policymaking in the Netherlands 203.
However, there was dissatisfaction with what was known and measured so far on
innovation policy impact. This led to the creation of an Impact Evaluation Expert
Working Group (so-called Theeuwes Committee 2012 204). The Theeuwes Committee
designed a general evaluation strategy for ex-ante, ex-post and small-scale policy
experimentation. This methodological strategy has been adopted as the Dutch default
evaluation methodology.
This strategy starts with the development of a consistent Policy Intervention Theory,
which results in key performance indicators that are monitored, such as macro’s, policy
areas, sectors, institutions & interventions. These require input at a sectoral level, which
comes from responsible Ministries, market players and in some cases public-private
initiatives.
Based on the collected data on the key indicators, they evaluate the policy instruments,
using state of the art methodologies and data. As having high quality data is the core
of these evaluations, Dutch government invests intensively on creating high quality
(linked) micro-data sets. For this purpose, they collaborate with Statistics Netherlands
and the Ministry of Economic Affairs’ Policy Implementation Agency.
The general principle of the Theeuwes committee is to use econometrics,
counterfactuals and micro-data in an experimental design, and combining it with
supplementary surveys. The committee’s advice is followed in the evaluation design of
numerous specific policy instruments
An important consideration, mentioned by Dutch policy evaluators, is the timeframe
applied in evaluating aid schemes. It can take several years before aid for R&D
generates returns on the investment. After three to four years, outcomes could still be
limited, but over the longer-term it can rise significantly. This underlines the importance
of a good monitoring of core indicators (incl. achieving goals); utilisation and output of
instruments; developments in the position of (top) sectors; progress of activities, public
as well as private; and realisation of (interim) targets. Evaluators have to be aware of
this factor when evaluating aid schemes – therefore, they adjust the evaluation
timeframes to comply with the sector’s characteristics.

https://www.bruegel.org/events/state-aid-evaluation-two-years-of-implementation/
https://www.cpb.nl/sites/default/files/Dare-to-measure-Evaluation-designs-for-industrial-policy-inNL.pdf
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21.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
21.4.1. The evaluation process
As described in Section 1, it is customary in the Netherlands to regularly evaluate
legislation, regulation and policy instruments. National legislation and regulations are
obliged to include the requirement of a periodic evaluation every five to seven years, or
a sunset clause – which can only be extended after an evaluation is conducted. Each
national regulation includes such an evaluation clause. However, these evaluations
assess the general effect of measures and are not particularly related to State aid.
The governance of these evaluation studies is explained above as well: the studies are
commissioned and funded by the Ministry, but conducted by independent research
groups, which are steered by a guidance committee with an independent Chair and
independent expert(s) involved.
A core objective of the studies is to invest in good (linked) micro-data, as their belief is
that the quality of an evaluation depends on the quality of the available data – either
existing or to be constructed. Nowadays, evaluation processes are often started with a
mapping of the data that should be generated as a result of the evaluation study. This
data assessment happens in collaboration with Statistics Netherlands and the Ministry
of Economic Affairs’ Policy Implementation Agency.
The line of reasoning used in impact assessments is that outputs have to be at the core
of the evaluations: the impact of instruments is primarily measured for output
indicators, using econometrics. These indicate what effects were generated by
recipients per euro received through an aid scheme. This measures the additionality of
the aid scheme. When additionality is not proven or proven ineffective, this could lead
to stopping the aid scheme. In essence, for all of these policies, they are disbanded
unless proven effective. Thus, rigorous studies are done at regular intervals and
constantly improved.
Effects on the overall economy (outcome) are, on the other hand, estimated by using
empirical economic literature, because these tend to be very difficult to assess
quantitatively – either because of lacking data or limits of methodologies.
21.4.2. The use of the evaluation
As mentioned, the Government receives the evaluation reports and it is necessary to
present the evaluation of an aid scheme to the Parliament to discuss its extension
beyond the expiration date.

21.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
21.5.1. Strengths
Overall, a Dutch expert indicates that ex-post evaluations of a “single agent
instruments” are relatively “easy to do” using micro-data and econometrics. 205 Dutch
authorities are continuously increasing their efforts, and as such gaining experience in
this field.
21.5.2. Weaknesses
More complex is the evaluation of policy mixes or public-private partnerships, which
compose of multiple actors, multiple interventions and multiple goals. The same issues
arise with the evaluation of network approaches in modern industrial policy. Finally,
205

https://www.bruegel.org/events/state-aid-evaluation-two-years-of-implementation/

217

there is limited coverage of firm data in micro databases from Statistics Netherlands
originating from surveys (e.g. innovation survey).

21.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
In 2016, a Dutch evaluation expert of the Ministry of Economic Affairs communicated
that it had conducted three such econometric evaluations in the field of State aid over
the preceding fifteen years. These were carried out by different bureaus, with varying
levels of data, time periods and techniques.
The first example was a “WBSO” (Promotion and Research Act) subsidy scheme aimed
at stimulating private R&D investment 206. Following econometric trials, results show that
there is even more private R&D investment than expected. The second example, an
“Innovation Credit” subsidy also proved to be effective after econometric trials were
used. His third example, related to innovation in shipbuilding, did not improve
shipbuilding innovation, and was thus cut off from any further funding.
These examples were, however, all conducted before the 2014 State aid modernisation.
The WBSO evaluation has been repeated in 2019 207.
Finally, Dutch governments have been working on establishing a State-owned
development bank since 2017. After multiple enquiries to the Commission, the Dutch
authorities notified the Commission in April 2019 of the set-up of Invest-NL208. InvestNL is a EUR 2.5 billion state fund with three core objectives. First, it aims to overcome
market failures “which impede important economic transitions notably in the field of
energy, sustainability, mobility, food and digitalisation of the industry and other parts
of society (such as health care, security and education)”. Second, it facilitates Dutch
participations in EU investments, like those under EFSI. Finally, it addresses a gap in
risk capital financing in the field of venture capital for innovative start-ups and scaleups and for long-term capital-intensive projects.
The Commission concluded in June 2019 that the fund was allowed under the internal
market and State aid rules. Every seven years, the Dutch authorities has to submit to
the Dutch Parliament a report on the effectiveness, efficiency and the effects of the Act
in practice – the first one in 2026. The Dutch State has to re-notify the measures to the
Commission before 31 December 2026. Moreover, within three years after the Act
enters into force, the Dutch authorities have to inform the Dutch Parliament about the
effects of the law in practice.

https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/documenten/rapporten/2012/04/02/hoofdrapport-evaluatie-wbso-20062010
207
https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/binaries/rijksoverheid/documenten/rapporten/2019/02/28/evaluatiewbso-2011-2017/evaluatie-wbso-2011-2017.pdf
208 https://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/cases1/201926/279783_2078294_104_2.pdf
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22. COUNTRY PROFILE: POLAND
22.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
22.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
There is no domestic legal obligation to evaluate the effects of State aid Schemes. There
is, however, a general norm applying to all drafts of government documents 209. It is
included in the regulations of work of the Council of Ministers 210. Two types of inquiry
are described: Regulatory Impact Assessment (ex-ante RIA) and assessment of the
functioning of the regulation (ex-post RIA). Ex-ante RIA is obligatory for all drafts and
it is prepared before the draft is consulted and proceeded by the Council of Ministers.
It should include:
−
−
−
−

indication of entities affected by the regulation;
information about the consultation before the draft was prepared;
analyses of the possibilities to achieve the regulation goals by other means 211;
analysis of foreseen impact on: public finances, labour market, competitiveness
of economy and entrepreneurs.

It is worth mentioning that since the obligation to conduct ex-ante RIA is in the
regulations of work of the Council of Ministers, it applies only to proposals of acts drafted
on Government’s initiative (53% of all acts proceeded by the Parliament of 8th term
[2015-19]).
22.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
Procedure on ex-post RIA included in the regulations of work of the Council of Ministers
applies to all acts proceeded by the Parliament (not just on State aid), but not to
regulations adopted only by the Council of Ministers, which is a common form of
introducing the State aid schemes. The procedure is not mandatory. Ex-post RIA is not
prepared unless: 1) the Council of Ministers requests it, 2) the need to prepare it was
expressed in the ex-ante RIA. Additionally, members of the Council of Ministers may
prepare ex-post RIA on their own initiative. The scope of ex-post RIA is not indicated in
the regulations of work of the Council of Ministers, but it is presented in standard form
/ table, which includes sections on: impact on entities, degree of achievement of goals,
cost and benefits for public finances, labour market, families, competitiveness of
economy and entrepreneurs.
There are no additional procedures or measures to enforce or induce preparation of expost RIA. There seem to be no political pressure either. Postulates to conduct the
assessment of the functioning of the Act expressed in the parliament are very rare.
There are no other written and officially known rules or administrative regulations
concerning evaluation of State aid, as well as perspectives or discussions to change this
situation.

Both drafts of regulations of the Council of Ministers and drafts of acts to be proceeded by the Parliament.
Uchwała Nr 190 Rady Ministrów z dnia 29 października 2013 r. - Regulamin pracy Rady Ministrów.
https://bip.kprm.gov.pl/kpr/bip-rady-ministrow/podstawy-prawne/2516,Regulamin-pracy-RadyMinistrow.html
211 Before June 2016 there was also an obligation to prepare “regulatory tests” at the stage of assumptions
of the act. The regulatory test was devoted to the comparison of alternative solutions, before the act is
drafted. Lifting this obligation is considered a significant step back in the practice of regulatory assessment
(see: Najwyższa Izba Kontroli, Dokonywanie Oceny Wpływu w ramach Rządowego Procesu Legislacyjnego,
Warszawa 2015)
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22.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
22.2.1. National organisation for State aid
Since there is no obligation to evaluate State aid schemes, this section discusses the
main functions and roles of public authorities dealing with management, provision and
monitoring of these measures.
The central authority dealing with the State aid in Poland is the Competition and
Consumer Protection Office. The office does not grant aid itself, but it advises the
granting authorities on the compliance of the schemes with EU laws, notifies the aid to
the EC, coordinates the notification procedure and conducts monitoring of the
implementation of the aid. This monitoring is however limited to inputs and basic
outputs (yearly reports presenting value of aid by: form, sectors, sources, granting
authorities, voivodeships, legal type and size of beneficiaries). The Office does not
conduct any evaluation of results – according to the statements of the director of the
State aid monitoring department.
There is a number of authorities formulating State aid schemes, mostly ministries (e.g.
Ministry of Development, Ministry of State Assets, Ministry of Family, Labour, and Social
Policy, Ministry of Infrastructure, Ministry of Funds and Regional Policy, Ministry of
Finance), and usually more than one department within these ministries. Among
granting authorities, apart from the ministries, there are also central government
administration bodies, government agencies, territorial administration (e.g. tax offices,
custom chambers), regional and local government. It would be those authorities
responsible for evaluation if there were any obligation and if any studies were
conducted 212. We don’t know however of any – no such studies were published 213 or
discussed in the Parliament. Respondents that have returned the questionnaire
admitted that they did not conduct any evaluation studies 214.
22.2.2. Available capacity
Most of the Ministries has some capacity to conduct evaluation. Most of them host
evaluation units responsible for cohesion policy programmes. There are also evaluation
units in government agencies supervised by those ministries 215. In the Ministry of Funds
and Regional Policy there is a National Evaluation Unit responsible for the coordination
of the whole cohesion policy evaluation system and evaluation of domestic policies 216.
Some of those units are involved in the evaluation of State aid schemes under GBER.
In 2014 close to 600 employees of central administration were identified as analysts –
having analytical skills and dealing with analytical tasks 217. Since then a number of
initiatives were conducted to extend this number. Apart from analytical units in most
ministries there are RIA teams, but in most of the cases their tasks are limited to
As we can observe in the area of State aid schemes under GBER, responsibility for evaluation is
sometimes assigned to authority that formulated the scheme and sometimes to granting authority.
213 Except those under GBER requirements, which are not the subject of this country profile
214 Those respondents represented Ministry of Funds and Regional Policy, Ministry of Finance, Competition
and Consumer Protection Office.
215 Kupiec T., Wojtowicz D., Olejniczak K. (2020) Between compliance and systemic change ‒ Evaluation
practice in eight CEE countries [in:] Stanisław Mazur (ed.) Public Administration in Central Europe. Ideas
as Causes of Reforms, Routledge: London and New York, pp. 129-146.
216 While there are close to 15 hundred completed evaluation studies of cohesion policy programmes in
Poland since 2006, there is no systematic practice of evaluation of domestic policies. There are no legal
requirements (except for ex-ante evaluation of development strategies) and practically no studies
conducted.
217 Ledzion B., Olejniczak K., Bugalska A., Kupiec T., Śliwowski P., Truszewski G., Trzciński R., Wojtowicz
D. (2014) Potencjał analityczny kadr administracji rządowej. Zamawiający: Kancelaria Prezesa Rady
Ministrów:Warszawa
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expressing opinions on ex-ante RIA, still most people involved declared that they have
not enough time to thoroughly complete these tasks218.
22.2.3. The role of other actors
State aid is the occasional subject of interest for the Supreme Audit Office. There are 6
reports issued on the effects of State aid schemes since 2015, concerning shipbuilding
industry, defence industry or aid for entities affected by floods. The analyses focused
mostly on legality and quality of implementation processes. In those cases where
economic effects were analysed, they were micro-economic effects concerning
particular aid beneficiaries (whether the restructuring process was effective,
profitability, liquidity, market share, debts).

