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Mid-term Eva uation of the 2000-06 Structural Fund Programmes

PREFACE

The research for the following paper was underteken in preparation for the sSixth
meeting of Phase Il of the Objective 2 exchange of experience network 1Q-Net, which
took place in Luled, Norrbotten, Sweden on 5-7 June 2002.

This paper is a product of desk research and fiddwork vidts among nationa and
regiond authorities in Member States (notably in member regions of the 1Q-Net
consortium) as well as commisson services in Spring 2002,  The fied research team
comprised:

» Professor John Bachtler (EC) = Ruth Downes (Austria, Sweden)
» Professor Henrik Halkier (Denmark) » Francois Josserand (France)
= LauraPolverari (Italy) » Philip Raines (UK)

= Mary Louise Rooney (Flanders, Germany) Sandra Taylor (Spain)

Thanks are due to everyone who participated in the research. The European Policies
Research Centre dso gratefully acknowledges the financia support provided by
participating regions and by the European Commission (through European Regiond
Development Fund co-financing for regiona subscriptions) in funding the production
of this report and the organisation of the Lulea meeting.

For further information about 1Q-Net, and access to the full series of Thematic Papers,
vigt the 1Q-Net website: http://www.eprc.grath.ac.uk/ignet/.
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Mid-Term Evaluation of the 2000-06
Structural Fund Programmes

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

I ntroduction

As the 1Q-Net patners are currently planning for the mid-term evauations of
the 2000-06 programmes, it is timdy to discuss the new chdlenges arising
from the current round of evauations. Preparations are aready well underway
as partners work towards the deadline of the end of 2003 to complete and
submit their mid-term studies to the EC. The evduations have much at stake
and entail a complex series of required tasks. They aso present an opportunity
for programmes to take stock, and make decisons on how best to get the most
benefits from the remaining years of Structural Funding in the current round.

It is important that the evauaions are effectivdly managed. This peper is
intended to contribute to partner preparations by reviewing what has been
done to date identifying the man remaning chalenges and discussng the
options for maximisng the vaue of the evauaions. To do this the paper
consders the evauation process under four key headings, each with their own
st of important questions for partners and stakeholders:

> Thecontext of evaluation:

Wha ae the man chdlenges in the current round of mid-term
evauaions? Wha are the mgor differences with previous rounds?

» The organisation of evaluation:

How will the eva uations be configured?

What organisationa dtructures will be put in place to manage the
evauaions?

Wha are the respective roles and respongbilities of the Commission, the
Member States and actors within individua programmes?

» Thedesgn and undertaking of evaluation:

What choices will affect the design of individua evauations?

Wha ae the different options for underteking the evauaions and what
are the costs and benefits associated with each?

Wheat tools and techniques are available to evaluators?

» Theuse of the findings

What isthe value of the different types of evauation output?

What plans are being made for dissemination?

How will the evduatiions be used in dlocating the peformance reserve
and improving individud programmes?

1Q-Net Thematic Paper 11(2) 1 European Policies Research Centre
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Context of the 2000-06 mid-term evaluations

Perhgps the mogt important question with which to begin is why do the mid-
term evaluations matter? The answer differs for the EC, Member States and
individua programmes, as each set of actors has different objectives needing
to be fulfilled, potentidly more so0 than in previous mid-term evauations. At
the level of the EC, the Commisson reguires the evadudions for monitoring
the efficency and effectiveness of programming. the andyss required for the
Third Coheson Report, and making any operationd adjustments to the
programmes. For their pat, the Member States will be looking to the
evauations to inform the process of dlocating the performance reserve, and to
feed into nationa policy debates on the future of the Funds Ladly, the
individual programmes will want the evduations to advise on how to adjust
the programmes, ensure effective and efficient programme management, meet
the regulatory requirements, and help the programmes to have durable
legacies.