22.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
22.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
There are no dedicated domestic guidelines concerning evaluation of State aid schemes.
There are, however, general Guidelines for carrying out impact assessments and public
consultations as part of the government's legislative process 219. They are mostly
concerned with the ex-ante RIA, and with the logic of the assessment process more
than the methodology.
The only national guidelines on evaluation concern programs under EU cohesion policy.
There are no specific indications for State aid measures there.

22.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
22.4.1. The evaluation process
Ex-post RIAs which can be considered evaluations are quite rare. From 2015 until now
15 of them were conducted 220 (compared to 1,342 acts proceeded by the Parliament in
this timeframe), two of them were presented to the parliamentary commissions. Only
one of those analyses mentions State aid. It does not however specifically evaluate
results of State aid, but just mentions that some reliefs granted under the tax code
constitute State aid.
The large majority of ex-post RIAs have been conducted internally 221. Just one of them
was commissioned to an external contractor. The findings are usually based on a simple
descriptive approach, data from public statistics or own administrative data, own
unsystematic observations, anecdotal evidence from entities affected by a particular
act. In two cases (conducted within the Ministry of Finance) a general equilibrium model
was employed.
In 2015, two demonstrative ex-post evaluations of regulations were conducted as part
of an applied research project222, but it did not manage to trigger the ex-post RIA practice
in administration.

Górniak J. (2015) Ocena wpływu oparta na dowodach. Model dla Polski. ALK: Warszawa.
https://www.rcl.gov.pl/book/wytyczne
220 Or at least that many are available in the repository of Government Legislation Process,
https://legislacja.rcl.gov.pl/
221 Based on desk analysis of available ex-post RIA reports and declaration of survey respondents.
222
The project was conducted by the consortium led by the Kozminski University,
https://www.kozminski.edu.pl/more/.
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22.4.2. The use of the evaluation
Reports are sometimes presented to the parliamentary commissions, as well as to the
Supreme Audit Office, but there is no evidence of how the results were used and
whether they affected the policymaking.

22.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
22.5.1. Strengths
There are no strengths to be mentioned of a practice that does not exist. We believe
however that if the political desire to conduct evaluation of State aid schemes appears,
our advantage would be the impressive capacity developed in the field of evaluation of
EU cohesion policy. Almost 15 years of experience, a few dozen of commissioning
institutions and an even larger number of contractors constitute a system which is
capable of producing studies of decent quality and disseminating results. This system
could accommodate more obligations if it is necessary/expected. It is proven by the fact
that, so far, all evaluations of State aid schemes under GBER were conducted by units
from that system.
22.5.2. Weaknesses
Since there is no real practice of evaluation of State aid schemes, we believe that the
basic weakness is the lack of legal obligation to do so. Only soft regulation concerning
ex-post RIA is not enough without commitment to conduct them. What is missing is the
political pressure (exerted by the Parliament), inducing the sense of accountability for
results in the administration, and the necessity to present them. The latter stems from
the fact that Polish authorities and administration are still focused on procedures and
processes rather than objectives and results 223. As a result, evaluation in Poland is still
in most cases conducted in response to external regulations, only in fields where it is
mandatory, to comply with the obligation, rather than stemming from own will and need
224.

22.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
No such studies were identified. Ex-post RIAs mentioned above do not fit in the strict
definition of result / impact evaluation.

B. Ledzion, S. Mazur i K. Olejniczak (2014), Przegląd systemów programowania strategicznego w
wybranych krajach UE oraz OECD, Warszawa: Ministerstwo Infrastruktury i Rozwoju.
224 Kupiec T., Wojtowicz D., Olejniczak K. (2020) Between compliance and systemic change ‒ Evaluation
practice in eight CEE countries [in:] Stanisław Mazur (ed.) Public Administration in Central Europe. Ideas
as Causes of Reforms, Routledge: London and New York, pp. 129-146.
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23. COUNTRY PROFILE: PORTUGAL
23.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
23.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
The evaluation of public policies in Portugal was particularly reinforced since the
adhesion to the EEC. From then on, public policies where European funding occurs need
to be evaluated, as per the EU rules. However, at the national level, there is not a clear
prerogative regarding a mandatory evaluation of State aid.
The Portuguese legal and institutional framework on domestic State aid considers, on
its article 65(1) of the Portuguese competition law, that State aid is an aid granted by
a Member State or by any other public entity and that it “should not restrict, distort or
affect in a sensible manner competition in the domestic market or in a substantial part
of it.” This is in line with article 107(1) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European
Union (TFEU), that states: “save as otherwise provided in the Treaties, any aid granted
by a Member State or through State resources in any form whatsoever which distorts
or threatens to distort competition by favouring certain undertakings or the production
of certain goods shall, insofar as it affects trade between Member States, be
incompatible with the internal market”.
As explained below, monitoring entities do not have enforcement powers, and can only
issue recommendations. This does not allow for an active role on either attribution or
evaluation of State aid, only being able to monitor its implementation and issue
recommendations and request information about the processes.
So, according to the national legal framework, the monitoring entities do not have the
legal support or ability to scrutinise State aid. Their role is essentially to help public
authorities that grant measures considered to be aid, to eliminate negative effects on
competition.
In short, it can be concluded that there is not a specific legal framework in Portugal
regarding State aid evaluation. This absence means that only the State aid that must
be assessed under the EU rules are to be evaluated and that the national procedures
on this matter mainly support themselves in the legal frameworks deriving from the EU
and the Commission.

23.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
23.2.1. National organisation for State aid
Competition practices in the Portuguese internal market are monitored by Autoridade
da Concorrência – AdC (Competition Authority). Its mission is to ensure the application
of the rules of promotion and protection of competition in the private, public,
cooperative and social sectors, in accordance with the principle of market economy and
free competition, with a view to the efficient operation of markets, the optimum
allocation of resources and the interests of consumers, in accordance with its Statutes.
On the matter of State aid, there is no need for a prior notification to the AdC, nor an
approval before the aid is enacted. This means AdC does not have enforcement capacity.
In order to carry out its tasks, the AdC has sanctioning, supervisory and regulatory
powers. Those related to sanctioning are mostly relevant, as, in its use, AdC can identify
and investigate conducts that are liable to infringe national and European Union
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Even though there is not a clear obligation to evaluate State aid, this does not mean
that there is a complete inexistence of guidelines or frameworks on this matter. Back
in 2018, the AdC, in association with the OECD, developed a Guideline document on
Competition Impact Assessment of Public Policies, and a Strategic Plan for the
Competitive Impact Assessment of Public Policies. There has also been an evaluation
exercise of the transport sector and liberal professions, where 13 of these self-regulated
professions were analysed. These documents are addressed on section 3 and 4,
respectively.
Given the institutional organiszation of public entities with responsibilities on the matter
of State aid, AD&C is one relevant player, but also AdC – Agência para o
Desenvolvimento e Coesão (Cohesion and Development Agency) should also be
mentioned.
AD&C is a public institute with administrative and financial autonomy. Its jurisdiction
goes throughout all national territory and its primary mission is to coordinate regional
development policies and assure general coordination of the European Structural
Investment Funds. It is an indirect administration of the State, under the
superintendence and tutelage of the Ministry of Planning.
The actual configuration of AD&C results from the merging of three public entities,
namely, the Financial Institute for Regional Development (Instituto Financeiro para o
Desenvolvimento Regional), the Institute for the Management of the European Social
Fund (Instituto de Gestão do Fundo Social Europeu) and the NSRF Observatory Mission
Structure (Estrutura de Missão Observatório do QREN).
The main responsibilities of AD&C on the matter of State aid are the registration of the
de minimis scheme, the monitoring of accumulation of financial benefit provided by aid
schemes related to ESIF, the assessment of compliance of State aids with EU rules, and
the report of State aid schemes to the Commission.
It is the main source of information for this matter in Portugal, even though it does not
provide any dedicated database on State aid, relying on the State aid Cases’ Database
of DG Competition. The available information on its website about State aid is mainly
related to the EU rules and guidelines, not providing any detail about a national
approach to the subject.
Amongst the mentioned responsibilities, AD&C is in charge of the technical coordination
of Portugal2020 225, and for providing support in the functioning of the Interministerial
Commission for the Coordination of the Partnership Agreement, which is a body that
ensures the political coordination for all the ESIFs with several specialised committees,
coordinated by the Minister of Planning.