Despite the complex range of interests, partners are in a better postion to
undertake successful evaluations. Whereas in the past, evauations have
sometimes been greeted with reuctance (and seen as Commissontdriven
execises), this time, the ovedl dtitude is predominantly podtive and
engaged. Actors & dl levels are not only more familiar with the operaiond
requirements for conducting the evauation, but have access to larger pools of
evauator skills and experience. Indeed, as a whole, programmes are more
eesly evaluaed this time, given the improvements that have been made to
monitoring and data storage sysems. Laglly, there are powerful incentives to
encourage programmes to pursue robust, professonal evauations, not least
their role in informing the dlocation of the performance reserve.

Organising the mid-term evaluations

Member States have condderdble flexibility in organisng the mid-term
evduations, but two main options have emerged. Most have chosen to
undertake a separate evduation for each programme. This approach has the
advantages of tailoring evauations to programme needs and encouraging
greater engagement of individua programmes. However, a few Member States
have decided on a dngle evauation covering multiple programmes (Handers,
Sweden, Denmark), which can have bendfits in financdd as wdl as
organistiond terms. To increese the vaue of the dudies ovedl, some
Member States are dso planning meta-evauations to bring together lessons
drawn from dl the mid-term evauations. Links to other evauations running in
pardld (of both Structurd Fund programmes and domestic policies) are dso
being considered by some partner regions.

Another aspect of organisation is whether to give special attention to specific
issues within the evauations. Options for individuad thematic or cross-cutting
evauation exis, giving programmes the potentid to assess any new draegic
or operationd issues. Conseguently, some regions are conddering separate
evaduations for paticular themes while others are identifying certain thematic
isues to be highlighted in the programme evaudions. The horizontd themes
are paticularly important in this regard, and have been emphassed by the
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Commisson, dthough most programmes gopear to be favouring their
integration into mainstream evauation.

In terms of roles and responsibilities, a clear designation of tasks between the
EC, the Member States and the individua programmes is emerging.

» Hence, a EC levd, the Commission has multiple roles. It has a regulatory
requirement to be consulted by Member States on a range of aress
including evauation terms of reference, budgets, tendering procedures,
methods and the qudity of reports. Commisson services have aso been an
important source of advice, notably through key guidance papers (such as
Working Peper 8) which have generdly been regarded as highly
congructive.

» The national authorities have had a notable role in most countries in two
aress. Fird, many have issued their own generd guidance, based on the
Commisson's requirements but reflecting nationd priorities. Second, they
have been involved in capacity building with programme managers
through the provison of technical advice and sources of methodologica
and organisationa good practice.

> Ladly, the lead organisation in the mid-term evaduations in most countries
is the programme level. Ther tasks include drawing up the terms of
reference; managing the sdection procedure; working with the evauator in
defining methodologies and data sources; ensuring the timely ddivery of
qudity outputs, and following up on recommendations.

The involvement of wider partnerships and stakeholders, primarily through
seering groups, has been a common approach in the past and is
recommended by the Commisson for the current round. These groups are
usudly a sub-set of the Monitoring Committee and have differing levels of
involvement in the overdl process in different countries. Their contribution to
evduaion qudity can come through effectivdy dearing a highly time-
congtrained process, and by providing bridges between the evaduation and the
wider programme and between those centrdly involved and the wider
partnership.

An indicdtive timetable for the mid-term evauations has been set out in the
Commisson guidance with a find ddivery deadline of 31 December 2003.
Panning has begun in every patner region, dthough progress has varied.
Neverthdess, by the time the mid-term evauaions are undertaken, enough
progranme eactivity will have teken place for most evdudions to be
worthwhile. Further, the longer programming period means tha there will
generdly be enough remaning time for recommendeations to have a red

impact.

In terms of budget, the Commission has recommended that the average cost of
the evaduations should exceed 0.1 percent of the totad annua cost of the
programme (the average of the last period), except for very large programmes.
Such levels are consdered necessary to fulfil the numerous tasks and obtan
quaity evauaion results. While an overview of budgets is not possible at this
dage, initid feedback indicates that budgets ae beng st higher for this
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evaduation round and that the Commisson gppears satisfied with the financid
proposalsto date.

In most regions, the tendering process for the sdection of evauators has only
just begun. Evauators will usudly be chosen through an open cal procedure
and, in the lignt of the contract threshold limits for severd evduations,
through the EU’s Officd Journd. The range of goplicants will inevitably be
restricced by practicd condderations such as language and geographica
proximity. The avalability of skilled evduators for the mid-terms may be
difficult given the dgnificant number of padld evauation exercises which
are taking place. However, the ongoing process of cgpacity building in this
area has enlarged the evduator pool over time and most Member States have
no serious concerns. The issue of whether evauators can meet the additiona
demands involved in this round of evauations is of more concern, particularly
for the treetment of the horizonta themes. Possble solutions include the
formaion of evauaor patnerships or the further development of in-house
expertise by the selected evaluators.

Designing and undertaking the mid-term evaluations

As dl the mid-teem evduations are being shgped by the same regulatory
requirements and DG Regio guidance, they are likdy to have a core of
common eements. It must be emphasised, though, that each of the studies will
be unique: these progranme evduations will not be sandard, routine
exercises. Given the stage which most programmes have reached, it is not yet
possible to discuss the actud tools and methods which will in practice be used
in the evauations. Nonethdess, there is a range of issues around the definition
and execution of the evauations which can be discussed. The most important
of theeare:

i. bhow and when the methodologicd choices will be made for the
evduations, and by whom, illugraing the broad involvement in this
process,

ii. whether and how the evaduations fit into a wider context, contrasting
programmes which undertake relativly sdf-contained, periodic studies
according to the EC timetable with those which have a more ongoing
vison of evauation;

iii. favoured gyles and processes of evduation, incuding whether the
evauator is seen as an expert providing a smple report, for instance, or as
afacilitator of awider learning process,

iv. theanticipated content of the evauations; and
v. theevduation tools employed.

Each of these issues is addressed below, opening out some of the choices
facing those about to commisson and undertake evauations. A recurring
theme in this section is how the overal conception of evauation is likdy to
influence outcomes in terms of scope and organisation. The key digtinction
lies in the baance between viewing evduation as a reporting function,
satifying ams to do with accountability, judification and trangparency, and
sedng it as a learning tool (and, indeed, as a learning process) undertaken to
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srve the qudity, efficiency and effectiveness objectives of the programme
itsdlf.

Firg, decision-making about methodologies has multiple stages and involves
many actors, either directly or indirectly. Indeed, the evauator is only one
player among many, each of whom has a particular contribution to make in
defining the scope and conduct of the evauation. While in many cases the
evauator will be expected to propose an evduation approach and
methodology, the expertise of the evduator will best dhine when it
complements the underdanding and practicd knowledge of programme
managers and patners. Detailled prior thinking could be of vdue here,
paticularly in derting evduators to any data problems. Knowing this a the
bidding stage and bringing it to the attention of potentid evaduators saves
waged time by ensuring bidders are working on the bass of meaningful
assumptions and only propose feasible methods.

Second, one of the mogt interesting recent debates on evauation has been
about how individual evaluation studies are conceptualised and, in
paticular, the potentid merits of moving from treating evauation as Hf-
contained, periodic exercises to seaing it as an ongoing discipline. An ongoing
or continuous approach to evauation would potentidly span the lifetime of a
progranme. While the didinction between programmes which explicitly
embrace ongoing evauation and those which do not may in practice be smadl,
there is scope for combining the virtues of both approaches more activey then
hitherto.

Third, over recent years, Structurd Fund evauation has more widdy been
interpreted as a learning opportunity rather than amply a reporting exercise.
Part of the rationale for this is that Structural Fund programmes are desgned
and ddivered on a partnership basis, relying on the contribution and expertise
of a wide verticd and horizontd partnership. This poses chdlenges in terms of
how best to facilitate a learning process and ensure that evauation findings
reach those for whom they are most relevant, and lead to condructive change.
Programmes face crucia choices here. At one extreme is ‘expert-oriented
evauation, where evduators are contracted to scrutinise a programme, its
activities and systems in a detached way and ddiver an appropriate range of
conclusons and recommendations. At the other end of the continuum is
‘participative’  evaduation, where the key emphass is placed on the expertise
and knowledge of programme actors rather than the evaluator.