Portugal2020 is the Partnership Agreement between Portugal and the European Commission regarding
the use of ESIF for the 2014-2020 period
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23.2.2. Available capacity
The 2020 staff map of AD&C showed a total of 272 individuals, of which 122 are Senior
Technicians, 62 Inspectors, 38 Directors (including senior directors, unit directors and
core coordinators), 33 Technical Assistants, 14 IT Experts and Technicians and 3
Operating Assistants. The academic and training background of these individuals is
broad and covers several domains like social and economic sciences, management,
accountability, engineering, mathematics and statistics, international relations and law.
Besides the 3 main bodies, there are 9 units and 4 core departments that develop the
technical activities that are part of AD&C mission. The 9 units are control and audit,
certification, financial management, information systems, institutional management,
ERDF and CF coordination, ESF coordination, regional policy and strategic assessment
and monitoring. The 4 core departments are those related to legal support and litigation,
communication and documentation, public procurement and State aid and quality
planning and management.
This means that there is one department dedicated to State aid issues. This department
has a total of 9 people, of which 1 director, 5 senior technicians, 1 inspector and 2
technical assistants. This staff has an academic background in law, economy and
management, international relations and administrative support. The main tasks are,
on the matter of State aid, to provide support with contract formation procedures,
formulate technical proposals, develop methodologies, guarantee and keep the central
de minimis register updated, and exercise control over the accumulation of financial
support granted in this context. This organisation suggests that most relevant State aid
schemes in Portugal are those under the de minimis conditions.
Although, given the possible connections between State aid and ESIFs, the involvement
of other core departments responsible for the ESIFs on the matter of State aid cannot
be excluded.
Considering that the staff of the department responsible for State aid represents about
3,3% of the total staff, it can be concluded that the issues of State aid are not those
requiring higher demand in human resources within the AD&C mission and internal
organisation.
The 2020 staff of AdC consists of a total of 105 employees, of which 48 are on the
career of competition specialists, 15 specialised technicians, 14 administrative and
support technicians, 13 middle managers, 10 senior competition specialists, 3 persons
on the board of directors and 3 chief competition specialists.
The academic background of these individuals is very diverse, and covers several areas,
including law, economy, statistics and information management, human resources,
company organisation and management and documentary science.
There are 2 main bodies in the AdC, as well as 1 general office, 1 special unit for the
evaluation of public policies, 2 offices (president’s office and studies and market
monitoring) and 3 departments (concentration control, restrictive practices and legal
and litigation).
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23.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
23.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
In 2018, the AdC developed a document about “Guidelines on Competition Impact
Assessment of Public Policies” 226. Besides this, there is also a “Strategic Plan of the AdC
for Competitive Impact Assessment of Public Policies”, which presents the strategic
objectives of AdC and its action on these matters. As mentioned in the Guidelines, the
main aim of these documents is to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of public
interventions by providing decision-makers with a further relevant element of
information on the impact of the measures adopted by them.
In 2016 and 2018, the AdC was highly involved in the competitive impact assessment
of public policies, which resulted in the implementation of the Impact 2020 Project Project for Competition Impact Assessment of Public Policies. As part of this project,
AdC and the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), through
an understanding signed in 2016, agreed to conduct a competition assessment of two
sectors of the Portuguese economy, using the methodology set out in the OECD
Competition Assessment Toolkit that, essentially, is the application of the Competition
Control Checklist method.
The main asset of the toolkit methodology is that it allows the identification of specific
regulatory barriers, such as those that restrict entry to a market, constrain firms ability
to compete (e.g. by imposing operational requirements), treat competitors differently
(e.g. by favouring specific types of companies) or facilitate coordination among
competitors. Such barriers have been shown to consistently harm economic growth and
productivity.
The Guidelines for Competition Impact Assessment (CIA) of Public Policies are a direct
result of the AdC Impact 2020 Project, which aimed to increase its capacity to assess
competition impacts as well as to create and disseminate a reference framework of the
procedures to be adopted by this authority when assessing competition impacts.
This would allow increased transparency in its actions and would also contribute to a
culture of competition in the decision-making process of public policies, as well as an
assessment of its possible impacts on competition and of alternatives that may be more
neutral in terms of competition, strengthening public entities skills on these matters.
The Guidelines focus on the application of a CIA procedure, assessing legislative or
regulatory proposals that are in the process of being prepared at the Assembly of the
Republic, the Government or a Public Administration body. These Guidelines could also
be used on the evaluation of the legislation and regulations in force, i.e., the subsequent
evaluation of legal standards applied at central, regional or sectoral level.
The Guidelines also incorporate lessons from previous assessment experiences done by
the AdC, and follow the guidelines established by the OECD, complying with a result of
the training activity of the PCA Impact 2020 Project. They also benefit from the
experience of other competition authorities of EU Member States in implementing
similar procedures, as well as the documents developed on this subject by the European
Commission itself and other international bodies.
The methodology proposed by the guidelines has 3 different phases, as follows.
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http://www.concorrencia.pt/vPT/Estudos_e_Publicacoes/Politicas_Publicas/Documents/Linhas%20de%20
Orienta%C3%A7%C3%A3o%20Avalia%C3%A7%C3%A3o%20Impacto%20Concorrencial%20de%20Pol
%C3%ADticas%20P%C3%BAblicas%20.pdf
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During Phase 1, the public entity uses an AdC checklist (this checklist is a result of the
work developed together with the OECD), which includes a set of indications, to identify
whether the legislative or regulatory measure has the potential to distort competition.
This checklist identifies the impact that a public measure will typically have on the
competitive structure of a market. It identifies four main types of distortions that may
result from public interventions, those being: limitation of the number or variety of
undertakings; limitation of the ability of undertakings to compete; reducing the
incentive for undertakings to compete; limitation of consumer choice and available
information.
The checklist is mostly relevant when confronting it with the text of the public measure,
allowing for preliminary indications of its impact on competition in the market to be
identified. If the entity undertaking the CIA does not identify a potential impact on
competition of the proposed measure, such a conclusion should be properly recorded in
the procedure (e.g. by reference to the fact in a note of justification).
If one of the indications in the CIA checklist is positively identified, then a potential
impact on competition is confirmed, for which the legislative or regulatory proposal is
referred to the AdC, which will further analyse it. If none can be found, it is considered
that the process under analysis is not harmful to fair competition.
In Phase 2, the AdC will take into account several parameters: the legal framework in
which the public measure is adopted and the public interest that resulted in it; the
competitive structure of the market on which the measure focuses, as well as the
competitive structure of other markets on which the measure may have an impact; the
impact of the implementation of these measures from a fair competitive perspective,
identifying, if possible, alternatives eliminating or reducing the competitive impact,
while safeguarding the intended policy objective. At the end of this analysis, AdC will
forward its findings to the responsible public body in order to contribute to the decisionmaking process.
Finally, in Phase 3, the public body considers the competitive impacts, as well as the
alternatives that may already have been identified. The AdC remains available to
monitor this process and to collaborate in the development of alternative measures with
a smaller impact on competition.
As part of this collaboration between the AdC and the public body, it’s essential to
identify the public interest that may justify the impact on competition and to assess
potential restrictions from the point of view of their necessity and proportionality. If this
analysis shows that the restrictions in question do not appear to be necessary to achieve
the public policy objective, or that they are disproportionate in terms of their impact on
competition, the measure must be reassessed and amended in accordance with these
conclusions. These Guidelines are an important milestone in the promotion of an
assessment culture, given a clear step towards the generalisation of evaluation
practices.

23.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
23.4.1. The evaluation processes
As seen in section 1, there is an absence of a national framework regarding mandatory
State aid evaluation. Therefore, only the State aid schemes under mandatory
assessment in compliance with the EU rules are to be evaluated. For the time being,
there is no indication that any change to this position is expected.
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However, as mentioned, the OECD, with the help of the AdC, developed an evaluation
of the transport sector and 13 liberal professions (namely, lawyers, notaries, solicitors
and bailiffs (legal professions group), architects, engineers and technical engineers
(technical/scientific professions group), auditors, certified accountants, economists,
customs brokers (financial-economic professions group), nutritionists and pharmacists
(health professions group)).
This specific evaluation, divided into 2 volumes, one for the transport sector, and one
for the liberal professions, was done in close cooperation with the AdC and other
relevant national authorities. The main objective of this evaluation was to increase skills
and awareness of the Portuguese national authorities, improving their capacity of
developing further evaluations on these and other relevant matters by providing them
with the necessary skillset to do it.
These evaluations were developed by the OECD, and their findings are mainly proposals
for specific amendments to remove or change regulations that are found to be
hampering market access and the good functioning of operations.
In the transport sector, the report identifies 485 individual provisions as being harmful
to the economy and makes 417 detailed recommendations for change. On the matter
of liberal professions, 363 provisions are found to be harming competition, and 348
recommendations for change are made.
There are no monitoring reports available, so it is not clear to what extent the suggested
changes are implemented or taken into consideration in the following steps.
Apart from the details that arise from the above-mentioned reports, and given the
national expert’s experience on the matter of public policies evaluation, especially those
related to ESIFs, the following conditions should be highlighted, as they reflect the usual
practices developed on these matters by the Managing Authority (MA) of these
evaluations, and could also happen on other evaluations to be carried out in the future:
−

−

Usually these evaluations will be carried out by external independent evaluators,
following the usual practice of the MA of externalising this task. This is mostly true
on ESIF evaluations.
Full access to dedicated databases and information systems relevant to the
evaluation subject is granted to the evaluation experts, if they exist.

Normally, the evaluation process is followed up closely by the MA mainly through a
previously defined monitoring group. This is the main contact point between the
evaluation team and the MA, and several monitoring meetings take place during the
evaluation process. Usually report delivery is done in a phased manner, starting with
an interim report, a preliminary report and a final report. The report delivery scheme
usually marks the different phases that make the evaluation process a whole and need
to be analysed and validated by the monitoring group and the MA, allowing for an
incremental improvement in the next report to be delivered.
These notes represent the usual way of conducting ESIF evaluations, namely those
promoted by the AD&C. However, given that the AdC has improved its skills and has its
own guidelines on this matter that any public body can consult, it cannot be excluded
that potential assessments to be done are to be carried out internally by the AdC, or by
the interested public actors.
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23.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
The background of public policy evaluation has shifted from a simple technical procedure
of management to become a way for the State to strengthen its strategies under good
government principles, like transparency on public action, increased efficiency in
governance and increased responsibilities of all the actors involved in these policies.
This suggests that a path of institutionalisation of evaluations is being followed, aiming
to consolidate concepts, methodologies and processes, contributing to the assumption
of evaluation as a public policy of its own.
There are a few characteristics of evaluation processes that, according to our
experience, can be simplified and translated to strengths and weaknesses.
23.5.1. Strengths
−

Increased general interest about evaluations: generates awareness and increases
responsibility of both the stakeholders and policy makers.

−

Evaluator independence: most evaluations are done by external, experienced and
independent evaluators, which increases confidence in results.

−

Involvement of actors: evaluation is an opportunity to involve all stakeholders,
allowing for greater proximity between actors and increased efficiency in the
future.

−

Scales articulation: evaluation can guarantee the needed articulation between
the different scales involved in policymaking, allowing for the most efficient
implementation of policies and maximising positive outcomes.

−

Process and result improvement: process-focused evaluations are a good way to
assure the effectiveness of policy tools, as well as to identify good practices and
improve results.

23.5.2. Weaknesses
−

Lack of general analysis of the context: some processes mainly focus on the
evaluation subject, not allowing for a full understanding of the general context
that lead to it.

−

Legal framework over effective evaluation purposes: evaluation addresses mainly
the legal matters associated to it, not focusing on its outcomes or processes and
results.

−

Impact over process: evaluations are becoming mostly impact-oriented, which
indicates that there is an increased expectation for results, instead of good
practices and lessons for improvement and optimisation of processes.

−

Unclear results at pan-European level: unclear perception of the effects that
evaluations produce on the top level of European stakeholders, results in it being
perceived as a mere mandatory and mostly useless task.

−

The answers provided by the AD&C on the questionnaire, have also mentioned
some other issues. One of the identified main strengths is the clear understanding
of the evaluation purposes. This is provided by the statements from the
Commission, which makes the evaluation objectives as well as the methodologies
to be applied clear. However, this can also have a negative impact due to an
excessive inflexibility in some of the evaluation settings. In Portugal, due to its
relatively small size in some economic areas, it can be difficult to produce
statistically significant results. Assessing heterogeneity of effects (different
industries, regions or firm sizes) can also be challenging. In previous
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counterfactual evaluations there is a lack of robust control groups that can affect
the evaluation findings.
−

In general, more time to observe results is needed, as well as a sizable sample
of homogenous groups to effectively assess impacts on aided (and non-aided)
firms. Therefore, a more flexible timeframe, as well as a wider range of evaluation
methodologies is desirable.

23.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
No ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes granted by national authorities were
identified.
However, there is an evaluation plan approved by the Commission, regarding State aid
SA.42136 (2015/N). This is an evaluation plan for the block exempted large aid scheme
"Inovação Empresarial", which will go through until the 31st of December 2020.
As this is a large aid scheme, with an annual budget (350 million EUR) that exceeds the
150 million EUR threshold of qualification as large aid schemes, its evaluation is
mandatory.
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24. COUNTRY PROFILE: ROMANIA
24.1 Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
24.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
The Romanian legislation does not have specific requirements for the evaluation of State
aid schemes. The legislation 227 requirements in terms of evaluation are limited to an exante evaluation of the public policies issued by the central authorities, and there are no
particular provisions for other evaluations of public policies or State aid.
The legislation covers different aspects of the State aid, starting with the Law no. 143
of 27th July 1999, updated and republished in the Official Gazette of Romania no.
744/16th August 2005. This law sets the rules for the authorisation, granting, control,
inventory, monitoring and reporting of State aid, to create and maintain a healthy
competitive environment.
Further updates of the State aid legislation were made regarding the national
procedures, as summarised below, and referred to in the next sections of the report:
−
−

−
−

−

−
−

−

Government Decision no. 651/2006 regarding the approval of the State aid policy
for the period 2007-2013;
Government Emergency Ordinance no. 117/2006 regarding the national
procedures in the field of State aid, approved with modifications and completions
by Law no. 137/2007;
Regulation of the Competition Council on 20th June 2007 regarding the
monitoring procedures of the State aid;
Emergency Ordinance no 77/2014 regarding national procedures in the State aid
field and the amendment and completion of the Competition law no. 21/1996,
with the consequent modification and completion;
Governmental Decision no. 437/2015 regarding the approval procedure and
content of the memorandum provided by the art. 7 of the Emergency Ordinance
no. 77/2014 regarding national procedures in the State aid field;
Regulation of the CC on 21st June 2016 regarding the State aid Registry (RegAS
database);
Governmental Decision no 326/2017 regarding the creation of the Interministerial Committee for the application of the State aid policy and the
modification of the Government Decision no. 750/2005 regarding the creation of
the permanent inter-ministerial Committees;
Emergency Ordinance no. 6/2020 for amending and supplementing the
Government Emergency Ordinance no. 77/2014 regarding the national
procedures in the field of State aid, as well as for amending and completing the
Competition Law no. 21/1996 and for the modification and completion of art. 15
of the Competition Law no. 21/1996.

Government Decision (GD) no 775/2005 the Regulation regarding the procedures for elaboration,
monitoring and evaluation of the public policies at central level.
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24.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
There are no specific procedures to enforce the obligation to evaluate.

24.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
24.2.1. National organisation for State aid
The Government Ordinance 77/2014 sets the role of the Romanian Competition Council
(RCC) related to the State aid in Romania. The RCC is an autonomous administrative
body aimed to protect and stimulate competition to ensure a healthy competitive
environment, with a view towards consumers' interests.
The RCC role has two major dimensions: a “corrective dimension” – restoring and
maintaining the competitive environment, and a “preventive dimension” – monitoring
markets and observing the behaviour of the actors participating in the markets.
In the State aid field, RCC:
−

issues decisions according to the Law, following the assessment of the
notifications regarding the intention to grant new State aid or to modify an
existing State aid;

−

supervises the effective application of its decisions;

−

notifies the courts according to the provisions of the Law;

−

elaborates the State aid Inventory annually;

−

monitors the existing State aid;

−

supervises the financial relations between the public authorities and public
undertakings, and ensures transparency within the undertakings entrusted with
special or exclusive rights, or which were entrusted to perform a service of
general economic interest;

−

elaborates an annual report on State aids granted in Romania, which is submitted
to the Government; to ensure transparency in this field, the Competition Council
submits this Report to the European Commission and publishes it in the Official
Journal of Romania, Part I.

The RCC is the national Reference Point in the State aid field and is responsible for the
State aid monitoring process. The monitoring activity involves the collection, processing
and verification of data and the information transmitted by the suppliers or
beneficiaries, as the case may be, and reporting on State aid granted in Romania to EC.
The State aid responsibilities are allocated to a dedicated structure within RCC, the
Directorate for State aid.
The RCC has the responsibility to analyse any measures that could represent a State
aid and issue a "formal opinion" regarding the compliance and the fulfilment of the
obligations related to the European legislation. The formal opinion is issued based on
documentation, including an ex-ante evaluation, prepared by the granting authority
initiating the measure.
The RCC has a methodological role in ensuring the ex-ante evaluations respond to their
needs enabling the RCC to formulate the opinion. In 2015 RCC prepared a guide for the
ex-ante evaluations, which is now in revision within a project funded by the European
Commission (EC) (The Structural Reform Support Services, SRSS) and implemented by
the World Bank. We will refer further on to this project as the SRSS project.
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The RCC is not responsible, according to the legislation, to perform ex-post evaluations.
However, the expertise acquired in RCC, and developed with the SRSS project is
expected to ensure the necessary support to the Granting Authorities to manage and
perform the State aid ex-ante or ex-post evaluations and implement their
recommendations.
As mentioned above, the Granting authorities, initiators of the aid schemes, are
responsible for ex-ante evaluations. Between 2016 and 2019, a significant number of
ex-ante evaluations were prepared, according to the data published by the RCC
(https://regas.consiliulconcurentei.ro/transparenta/index.html). More precisely, 328
State aid schemes have been released (between approx. Euro 480,000 and 90,000,000)
by the following institutions: Ministry of Public Finance, Ministry of Regional
Development, Public Administration and European Funds, Ministry of Energy, Ministry
of Business Environment, Trade and Entrepreneurship, Romanian Film Center, National
Authority for Scientific Research and Innovation and the County Council Bacau.
The responsibilities of the RCC and the authorities implementing the State aid schemes
are focusing mainly on two aspects: (i) legislative compliance namely the State aid
schemes to be in line with the national and EU regulation and (ii) monitoring the State
aid schemes in the sense of registering general information (such as the legal basis of
the State aid schemes, location, etc.).
The Inter-ministerial Committee for State aid, created in 2017 (GD 326/2017) as
a permanent consultative body responsible for the implementation of the State aid
policy in Romania, has among other responsibilities the analysis and debate of the
reports of the Granting authorities regarding the impact of the State aid in the economy.
The SRSS project (referred to above) builds on a previous capacity building project from
2015, to respond to the current needs to develop the evaluation capacity.
The project is structured on two components, one consisting of the ex-post evaluation
of three State aid schemes and one aiming at increasing the evaluation capacity,
including training, methodology and guidelines for specific evaluation methods. One key
benefit of this approach is the opportunity to consolidate the learning acquired in the
training courses by involving the project beneficiaries in a real evaluation process of the
three State aid schemes. The project focused the capacity development on three types
of schemes, which were selected for the evaluation exercise:
1. regional development State aid scheme (Granting Authority, Ministry of Public
Finance);
2. research and development (Granting Authority, Ministry of European Funds);
3. de minimis aid for micro and small enterprises using counter-guarantee
instruments (Granting Authority, The Romanian Counter-guarantee Fund).
The project design took into account the limited capacity of the RCC and the Granting
authorities to carry on evaluation exercises with internal resources, mainly regarding
the abilities to use quantitative impact assessment methods, and econometric tools.
Therefore, other stakeholders were invited in the training activities that could contribute
to mixed teams, such as specialists from the National Prognosis Commission, or
economists from departments other than State aid in RCC. The project aims at enabling
the RCC to manage the evaluation processes and become a resource for know-how in
the State aid evaluation methodologies.
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24.2.2. Available capacity
The Council consists of 7 members: one president, two vice-presidents (with Secretary
of State level) and four competition counsellors (with Deputy Secretary of State level).
The Council members are appointed by the President of Romania, pursuant the proposal
of the Government. The Council members and the competition inspectors cannot be
members of political parties or other political organisations. The status of the
Competition Council's members is incompatible with any other professional or
consultancy activities, with the participation in the management or administration of
other public or private entities, withholding public position or dignities, except
educational activity in the high-level education institutions.
Overall, the data collected from the desk research and the interviews indicate a limited
evaluation capacity at the national and local level, insufficient internal expertise (skills),
methods and instruments as well as adequate data available.
Although there are no plans for extending the evaluation practice (reinforcing it through
legislation changes), RCC proves its aim to improve the quality of the current
evaluations, ex-ante and ex-post (as required for the schemes above the minimum
threshold).
24.2.3. The role of other actors
The role of other actors seems marginal and they do not share any responsibilities in
the evaluation process.

24.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
24.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
The national guidelines for the ex-ante evaluations are based on the "balancing test"
approach. The guidelines were developed in 2015 in a Technical Assistance project, and
are now in the process of being revised and updated according to the current needs.
The EC guidelines (Common methodology for State aid evaluations, Commission Staff
Working Document, 2014) are the guiding documents applied by the Granting
authorities for the ex-post evaluation of public policies. The SRSS project aims at
developing the current ex-post evaluation methodology and the skills of the relevant
stakeholders. The project will end in June 2020, according to the planned timeframe for
the implementation of the intervention.

24.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
24.4.1. The evaluation process
The implementation of the State aid and de minimis aid measures is submitted to the
formal opinion of the RCC. The ex-ante evaluation is a compulsory part of the
documentation required to all Granting authorities by RCC for issuing the "formal
opinion".
RCC also assesses other elements of the schemes such as the scheme objectives, the
modalities used by the initiator to grant the aid, beneficiaries, the granting period, the
amount of money allocated by the grantor, the applicable European regulation.
The data collected shows that the State aid schemes after 2016 have not been evaluated
ex-post because none have exceeded the threshold of EUR 150 million /year, above
which the ex-post evaluation is compulsory. Therefore, we cannot speak about a
process regarding a systematic ex-post evaluation of the State aid schemes.
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24.4.2. The use of the evaluation
Findings from the ex-ante evaluations are functional to issuing the formal opinion of the
RCC and approve a State aid scheme.
Moreover, a package of State aid schemes implemented by the Ministry of Public
Finance, between 2007-2014 was the subject of an ex-post impact evaluation, and three
other schemes are in evaluation at present as a component of the SRSS project, which
will create a know-how resource for future evaluations.

24.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
24.5.1. Strengths
The following are the main strengths of the evaluation process:
−

There is an interest of the RCC to improve the evaluation of the State aid
schemes, both ex-ante and ex-post. The SRSS project initiated by RCC is an
evidence of the interest shared by RCC, Granting authorities and the European
Commission;

−

The SRSS project is expected to increase the capacity of the RCC and Granting
authorities related to the evaluation of the State aid schemes;

−

Methodological guidance will be available for the sustainable development of the
Granting authorities.

−

Three evaluations (expected to be finalised in June 2020) will create a domestic
know-how stock, for the future use of good practices in the elaboration of new
schemes.

24.5.2. Weaknesses
The following are the main weaknesses identified:
−

There are significant gaps regarding data availability and accessibility to ex-post
evaluations;

−

Limited capacity, insufficient staff in RCC and Granting authorities dealing with
high workloads;

−

Limited expertise of the relevant stakeholders regarding the use of advanced
methods and techniques for impact assessment (such as econometric methods);

−

The CC has large expectations from the ongoing SRSS project addressing many
of the weaknesses of the State aid evaluation process.

24.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
Although there are no national rules enforcing an obligation to carry our ex-post
evaluations, four evaluations could be reported.
−

Ministry of Public Finance: Study of the State aid schemes implemented by the Ministry
in the period 2007 – 2014 (study released in 2018), available on internet address:
https://www.mfinante.gov.ro/static/10/Mfp/buget/sitebuget/ajutordestat/Studiudeimpa
ctalajutoarelordestatMFP2019.pdf

And three evaluations in progress at the reporting date, expected to be finalised in June
2020:
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−

Evaluation of the regional aid scheme (Ministry of Public Finance),

−

Evaluation of the research and development aid scheme (Ministry of European
Funds);

−

Evaluation of the de-minimis aid scheme for micro and small enterprises using
counter-guarantee instruments (The Romanian Counter-guarantee Fund).
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25. COUNTRY PROFILE: SWEDEN
Introduction
Sweden is a centralised country, where the government is the main authority
responsible for managing and evaluating public policies. Evaluations of public policies,
including State aid schemes, are usually carried out by several experienced
governmental entities/agencies.