Fourth, decisons on the content of evaluation will have a mgor role in
determining the methodology to be used. The overdl am of the mid-term
evauations, as summarised in Working Paper 8, is ‘to assess the initial results
of the various forms of assistance and to make recommendations for any
changes needed to ensure that they achieve their objectives’. This
disaggregates into two questions.

> Areprogramme strategies il relevant, or are adjustments now required?

» How wel ae progranmes peforming in terms of effectiveness and
effidency?

The two questions can be tackled through three forms of andysis

i. achievement andyss (ie. determining the effects of the programme);
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ii. context andyds (ie. identifying the wider economic trends and the
indtitutional and policy changes of the programme); and

iii. process and sygems andyss (e examining the way in which the
programme is delivered).

These three dimensons of andyss and the rdationship between them can be

illustrated schemétically.
Overall Aim 2: Understanding patterns
of effectiveness and efficiency
Context . : .
analysis Analysis of achievements Analysis of
implementation
processes, systems,
interactions

Overall Aim 1: Verifying continuing strategic relevance
and enriching the under standing of achievements

The diagram emphasises the idea that the analysis of achievements is centrd
to the evduaion dudies even a the mid-tem Sage when rdaivey little
progress may have been made towards find economic impacts. The primary
focus and core of mogt of the mid-teem evdudions will be to quantify
programme achievements to date. This arguably needs to be addressed more
serioudy now than in the pad, paticulaly in the context of usng the
evauations in dlocating the peformance reserve. However, it may not be
redistic or appropriate for impacts to be assessed directly and in detal. A
pragmatic compromise, and one which is methodologicdly feasble, is to
reflect on the redism and likelihood of ataining the impact targets.

Andysng contextua change or processes and systems are not ends in
themsdves but complement and inform interpretation of  programme
achievements. Consequently, context analysis is undertaken: to provide
indghts into how a progranme has peaformed by placing achievements
agang wider trends, and to verify the continuing relevance of a programme in
terms of its economic and policy and indtitutiond contexts. Smilarly, analysis
of the programme’s processes and systems benefits from being undertaken
a a complementary dimenson, which informs and illuminates understanding
of the programme's economic development achievements. For process
evauation to be seen as useful, a Structural Fund programme needs to be
configured in such a way that it is seen by its dakeholders as a clear entity,
with disinctive policy objectives and ddivery dructures — in other words, as
‘something to evdua€. In this context, usng a categorisation familiar to 1Q-
Net patners ‘differentiated Structurd Fund systems may lend themsdves
more readlily to process-related evauation than * subsumed’ ones.
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Ladly, in undertaking their andyses, evduators can make use of a range of
tools and techniques. andyds of monitoring daa project surveys
dekeholder interviews, macroeconomic  moddling; and context analyss
Ovedl, there is widespread optimism that the improvements to monitoring
sydems should benefit evduation. However, the EC is anticipating that
monitoring data will be supplemented by sakeholder interviews and sample
surveys of projects.

Using the findings

As in previous mid-teem evauations, the key outputs of the evauation
exercises are reports, delivered at the end of the study. These will contain the
findings and recommendations on the issues pecified in the tems of
reference. However, other, more interactive outputs from evdudion are
possble, some of which may be ddivered before the study is completed.
Dissemination will thus depend on the baance between whether the findings
are bound up in a gngle report and whether the results will be fed back to
programme participants during the course of the evauation (and beyond).

Ovedl, the two principd uses of the evauation findings will be in dlocating
the performance reserve and recommending improvements to the programmes.
First, digribution of the performance reserve and the mid-term evaudtions
are cdosdy linked, though separate exercises. Evauation results will be used in
deciding how well programmes are performing on certain of their performance
reserve criteria Nevertheless, while the Commisson has given dear atention
to the issue in the mid-teem evduaion guidance and consultation, the
importance of the performance reserve in the evauaions has been mixed
among Member States.