25.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
25.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
The Swedish evaluation scene is largely focused on sector-based interests and this
applies also to State aid evaluation. General obligations to evaluate are laid down in the
legislation on the governmental agencies responsible for analysis and evaluation
practices regarding the use of public funding in their respective fields, including granting
authorities of State aid. Obligations to evaluate include, implicitly, State aid schemes
as a part of the analysis on the use of public funding, although there are no national
rules specifically addressing State aid evaluation. No authority has responsibility for
continuously monitoring and analysing the overall state of State aid governance, with
follow-up, evaluation and analysis done by sector.
When the Government designs a measure and includes an evaluation plan, carrying out
an evaluation is mandatory and any of the governmental agencies may be requested to
proceed with the evaluation. The legal basis ensuring that evaluations comply with the
EU rules is laid down in the Law on the application of the European Union’s State aid
rules (2013:388). To conclude, the obligation to evaluate is based on a legal obligation
but highly dependent on sectoral administrative practices to carry out analyses on the
efficiency of the use of public funding. The prevailing legal obligations do not lay down
any provisions on systematic evaluation practices with respect to State aid, when
evaluation is not mandatory according to the EU rules and Law 2013:388. When
evaluation is mandatory, the law is enforced by carrying out an evaluation according to
an evaluation plan.
For example, the Swedish Agency for Growth Policy Analysis, Growth Analysis has been
commissioned by the Government to evaluate and analyse Swedish growth policy under
Ordinance 2016:1048. Its tasks include gathering microdata on State aid schemes
granted to businesses. Compared to the EU reporting requirements, its mission is, on
the one hand, narrower in scope as it does not gather microdata on State aid in all
sectors, while, on the other, it is broader as it includes small-scale State aid falling
outside the scope of EU State aid control.
In addition to the governmental agencies, the National Audit Office
(Riksrevisionsverket) acting as Supreme Audit Institution and operating as an
independent body under the Swedish Parliament is also active on State aid evaluation
on its own initiative under Ordinance 1998:418. The Swedish Agency for Public
Management (Statskontoret) mandated by the Ministry of Finance is also active in
developing evaluation practice in Sweden though its role in State aid evaluation is
limited.
Ex-ante assessment on meeting the preconditions and the procedures under EU law is
carried out within the Ministry of Enterprise and Innovation. In addition, the National
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Agency for Public Procurement provides support for regional and local authorities on EU
rules.
25.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
Obligations defined in the statutes for governmental agencies (Annex A) are general in
nature and authorities have discretionary power to evaluate. The role of the Ordinances
is to provide the governmental agencies with a mandate to carry out analysis and
evaluations, either requested by the Government or initiated independently, in order to
meet their obligations to monitor the efficient use of public funding. The Ordinances do
not specify how either the analysis or the evaluations should be carried out.

25.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
25.2.1. National organisation for State aid
To comply with the national obligations described above, there are several
governmental agencies responsible for sector-based evaluations in the field of State
aid, though evaluation practices are not coordinated. Rather, it is decided on a case by
case basis which State aid scheme is to be evaluated and how, meaning that the
respective authorities may seek expertise to carry out an evaluation from other
authorities, if necessary. Vinnova, the Swedish Innovation Agency is one of the most
active and experienced national agencies in terms of State aid evaluation and is
generally accepted as having the highest evaluation competence in terms of impact and
effectiveness analysis. Other national evaluation agencies involved in State aid
evaluation include e.g. Transport Analysis, the Swedish Energy Agency, the Institute
for Evaluation of Labour Market and Education Policy and the Swedish agency for
Cultural Policy Analysis. Growth Analysis works in cooperation with the Government to
agree on a work plan twice a year, but in addition may carry out analysis on its own
initiative as with any other evaluation agency. 228.
Looking at the overall evaluation system in Sweden, discussions are currently ongoing
with respect to reforming the system. In 2018, several reforms on the evaluation
system were proposed in the governmental study on Analysis and evaluations for
effective governance (SOU 2018:79), mainly in terms of harmonising the system and
increasing the use of cost-effective analyses in evaluations 229. It was proposed here that
all major reforms and investments should be evaluated with regard to their
effectiveness and impact on society and on living conditions. In autumn 2019, a
standard consultation process was carried out regarding the findings and proposals of
the study. It remains to be seen how the recommendations will be taken forward. More
specifically, criticism has been raised in recent years of the work of the Growth Analyses,
resulting in the reorganisation and development of their analytical capacity to better
meet the evaluation requirements of the national and EU levels.

Innovation genom samverkan – statens satsningar på strategiska samverkans- och innovationsprogram.
RiR
2020:6.
En
granskningsrapport
från
riksrevisionen.
Available
at:
https://www.riksrevisionen.se/rapporter/granskningsrapporter/2020/innovation-genom-samverkan--statens-satsningar-pa-strategiska-samverkans--och-innovationsprogram.html
229 The Swedish government’s official investigations (Statens offentliga utredningar, SOU) are analysis and
evaluations to support the design of legislative proposals. The reports are produced by a special investigator
or a committee appointed for the analysis and often followed by a public consultation process.
228
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25.2.2. Available capacity
Several governmental agencies are involved in sectoral evaluations, due to their
specialised expertise. Agencies without adequate experience of evaluation may seek
expertise from the Swedish Agency for Growth Policy Analysis.
Other evaluation agencies, such as Vinnova, are also currently seeking to further
develop their analysis and evaluation skills. The skills improvement here is not however
directly related to the GBER requirements on evaluation. The GBER evaluation
requirements have not initiated any changes in Swedish evaluation practices because
there are only a few State aid measures where evaluation requirements apply.
25.2.3. The role of other actors
In addition to the governmental agencies, the National Audit Office may also evaluate
any public policy. The National Audit Office is currently preparing a review on the quality
and use of the evaluations conducted in the field of enterprise and innovation which will
be published in October 2020. In March 2020, they published a review focusing on the
Strategic R&D and Innovation Programme, including the evaluation practices of the
Programme.

25.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
25.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
There are no national guidelines in place targeted specifically at State aid evaluation,
but sector-based approaches to evaluation do apply. For example, Vinnova - operating
in the field of innovation - conducts impact evaluations systematically before State aid
schemes end, often by commissioning external evaluators with the necessary expertise.
On the contrary, the Institute for the Evaluation of Labour Market and Education Policy
produces evidence on the effectiveness of State aid schemes on an academic research
basis. As noted in the governmental study on Analysis and evaluations for effective
governance (SOU 2018:79) there remains a need for more aligned mandates regarding
the governmental agencies and coordinated evaluation practices including a greater
emphasis on the impacts and effectiveness of investments.

25.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
25.4.1. The evaluation process
Decisions to evaluate are made on a case-by-case basis by the national agencies on
their own initiative and depending on their resources, or by the government, depending
on the scope of the State aid in question. Where the Government has designed a
measure and considers including an evaluation plan, it may request any of the
competent agencies to proceed with the evaluation design and implementation. Growth
Analysis agrees on a work plan with the Government twice a year. Evaluation may be
considered here as any type of evaluation, and it may be carried out by adopting any
type of methodology. However, the use of counterfactual methodologies remains
scarce. Overall, there is generally an emphasis on ex-post evaluations using methods
other than counterfactual analysis. In addition, the National Audit Office may decide to
carry out an evaluation on its own initiative and in cooperation with the Parliamentary
Committee on Finance. These evaluations are carried out both by independent and
internal evaluators depending on the nature of the State aid scheme and the experience
of the agency.
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Growth analysis is responsible for gathering microdata on State aid. In addition, national
agencies hold databases to monitor and carry out analyses in their sector.
25.4.2. The use of the evaluation
Evaluations are carried out in a cooperative manner between evaluators and the
respective agencies. Sectoral ministries carry out quality assurance on the analysis and
evaluations by substance area. All such analysis is considered and potentially re-worked
into the design of the new measure. The Regulatory Impact Assessment Ordinance
(2007:1244) lays down the requisite responsibilities on regulatory impact assessment.
Prior to any legislative proposal, analysis and ex-ante evaluations may be carried out
through the system of the Swedish government’s official investigations (Statens
offentliga utredningar, SOU), followed by a public consultation. These investigations
may also incorporate evidence from ex-post evaluations, when applicable.

25.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
25.5.1. Strengths
The interviewees do not see any benefits in elaborating national guidelines for State aid
evaluation covering all sectors. Instead, they suggest promoting sector-based
cooperation and dialogue within the EU member states, including academia, to enhance
evaluation practices and to share best practice. For example, cooperation between
Vinnova and Tekes/Business Finland is considered to have been particularly fruitful in
terms of developing impact evaluation practices in the field of innovation
25.5.2. Weaknesses
A comprehensive overview of State aid covering all sectors is hard to obtain as the
information is spread across different sectors and EU rules generally require special
arrangements as compared to the prevailing national evaluation practices. Different
Ministries hold expertise in analysing the impact of public funding, but the information
is not currently effectively interlinked between them. This results in a situation where
the authority responsible for State aid coordination does not have an overview with
respect to the output and quality of State aid. Within the authority there is no capacity
to carry out impact assessment or evaluations as their role is to focus on ensuring that
rules and procedures are in compliance with requirements and regulations.
According to the interviewees, the EU rules and guidelines on evaluation are viewed as
focusing too heavily on a specific format in respect of a methodological approach that
is often radically different from national-level Swedish practices. As such, EU compliance
therefore tends to generate a significant amount of additional work.

25.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
ince the evaluation practices are based on sectoral legal obligations and administrative
practices, no comprehensive understanding of State aid evaluation practices exists.
Decisions on evaluations are made on an ad hoc basis. Ex-post evaluations are carried
out most systematically in the R&D and innovation fields. Due to a lack of evaluation
capacity in many sectors, the role of the National Audit Office is significant as it provides
independent performance and financial audits of state finances, including assessment
of the quality of impact evaluations conducted by the competent governmental
agencies. Many of the evaluations concerning the period 2015-2019 are still under
implementation, with only a few completed and published.
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The following is the list of the evaluations of State aid interventions (2015-2019) carried
out by national authorities (outside the EU obligations).
R&D an innovation and SMEs
−
−

Ramboll. Programutvärdering av Fordonsstrategisk forskning och innovation. VR 2020:03.
Available at:
https://www.vinnova.se/contentassets/03d805383a214d42aa2f130715d451ed/programutv
ardering_fordonsstrategisk_forskning_och_innovation.pdf

−

Tobias Fridholm, Beatrice Bengtsson, Angelina Mattsson – Sweco Society, Tomas Åström,
Torbjörn Fängström, Markus Lindström, Sebastian Eriksson Berggren – Faugert & Co
Utvärdering/Technopolis Sweden och Erik Arnold – Technopolis Ltd. Sexårsutvärdering av
det strategiska innovationsprogrammet Produktion2030. VR 2019:20. Available at:
https://www.vinnova.se/contentassets/46a3cf1f01224e86ae6d797771b92c5d/sexarsutvard
ering_p2030_2019-12-09.pdf

−

Johan Nylander, Arivan Tutal, Tomas Åström, Torbjörn Fängström, Markus Lindström,
Sebastian Eriksson Berggren – Faugert & Co Utvärdering/Technopolis Sweden och Erik Arnold
– Technopolis Ltd. Sexårsutvärdering av det strategiska innovationsprogrammet för Lättvikt.
VR
2019:19.
Available
at:
https://www.vinnova.se/contentassets/d8b6fc65e12b48058e6529ad3a1cecca/sexarsutvard
ering_lattvikt_2019-12-09.pdf

−

Jonas Hugosson, Samuel Pardon, Ida Bodén, Sebastian Christner – Sweco Society, Tomas
Åström, Torbjörn Fängström, Markus Lindström, Sebastian Eriksson Berggren – Faugert &
Co Utvärdering/Technopolis Sweden och Erik Arnold – Technopolis Ltd. Sexårsutvärdering av
det strategiska innovationsprogrammet för processindustriell IT och automation – PiiA. VR
2019:17.
Available
at:
https://www.vinnova.se/contentassets/6b488abb6a6741e7bdca5eda847b77c9/sexarsutvar
dering_piia_2019-12-09.pdf

−

Hjälper Almis företagslån företag att växa? RAPPORT 2019:03. Myndigheten för
tillväxtpolitiska
utvärderingar
och
analyser.
Available
at:
https://www.tillvaxtanalys.se/download/18.1c70b57a16ddf43099eb4f5/1571506571515/ra
pport_2019_03_Hj%C3%A4lper%20Almis%20f%C3%B6retagsl%C3%A5n%20f%C3%B6re
tag%20att%20v%C3%A4xa.pdf

−

Jämställdhet i Almis låneverksamhet – otydlig styrning och återrapportering. En
granskningsrapport
från
riksrevisionen.
RiR
2019:7.
Available
at:
https://www.riksrevisionen.se/download/18.2eaa8c641690e756373b9ca3/1551268427360
/RiR_2019_7_ANPASSAD.pdf
and
summary
in
English
at:
https://www.riksrevisionen.se/download/18.524a9d4a16a774f20dca9f42/1557311988270/
RIR_2019_7_ENG.pdf

Energy and environment
−

Innovation genom samverkan – statens satsningar på strategiska samverkans- och
innovationsprogram. En granskningsrapport från riksrevisionen. RiR 2020:6. Available at:
https://www.riksrevisionen.se/download/18.4bd11d5f170e24de06140dd/1584360531371/
RiR%202020_06%20Anpassad.pdf

−

Klimatklivet – stöd till lokala klimatinvesteringar. En granskningsrapport från riksrevisionen.
Available
at:
RiR
2019:1.
https://www.riksrevisionen.se/download/18.7df9df95168512424e317741/1547646400542/
RIR_2019_1_ANPASSAD.pdf
and
summary
in
English
at:
https://www.riksrevisionen.se/download/18.4910c811168fba2837864276/1550740341996
/RIR_2019_1_ENG.pdf

Employment
−

Stöd till start av näringsverksamhet – långsiktiga effekter och Arbetsförmedlingens
arbetssätt. En granskningsrapport från riksrevisionen. RiR 2019:27. Available at:
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https://www.riksrevisionen.se/download/18.7a46d11f16db00d83eb2236/1570627450583/
RiR%202019_27%20Anpassad.pdf
and
summary
in
English
at:
https://www.riksrevisionen.se/download/18.dd4d2416e65083334e1ff0/1574339747673/RI
R_2019_27_ENG.pdf

25.7. Annex A - References of the legal obligations
−

Förordning (2009:1101) med instruktion för Verket för innovationssystem (Vinnova).
Available at: https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/dokument/_sfs-2009-1101

−

Förordning (2016:1048) med instruktion för Myndigheten för tillväxtpolitiska utvärderingar
och analyser (the Swedish Agency for Growth Policy Analysis, Growth Analysis). Available at
http://rkrattsbaser.gov.se/sfst/adv?fritext=&sbet=&rub=tillv%C3%A4xtpolitiska&org=&po
st_id=1

−

Förordning (2010:186) med instruktion för Trafikanalys (Transport Analysis). Available at
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/dokument/svenskforfattningssamling/forordning-2010186-med-instruktion-for_sfs-2010-186

−

Förordning (2007:911) med instruktion för Institutet för arbetsmarknads- och
utbildningspolitisk utvärdering (Institute for Evaluation of Labour Market and Education
https://riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/dokument/svenskPolicy).
Available
at
forfattningssamling/forordning-2007911-med-instruktion-for_sfs-2007-911

−

Förordning (2011:124) med instruktion för Myndigheten för kulturanalys (The Swedish
Agency for Cultural Policy Analysis). Available at https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokumentlagar/dokument/svensk-forfattningssamling/forordning-2011124-med-instruktion-for_sfs2011-124

−

Förordning (2007:780) med instruktion för Skatteverket (The Swedish Tax Authority).
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/dokument/svenskAvailable
at:
forfattningssamling/forordning-2007780-med-instruktion-for_sfs-2007-780

−

Förordning (2014:520) med instruktion för Statens energimyndighet (The Swedish Energy
Agency). Available at: https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/dokument/svenskforfattningssamling/forordning-2014520-med-instruktion-for-statens_sfs-2014-520

−

Förordning (1998:418) med instruktion för Riksrevisionsverket (The National Audit Office).
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/dokument/svenskAvailable
at
forfattningssamling/forordning-1998418-med-instruktion-for_sfs-1998-418

−

Förordning (2007:827) med instruktion för Statskontoret (The Swedish Agency for Public
Management). Available at: https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/dokument/_sfs2007-827

−

Law on the application of the European Union’s State aid rules (2013:388). Available at (in
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/dokument/svenskSwedish):
forfattningssamling/lag-2013388-om-tillampning-av-europeiska_sfs-2013-388
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26. COUNTRY PROFILE: SLOVENIA
26.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
26.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
The Law on Monitoring State aid (Official Gazette of RS, no. 37/04) was adopted in
Slovenia on May 1st 2004, with the entry of Slovenia to the European Union.
The Law regulates the notification procedure, the obligation to report and record State
aid and assess the compatibility of the proposed State aid schemes that do not need be
notified to the European Commission.
In the framework of this Law, an obligation exists to draft an annual report on State aid
schemes implemented and/or under implementation in the country. However, a real
obligation under national legislation to evaluate State aid does not exist, as the reports
elaborated are mainly monitoring reports.
According to the available data, the last (19th) Report was prepared for the years 2015,
2016 and 2017, and published by the Ministry of Finance on November 2018. The Report
is an analytical overview of the State aid in Slovenia with very detailed information on
the structure and size of State aid, regional and sectoral distribution as well as
assessment of the effectiveness of State aid by all of sectors, where State aid is being
provided.
26.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
The Law specifies that the body responsible for monitoring State aid needs to prepare
an annual report on State aid schemes, which includes not only the data, but also
assesses the effectiveness of the State aid. The Report needs to be presented to the
government by June of each year.

26.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
26.2.1. National organisation for State aid
The responsible authority for gathering information and for carrying out the evaluation
of State aid schemes is the Department for monitoring State aid at the Ministry of
Finance. Its tasks are specified in the Law on Monitoring State aid (Article 3):
−
−
−
−
−

examining, assessing and transmitting State aid notifications to the European
Commission,
addressing, assessing and giving advice for State aid measures, which constitute the
block exemption and for aid under the "de minimis"
collecting, processing and monitoring information on State aid and the aid granted
under the "de minimis" regulation and keeping records of such information,
delivering an annual report,
advising managers of State aid.

Annual reports are submitted to the Government. Data on State aid have to be supplied
to the Department by all relevant actors who run State aid schemes in accordance with
the Regulation on the transmission of data and reporting on State aid and aid under the
"de minimis" regulation (Official Gazette of RS, Nos. 61/04 , 22/07 and 50/14). On this
basis, the Department prepares the report.
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26.2.2. Available capacity
There is a dedicated person in charge of preparing the Report, which covers three
consecutive years (For example, the last Report, published in Nov.2018 covers 2015,
2016 and 2017). Yet, in 2019 the Report has not been published. It is expected that
this will be done in 2020.
According to the Department, there is only a limited interest in reporting and evaluation
of the State aid schemes from the government - limited to the compulsory reporting to
the EC. In the past, there was ambition to commission external evaluators, but due to
the lack of support from higher authorities and lack of financial resources this is no
longer planned.
26.2.3. The role of other actors
All of public spending can be evaluated by the Court of Auditors, which by its statutes
has a right to audit the use of public institutions and programmes, financed with public
resources (http://www.rs-rs.si/en/about-the-court-of-audit/legal-basis/court-of-auditact/).

26.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
26.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
The national guidelines on the preparation of the Annual Report, establishing the
assessment of the effectiveness of State aid schemes, are included in the Regulation on
the transmission of data and reporting on State aid and aid under the "de minimis"
regulation (Official Gazette of RS, Nos. 61/04 , 22/07 and 50/14):
Article 7: Annual report on State aid granted in the first paragraph of Article 10
of the Act covers data for a period of three years, namely for the preceding year,
as well as the two previous years. The report presents data on the total amount
of State aid, on their specific category, on the instruments used, as well as on
the share of gross domestic product and added value. The report also contains
an overview of all State aid granted by region, based on the Standard
Classification of Territorial Units.
The same regulation also sets the structure of the Report:
Article 8: In substance, the annual report consists of five parts:
review of the total volume of State aid granted in the Republic of Slovenia,
review of the State aid granted in the sector of industry and services,
review of the State aid granted to agriculture and fisheries,
examination of the contribution of State aid to regional objectives, and
an evaluation report of the effectiveness of the existing schemes and
individual State aid. This is measured by assessing the compliance of the
results achieved with the result indicators planned.
According to the Report on State aid for 2015, 2016 and 2017 (Report, 2018), each
operator of State aid schemes must already, at the time of application for the specific
State aid scheme, submit the following information:
−

the objective of the proposed scheme;

−

timeframe for the implementation of the scheme;

−

timeframe of the expected effects (when the first effects can be expected);
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−

annual targets for the planned duration of the scheme;

−

indicators, according to which the effectiveness of the delivered State aid scheme
is to be monitored;

−

description of the expected results.

The indicators for the monitoring of the effectiveness are chosen by each operator of
State aid schemes. Several of them are based on an estimate by the operator on the
number of potential recipients (no. of enterprises, no. of individuals) who are expected
to apply for the financing, compared to the real number of applicants. The assessment
of effectiveness is again left to the operators themselves.
The same Report also states that the Ministry of Finance should, within the next reports,
select annually two or three of the larger State aid schemes for an independent external
evaluation. Also, the database on State aid is to be linked with the database AJPES
(data base on all annual reports of business entities in Slovenia) to allow for crossanalysis of effects of State aid on business results of individual recipients of the State
aid.
According to our source, none of the planned activities have been carried out in practice.
The key reason is lack of human resources within the department to carry out these
recommendations as well of no dedicated resources to commission external evaluations.

26.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
26.4.1. The evaluation process
As mentioned above, the evaluation is part of the annual report, which is stipulated in
the Law on Monitoring State aid as well as in the Regulation on the transmission of data
and reporting on State aid and aid under the "de minimis" rule. The evaluation is carried
out internally by the Department for monitoring State aid, but is based solely on the
self-assessment reports elaborated by the operators. In reality, these reports are not
proper “evaluations”. The “success” of the scheme is provided by its operators and is
measured against the indicators, set by the operators.
To illustrate the process, let us look at the case of State aid scheme to support
technology development. The selected indicators were:
-

Number of development teams for industrial research (goal: at least 10
annually);
Number of new workplaces in the selected enterprises;
Higher value-added growth in the selected enterprises (3% higher than in the
enterprises not benefitting from the scheme);
Annual number of European patent applications per capita (100 by the end of the
reference period).

According to the operator (Ministry of Economy and Technology), the effectiveness was
positive, since the number of supported teams was 12, employment figures may not be
fully achieved, but the growth of added value has been achieved (no figure available on
this). The fact that only 61 EU patents (2014) and 57 (2015) were submitted, was
attributed to the post-crisis period and to the drop of investments in R&D by the
enterprises.
26.4.2. The use of the evaluation
Findings from the evaluations are used to improve the implementation. In fact, in 2016,
the Department prepared a set of recommendations on the improvement of the
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effectiveness of State aid schemes; yet, according to their own statement, no major
changes had been reported by the responsible operators (Report, 2018). In particular,
the recommendations were:
−

to limit the number of various State aid schemes, especially since several are
rather similar;

−

to improve the preparation of the legal framework for a particular scheme;

−

to set the minimum value of State aid (nearly 43% of recipients in 2016 received
5,000€ or less and the processing of so many very small amounts is costly), set
the minimum size of the eligible enterprises (no. of employees - in 2017 nearly
39 million€ were awarded to enterprises with no employees).

The set of recommendations was completed with the already mentioned upgrading of
the State aid monitoring and evaluation.