Second, and perhaps most importantly, the results of mid-term evauations will
be used in refining individual programmes. Programme managers will be
looking to the evaluations to produce:

» an independent assessment of their activities as an externd confirmation of
performance;

> a degper underganding of recognised problems and the identification of
hidden or future problems facing the programme;

> inputs of new idess into continuing discusson over how such problems
could be solved;

» empiricd backing to the case for cetan changes to programmes,
egpecidly virement between priorities and/or changes to the scope of
priorities and measures, and

» andydss which is beyond the scope of Annua Implementation Reports and
monitoring, such as confirming the direction of evolution of relevant
basdline indicators.

Findly, to enhance this use of the evaduation results, some programmes ae
aming to compae ther evduations with those of other programmes. They
plan to benchmark their performance by comparing the results of ther
evauationsin severd key aress, such as the horizonta themes.
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Mid-Term Evaluation of the 2000-06
Structural Fund Programmes

1. INTRODUCTION

IQ-Net last addressed evduation as a centra theme in 1997, looking at
experience with the interim evaduations of the 1994-96 Objective 2
progranmes and the 1995-99 new Member State programmes! Since then,
consgderable additiond experience of evauation has been accumulated,
induding a further phase of mid-term evauations for the 1997-99 Objective 2
programmes, ex ante evauaions of adl 2000-06 programmes, and, in some
cases, ex post evauations of the 1994-99 programmes (including the Objective
2 1994-96 and 1997-99 progranmmes) and ad hoc thematic <udies.
Preparations are now underway for the mid-term evauations of the 2000-06
Structurd Fund programmes.

Induded as a requirement in the Sructurd Fund regulations® mid-term
evduation is a more formdised and integrad pat of Structurd Fund
programming then in the past® For the first time it will be a universd
exercise, undertaken to a dtrict deadline and having to meet specified quality
thresholds. Because of the length of the current programming cycle, it will be
able to feed into the exiging programmes more effectively than before. A
further innovation is that sdected outputs of the exercise are tied in with the
alocation of the performance reserve.

The mid-term evauation aso presents an opportunity for programmes to take
dock, and generate information on programme peformance, enabling
adjusments to be made tha can maximise benefits from the remaning years
of Structurd Funding. In this context, the following paper is intended to
contribute to programme efforts to find the optimal means of maximisng thar
evduations. It has been drafted a a Stage when preparations are dill
underway, most evauations having not yet begun, (in most cases terms of
reference have not been finalised nor contracts advertised). It discusses
citical issues and chdlenges to feed into and inform the forthcoming
evauation process. Specificaly, the paper provides the following eements.

» an overview of the preparations for mid-term evaluation: how
evduations will be configured, how 1Q-Net partners are preparing for
them, what they see as the main chdlenges and the lessons of the previous
interim evaluations, and

! Bachtler J, Michie R and Downes R (1997) The Interim Evaluation of Objective 2 Programmes, 1Q-

Net Thematic Paper 2(1), European Policies Research Centre, University of Strathclyde, Glasgow.
http://www.eprc.strath.ac.uk/ignet/iq-net/downoads/reports/2. 1interimEval uation. pdf.

2 CEC (1999) Council Regulation (EC) No 1260/99 of June 1999 laying down general provisions on
the Structural Funds, OJEC L161/1 26.6.1999.

3 In 1994-99, the obligation was added to SPDs after the regulations were finalised, as part of their
standard clauses.
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» useful approaches to addressing the challenges of the current mid-
term evaluations: wha current ideas are being explored in the regions,
and on what other evauaion experience will evauators and programme
actors draw, to address the new requirements in the current mid-term
evaduations?

The paper is broadly structured around four key groups of issues. They can be
loosdly thought of as a progresson through the different dtages of the
evdudion life-cycdle. Each stage involves digtinctive opportunities and require
gpecific chalenges to be met, as described in the diagram below. At the same
time, there is extendgve ovelagp beween the diffeeent dements the
organisation and execution of evauation are processes that not only take place
in padld, but ae mutudly influentid. In addition, the use of evdudion
findings is not confined to the period after studies have been completed: often,
learning processes are dready underway even while an evduation is being
undertaken.

Figure 1.1: Structure of paper

CONTEXT FOR EVALUATION

! :

ORGANISING EVALUATION 21 EXECUTING EVALUATION

i

USING EVALUATION

Each ‘stage raises key issues which must be addressed by stakeholders and
evauators.