26.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
26.5.1. Strengths
The strength which deserves to be mentioned is the centralised reporting system, so at
least as far as the compilation of the data is concerned, the Department is functioning.
Yet, the 2008 study pointed out some of the problems in this area, as well: due to
frequent changes of staff inside the entities in charge of managing the schemes, the
quality of data could be problematic.
26.5.2. Weaknesses
According to the desk analysis so far carried out, it can be stated that, while there exists
a legal framework for the reporting and the assessment of the State aid schemes, it
seems that the task of evaluating of the effectiveness of State aid is not addressed
sufficiently. While back in 2006, the Ministry of Finance commissioned a study on the
effectiveness of the State aid schemes 230, which provided a comprehensive analysis not
only of the effectiveness of the State aid schemes, but also of the system of reporting
and assessment, such work was discontinued. The Department seems to lack both the
staff as well as the political support to implement regular and timely assessments, let
alone the financial resources to commission an independent evaluation. Only very
limited number of recommendations from the study or from the Annual Reports have
been taken on board. It seems that measuring the effectiveness of the State aid only
by the indicators preselected by the operator of a particular scheme is not the most
effective methodology for evaluation
According to the semi-official interview carried out, the lack of political support for the
evaluation of the State aid schemes is the key reason why so little improvement has
been done in this area. Even getting the resources for what should be an Annual Report
is difficult. The problem is also in entering the document on the agenda for the
discussion at governments’ sessions due to the lack of importance assigned to this
report.

Matija Rojec et al (2008): How to increase effectiveness of public finance in increasing the
competitiveness of economy- Analysis of effectiveness of State aid schemes and proposals for their
improvements (in Slovenian), CRP V5-020; Faculty of Social Sciences.
230
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26.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
Since the research project in 2006-2008 (Rojec et al, 2008), no independent evaluation
was commissioned. The Department for Monitoring State aid Schemes at the Ministry
of Finance prepares Annual Reports on State aid, the last one covering the period 2015,
2016 and 2017, published in 2018. In 2019, the Annual Report, covering 2018 was not
prepared - in the unofficial interview it was mentioned that a report, covering 2018 and
2019 is planned for 2020.
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27. COUNTRY PROFILE: SLOVAKIA
Introduction
Slovakia is a centralised country, where the evaluation culture is still gradually
developing and there is no legal obligation to evaluate State aid schemes.
The evaluation of public investments as well as State aid is still gradually developing in
Slovakia. In recent years, the government started to establish institutions and employ
civil servants focused on evaluation of investments financed by the general government
budget. At present, the national coordinator for State aid schemes in Slovakia is the
Antimonopoly Office, which succeeded to the Ministry of Finance.

27.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
27.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
In Slovakia there is no legal, administrative or other obligation regarding the evaluation
of national State aid. Evaluation procedures are mandatory only for ESIF operational
programmes. However, some legal obligations are in force with respect to the
assessment of investment projects financed by public funding.
The Slovak government reformed the investment assessment process in 2017 by
adopting the Public Investment Project Assessment Framework. The Government
defined a methodological framework for the process and preparation of large
investment projects and their assessment in line with the “Value for Money” principles.
Moreover, the Ministry of Economy is providing regional investment aid aimed at
increasing the competitiveness and economic development of least developed regions
via initial investment support. Although the Ministry does not carry out evaluations of
these investments, the eligibility criteria for support are legally binding and each
potential beneficiary needs to fulfil the criteria. Any business registered in Slovakia
whose investment project fulfils the conditions for being granted investment aid under
the Regional Investment Aid Act may apply for regional investment aid. The investment
project must successfully pass the process of investment aid application assessment
and regional investment aid approval. There is no legal entitlement to being granted
regional investment aid.
27.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
Even if no legal obligations exist to evaluate State aid schemes, some legal obligations
are in force with respect to the investment projects.
The Ministry of Finance is obligated to prepare and publish the assessment of the
investment projects funded from public resources of the general government with costs
above EUR 40 million., or above EUR 10 million in the area of information technology.
The spending revision is carried out by the Value for Money Unit at the Ministry of
Finance.
The implementation of the measures identified by the revisions conducted since
2017 are monitored by the Implementation Unit located at Deputy Prime Minister‘s
Office for Investments and Informatisation of the Slovak republic.
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27.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
27.2.1. National organisation for State aid
The main coordinator of State aid at the national level is the Antimonopoly Office of the
Slovak Republic. The Antimonopoly Office of the Slovak Republic is an independent
central body of state administration of the Slovak Republic for the protection of
competition and State aid coordination. The Office also ensures the protection of
competition in the area of State aid. Besides Slovak competition law, the Office applies
also the European competition law. Within the European Competition Network (ECN)
the Office fulfils the tasks, which result from the membership of the Slovak Republic in
the European Union.
As of 1 January 2016, the competences of the aid coordinator under Act no. 358/2015
on the regulation of certain relations in the field of State aid and de minimis aid and on
amendments to certain acts (the State aid Act) were transferred from the Ministry of
Finance of the Slovak Republic to the Antimonopoly Office of the Slovak Republic.
The Antimonopoly Office fulfils (according to § 2 paragraph 2 of the Act on State aid)
the following tasks:
−

Draws up opinions on aid schemes, including their amendments in compliance
with European Union aid rules.

−

The Office mainly ensures cooperation with the European Commission in the
preparation of legally binding EU acts and prepares opinions on the drafts of any
new legislations of the Slovak Republic with regard to compliance with the
European Union aid rules.

−

Draws up opinions on proposals for ad hoc State aid.

−

Registers de minimis aid schemes.

−

Provides methodological and consulting activities in the area of State aid.

−

Ensures cooperation in approving the granting of new State aid between State
aid providers and the European Commission and in approving changes to existing
State aid.

−

Ensures cooperation with the European Commission in the field of handling thirdparty complaints.

−

Provides training and dissemination of information in the field of State aid
support. The Office regularly informs the public on news and relevant information
on State aid and de minimis aid via its designated webpage
(www.statnapomoc.sk) and provides direct information via a designated email
(statnapomoc@antimon.gov.sk).

−

Draws up a summary report on the State aid granted for the previous calendar
year.

−

Ensures cooperation with the European Commission in the preparation of specific
European Union aid regulations.

−

Draws up opinions on draft legislation of the Slovak Republic with regard to the
compliance with European Union’s aid rules.

To date, neither the Ministry of Finance nor the Antimonopoly Office elaborated any
State aid evaluations.
27.2.2. Available capacity
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The Antimonopoly Office is a budgetary organisation financed by the central
government budget. The Office is managed by the Chairman of the Office which is
nominated by the Government of the Slovak Republic and appointed by the President
of the Slovak Republic.
As of 31 December 2018, the Office had 73 employees. Of the total number of
employees, there were 14 senior civil employees.
27.2.3. The role of other actors
Besides the Antimonopoly Office, which is the main coordinator of State aid, the Ministry
of Economy plays an important role in the field of investment support. The support is
provided in accordance with:
−

Act No. 57/2018 Coll. on regional investment aid and on amendments of certain
acts;

−

The regional investment aid scheme.

−

Regulation of the Government of the Slovak Republic No. 195/2018 Coll. laying
down the conditions for granting investment aid, the maximum investment aid
intensity and maximum investment aid amount in the regions of the Slovak
Republic.

−

Decree of the Ministry of Economy of the Slovak Republic.

−

No. 187/2018 Coll. laying down the details of the application for investment aid,
acceptance of investment aid offers, annual progress report on investment
project implementation, report on investment project completion, annual
investment utilisation reports, final evaluation reports and information boards.

−

Commission Regulation (EU) No 651/2014 of 17 June 2014 declaring certain
categories of aid compatible with the internal market in application of Articles
107 and 108 of the Treaty, as amended.

−

Guidelines on regional State aid for 2014-2020 (2013/C 209/01).

A further important role is played by the Value for Money Unit of the Ministry of Finance
of the Slovak Republic, whose aim is to increase the value that the citizens receive for
their money. The objective of the Unit is to strengthen results orientation in decisionmaking on public policies, regulations and investment. The objective of value for money
is to assess whether taxpayers' money will actually be spent as best as possible. The
unit carries out:
−
−
−
−

Regular evaluation of the effectiveness of public policies (spending revision) and
expenditure, linked to budgeting;
Evaluation of investment projects and regulations;
Support of the establishment of analytical units in the state administration and
building of analytical tools;
The value for money unit is responsible for the methodology of expenditure review
and ensures the standardisation of outputs that assess the effectiveness of public
spending across ministries.

The Implementation Unit of the Office of the Government of the Slovak Republic
evaluates the fulfilment of measures proposed after the revisions of public expenditure.
The Value for Money Unit performs tasks in close cooperation with the Institute of
Financial Policy, the Budgetary Policy Section of the Ministry of Finance and other
analytical units.
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Furthermore, other ministries are building analytical capacities and establishing
analytical units as well, with the focus on applying the principles of value for money
(e.g. Institute of Cultural Policy at the Ministry of Culture, Institute of Environmental
Policy at the Ministry of Environment etc.).

27.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
27.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
There are no national guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes in Slovakia. The
obligation for evaluation includes only the financially largest State aid initiatives under
the GBER. To date, no such evaluations have been carried out, because no implemented
projects would exceed the evaluation threshold of 150 million EUR.

27.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
27.4.1. The evaluation process
There is no obligation to evaluate State aid, and, accordingly, there have not been any
evaluations carried out. Thus, there is no process in place to evaluate State aid.
Evaluations under ESIF are mandatory and in the present programming period, the
evaluations are primarily focused on management issues and interim evaluations,
mainly due to the rather low level of financial implementation (about 29% at the end of
2019) and the small number of already finished projects.
The evaluations are carried out by the Managing Authorities (i.e. individual ministries
responsible for implementation of operational programmes) and are coordinated by the
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister of the Slovak Republic for Investments and
Informatisation.
27.4.2. The use of the evaluation
Even if no national evaluations of State aid schemes were so far carried out, some
reports implemented by the Value for Money Unit of the Ministry of Finance aimed to
increase the value that citizens receive for their money.
The objective of the Unit is to strengthen results orientation in decision-making on public
policies, regulations and investment. Thus, the results emerging from the reports are
used as a useful basis to steer the decision-making process.

27.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
27.5.1. Strengths
According to the interview at the Ministry of Economy, the Ministry is in negotiations
with the Faculty of National Economy at the University of Economics in Bratislava to
develop an evaluation and assessment methodology for State aid.
27.5.2. Weaknesses
The evaluation of public policies and public expenditure has been implemented only in
the recent years. In the past, besides the mandatory evaluation of ESIF programmes,
the evaluation of public spending was rather an exception than a rule.
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27.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
There are no ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes in Slovakia. Evaluations have
been carried out only in the ESIF operational programmes.
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28. COUNTRY PROFILE: UNITED KINGDOM
Introduction
The United Kingdom is a centralised country, and Her Majesty’s (HM) Government is in
charge of defining policies and supervising their implementation throughout the
country. Moreover, HM Government establishes that all policies (also State aid schemes)
should be subject to evaluation. HM Treasury produced the Green and Magenta Books,
which are publicly available and provide general guidance on how to conduct appraisal
(Green) and evaluation (Magenta) in Government. Central Government, through the
Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS), is the main responsible
for evaluations.

28.1. Section 1 - National rules for the evaluation of State aid schemes
28.1.1. Obligation or lack thereof to evaluate
HM Government states that ‘All policies, programmes and projects should be subject to
comprehensive but proportionate evaluation, where practicable to do so’ (Magenta
Book, 2011) 231. State aid in the United Kingdom falls within this general requirement. A
number of documents released by HM Government reinforce the importance of
evaluation in public policy. Managing Public Money 232 states that ‘one of the essentials
of effective internal decision making is after-the-event evaluation of policy, project and
programmes outputs and outcomes‘ (HM Treasury, 2012) 233. Further guidance from HM
Government in the Impact Assessment Guidance adds that ‘measures that include a
statutory review provision should be formally reviewed within five years of enactment,
and then regularly on a five-year cycle. The main vehicle for this review should be a
post-implementation review (PIR). PIRs should be proportionate, ranging from lighttouch to economic evaluation’ (NAO, 2013) 234. The basic approach is applied to all sectors
where HM Government commits public funds 235. To be clear, the evaluation of State aid
is treated in the same way as the evaluation of any major Government programme and
is required to be informed by the Green Book and the Magenta Book.
28.1.2. Procedures to enforce the obligation
A recent National Audit Office (NAO) Report 236 states: ‘Treasury expects all departments
to evaluate the ex post impacts and costs of all their interventions, including spending,
taxation and regulation. This activity should provide valuable information on the costeffectiveness of government interventions, for the purposes of accountability and to
learn lessons to improve current and future policies’. This applies to State aid.
231https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/22

0542/magenta_book_combined.pdf
232https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/74
2188/Managing_Public_Money__MPM__2018.pdf
233
1
For
example
http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/

2
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/evaluation/evalsed/index_en.htm
http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_greenbook_index.htm.
234 https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/10331-001-Evaluation-in-government_NEW.pdf
235

https://www.parliament.uk/templates/Committees/pages/CommitteeAZIndex.aspx?id=25649&epslangua
ge=en
236https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/74
2188/Managing_Public_Money__MPM__2018.pdf

253

The core document that underpins public sector appraisal and evaluation in the United
Kingdom is the Green Book. The Green Book states that ‘when any policy programme
is completed or has advanced to a pre-determined degree, it should undergo a
comprehensive evaluation. Major, or ongoing, programmes, involving series’ of smaller
capital projects, must also be subject to ex-post evaluation’ (HM Treasury, 2019). The
Green Book presents a recommended framework for the appraisal and evaluation of all
policies, programmes and projects. The Magenta Book237 is complementary guidance to
the HM Treasury Green Book. The Magenta Book is a core source of central government
guidance on evaluation best practice. As, NAO spells out, the Magenta Book is designed
to meet the needs of policy makers in the public sector and seeks to explain:
−
−
−
−
−

The important issues and questions to consider in how evaluations should be
designed and managed;
The wide range of evaluation options available;
Why evaluation improves policy making;
How evaluation results and evidence should be interpreted and presented; and,
Why thinking about evaluation before and during the policy design phase can help
to improve the quality of evaluation results without needing to hinder the policy
process.

28.2. Section 2 - National authorities responsible for the evaluation of State aid
28.2.1. National organisation for State aid
The policy lead for State aid in the United Kingdom is the Department for Business,
Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS). Their State aid Team is also tasked with
supporting Scheme Administrators to develop robust evaluations and is involved at all
stages of the State aid evaluation life cycle. BEIS sees the Evaluation Plans as the
foundation of meaningful ex-post evaluation. Recent State aid evaluations include the
Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI), the Regional Growth Fund, and tax incentives for
venture capitalists to invest in SME.
BEIS state that the prime responsibility for conducting an evaluation lies with the
respective scheme administrator department. They should ensure that those
responsible for the analysis of the programme work effectively with officers in the
department who are trained in the principles of evaluation. The emphasis is thus on
ensuring that evaluations are well informed and designed. BEIS encourage Scheme
Administrators to consider the relevant Commission guidance and seek appropriate
internal analytical resources but also external resources as appropriate. BEIS ask the
Scheme Administrators to take into account the Green and Magenta Book guidance. It
is also recognised that it is important to encourage knowledge sharing across individual
teams and to facilitate and encourage this, an aid Administrators’ Network has been
established to review and challenge the intermediate evaluation reports.
28.2.2. Available capacity
It has not been possible to obtain information yet on the size of the central BEIS
evaluation team. It is a central government department. It is also not clear yet whether
there are any plans to reinforce the evaluation function further.
28.2.3. The role of other actors
HM Government seeks to ensure that its departments undertake timely and effective
evaluations of all its programmes where significant amounts of expenditure are

237

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-magenta-book
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involved. The extent to which departments meet this requirement is examined through
the operations of the National Audit Office (NAO). The NAO scrutinises public spending
for Parliament. The Public Accounts Commission (TPAC), a Parliamentary committee of
MPs, oversees the work of the NAO. Oversight is provided by House of Commons Select
Committees, which can seek to examine any aspect of public expenditure including that
relating to State aid 238.

28.3. Section 3 - National guidelines to evaluate State aid schemes
28.3.1. Characteristics of the guidelines
As discussed earlier, the core guideline documents in the United Kingdom are the Green
Book and the Magenta Book. Evaluation is regarded as essential to ensure that policies
are effective and the State aid requirements reinforce the need for this. The Green Book
emphasises that evaluation is about:
−

understanding how a government intervention is being or has been implemented,
what effects it had, for whom and why;

−

comparing what happens with what was expected under Business as Usual (the
appropriate counterfactual);

−

identifying what can be improved, estimating overall impacts and costeffectiveness’. (Wright, 2018).

To be clear, the National Guidelines are that ex-post impact evaluation of State aid
programmes is expected to conform wherever it is possible, to the Gold Standard of
Maryland 4 239 in establishing counterfactuals. This means using data and econometric
approaches that can assure this. Methodologies should embrace counter factual and
Cost Benefit Analysis.

28.4. Section 4 - The process of national evaluation of State aid
28.4.1. The evaluation process
Key points from the evaluation process in the United Kingdom:
−

The evaluation requirement only covers the largest schemes and those that might
be considered to have ‘novel features’. The larger schemes are argued to have
the greatest possible market distortionary effects. A requirement to evaluate will
thus be triggered by relative size. The State aid Team at BEIS (Central
Government) will thus be pretty influential in the decision;

−

The evaluation will be carried out by either internal or external evaluators but the
actual evaluation is usually undertaken by an externally commissioned consultant
(s) who will report to an overseeing Working Group that comprises members from
government at whatever relevant level (national/ local-usually both) and any
other relevant parties/agencies. The external consultant is appointed through a
public call for tender process. Large, strategically important programmes will be
evaluated over a full evaluation cycle that includes ex-ante baseline, interim and
final impact evaluation. Relevant databases and statistical data available from
the delivery of the programme, but also relevant government statistical sources,
will be accessed. The emphasis will be on robustness and rigour, particularly

House of Commons Select Committees can seek to examine any aspect of public expenditure including
that relating to State aid
239 https://whatworksgrowth.org/resources/the-scientific-maryland-scale/
238
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when it comes to establishing counterfactuals. Where possible a methodology will
seek matched control groups with an emphasis on seeking the highest level
possible on the Maryland Scale. 240 HM Government places great store on some
sort of oversight in this respect from’ ‘What Works Centres 241’ that have been
established to improve the design and delivery of public services and provide
guidance, workshop advice and training;
−

It is considered that the questions asked by HM Treasury in the Five Case Model
as set out in the UK Green Book meet the Commission State aid Evaluation
requirements well. Thus, where we are now, where do we want to be and how
are we going to get there. The Five Case Model is set out in the Diagram below.

Table 25 (Annex A) The Five Case Model
Strategic
dimension
Economic
dimension

What is the case for change, including the rationale for intervention? What is the
current situation? What is to be done? What outcomes are expected? How do these fit
with wider government policies and objectives?
What is the net value to society (the social value) of the intervention compared to
continuing with Business as Usual? What are the risks and their costs, and how are
they best managed? Which option reflects the optimal net value to society?

Commercial
Can a realistic and credible commercial deal be struck? Who will manage which risks?
dimension
Financial
What is the impact of the proposal on the public sector budget in terms of the total
dimension
cost of both capital and revenue?
Management
Are there realistic and robust delivery plans? How can the proposal be delivered?
dimension
Source The Green Book, HM Treasury, 2019.

28.4.2. The use of the evaluation
The commissioning of State aid evaluations is in line with the rationale adopted in
considering the evaluation of any government programme and thus when it is felt
particularly important to assess value for money to the taxpayer. Findings from
evaluations have been used to shape the form and delivery of policy and an example
would be the recent evaluations of the Regional Development Grant. The paper by Nick
Wright from the BEIS State aid Team provides further examples from the Renewable
Heat Initiative and Broadband Delivery UK. 242

28.5. Section 5 - Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation process
This section contains the opinions of the national expert, since no interviews could so
far be carried out.
28.5.1. Strengths
A strength of undertaking State aid evaluation in the UK is that it provides an extra
incentive to ensure that there is a proper measure of a scheme’s outputs and benefits.
The Commission’s requirements mitigate against the tendency to produce a report that
rubber stamps a policy, saying what a public authority wants it to, which could be a risk
without the requirement for independent evaluation. Whilst evaluation is taken seriously
in the UK in any case, the common approach developed by the Commission does
facilitate meaningful cross-EU comparisons of how Member States approach evaluation
240
241
242

https://whatworksgrowth.org/resources/the-scientific-maryland-scale/
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/what-works-network
The UK Experience of State aid Evaluation’. European State aid Quarterly (2-19). 525.
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and supports the measurement of the effectiveness of different interventions by public
authorities in the market (Wright, 2018)’.
28.5.2. Weaknesses
Experience has shown 243 that it is possible for those conducting evaluations not to be
well informed on what should be considered to be the main objectives of the programme
and against which its effectiveness should be assessed. Such a disconnect can reflect
changes that have occurred as a programme has evolved through time or because the
perceptions of those delivering the programme differentiate the level of aid
administration. An example of this was the Regional Growth Fund. Initially, evaluation
research focused on aspects of the programme identified by local aid administrators
(local authorities) but it was recognised by the lead central government department
that it was necessary to consider the full impact of the scheme on inward investment
and that to do this required sophisticated control group matching based on econometric
analysis of data provided by business statistics from the Office of National Statistics.
The eventual impact analysis was carried out by external contractors with the evaluation
overseen by a Steering Group contained representatives from the relevant layers of
government involved in the programme.
It has also been emphasised that there are considerable challenges in meeting the
Commission’s presumption that gold standard evaluation should be based on an
experimental or quasi-experimental counterfactual approach. Wright in his research
paper mentioned earlier, provides an example from the State aid supported Renewable
Heat Initiative which operates across Britain and provides financial incentives to
promote the use of renewable heat. Its coverage and eligibility created issues for
evaluation in identifying counterfactuals. Wright states that: ‘the RHI evaluation team
explored possible counterfactual options, however, no option was suitable for three
main reasons: a) the national roll out of the scheme limits geographic or temporal
comparison; b) the key role of installers informing customers about the RHI means that
many consumers who may naturally fall into a counterfactual group end up as
participants in the scheme; and c) similar actors who are not eligible for the scheme
are systematically different to applicants, for example, using the same technologies in
non-eligible circumstances. Ultimately, the RHI team did identify a counterfactual
approach to assessing the impact of recent reforms within the scheme, by using prereform applicants as the counterfactual’ (Wright, 2018).
In these circumstances Wright argues that the Commission should consider alternative
evaluation approaches where a counterfactual is not appropriate such as theory-based
evaluation approaches as well as counterfactual based approaches. Wright suggests
that the Commission often appears to see such approaches as a last resort whilst in fact
they can be valuable in: ‘complex and highly uncertain contexts, which goes beyond the
narrower question of ‘did it work’. Assessing policies which have multiple strategic aims,
such as the RHI, may best be done using an approach that can take account of the
interaction between its aims, and the influence of varying contexts in which the policy
may be operating. Not only do these approaches provide the detailed insight to really
understand whether an impact has been achieved, but they also provide a broader
policy learning which can be transferred to new policy environments. Therefore, we
believe that taking a more flexible approach to choosing the correct methodology for
the situation should result in improved evaluations and better evidence to implement
better policies in the future’ (Wright, 2018).

243

Idem.
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28.6. Section 6 - Mapping of the ex-post evaluations of State aid schemes
implemented according to national rules
Ex-post evaluations were carried out between 2014 and 2017 and are inscribed under
the GBER regulations (EPs notified to the Commission), with respect to the Regional
Growth Fund, the Renewable Heat Initiative (RHI) and the UK National Broadband
Scheme.
Here following the list of the evaluations:
−

Regional Growth Fund: Impact and Economic Evaluation Options (BIS, 2014). BIS Research
Paper 264.

−

Renewable Heat Initiative Evaluation Synthesis (2017). Frontier Economics. Besides the
Interim Evaluation of the Renewable Heat Incentive there is a wide range of evaluation and
related material at: https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/renewable-heat-incentiveevaluation

−

The UK’s National Broadband Scheme-an Independent ex-post evaluation of the UK
Broadband State aid Measure (2015). Oxera.
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