> the context of evaluation: the man chdlenges in the current round of
mid-term evauations, particularly the differences with previous rounds;

» the organisation of evaluation: the ways in which the evduations ae
caried out, the organisationa dructures put in place and the roles and
repongbilities of the Commisson, the Member States and actors within
individua programmes,

> the design and execution of evaluation: the methodologica requirements
and opportunities that affect the content of individud evaduations and the
waysin which they are executed; and

> the uses of evaluation: the naure of evauation outputs, the plans for
diseminaing results and the use of the resllts in dlocaing the
performance reserve and providing ingghts into how programming can be
improved.
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A centrd tendgon which the paper will explore is between evaudion as an
accountability and reporting mechanism, and as a learning tool. It is argued
that changes in the regulatory environment may be increasng pressures for the
former to predominate, even though the latter arguably has the potentid to
deliver greater benefits a programme leve.

2.  CONTEXT OF THE 2000-06 MID-TERM EVALUATIONS

The 1999 regulaions* brought a dear shift in the approach to monitoring and
evdudion within the Srructura Funds. While highlighting the importance of
evduation as pat of the programming cycle, the regulations made clear that
the respongbility for organisng the mid-teem evaudtions lay with the
Managing Authorities. As pat of the new programming round, the clearest
expresson of the purpose of the current round of mid-term evauations came
in the DG Regio Working Paper’ on mid-tem evauation: “the mid term
evaluation is not an end in itself but a means to improve the quality and
relevance of programming.” It should be regarded as pat of a chain of
evduations — beginning with the ex-ante evaduations of the 2000-06
programmes, continuing with the plaoned follow-up  mid-programme
evadudions in 2005 and finishing with the subsequent ex-post evadudion — and
has been desgned to ensure that the current programmes can adjust to
changing conditions during the course of the programming period.

Why do the mid-teem evaudions matter? In fact, different actors have
different objectives which need to be fulfilled. Indeed, the requirements are
aguably s0 extensgve and diverse that it may prove difficult for evduators
successfully to meet dl of them in every dudy. Bdancing al these interests
will be one of the main chadlenges associated with the evdudions this time
around. In generd, there are three sets of separate interests that need to be
conddered for the evauation, summarised in the table below: the EC; the
Member States; and individua programmes.

Table 2.1: Interests in the evaluations at different levels

EC level Informational use

Analytical use

Operational use

Member State level | Performance reserve

Feeding into debates of future of Structural Funds
Programme level Adjusting programmes

Programme management

Regulatory requirements

Durable legacies

A1]iceiunodoy

* CEC (1999) op. cit.
° DG Regio (2000) Working Paper 8: The Mid Term Evaluation of Structural Fund Interventions
Commission of the European Communities, Brussels, 5 December 2000.
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At European leve, the EC has specific regponghilities and objectives with
respect to the evduations, in paticular for ensuring the qudity of evauation
reports.  In addition, it has specific uses for the information which will be
generated by the eva uations.

» Informational use. Under the more decentrdised management system for
the Structura Funds, the EC is heavily dependent on ‘secondary
information sources, including annua reportsreviews, as wdl as the
evduaions. These are needed to monitor the efficiency and effectiveness
of programming and find out whether the promised targets are being
achieved.

» Analytical use. The evaduations are needed to feed into the anaytica
sections of the Third Coheson Report (dong with the globd ex post
evauations of the 1994-99 period which the EC has commissioned).

» Operational use. If there are any operationd adjusments needed, the
evduaions will provide the evidence supporting any necessxy re
progranming (such as virement between priorities or measures) and be
pat of the evidence presented to the EC for the dlocation of the
performance reserve between and within programmes.

At the same time, the Member States dso have a mix of obligations and
ambitions for the mid-term evauations. They look to the evaluaions to:

» inform the process of allocating the performance reserve: especidly
where this is being avarded on a competitive bass between different
programmes, and

» generate information for national policy debates on the future of the
Funds: one of the preoccupations here is in ensuring that the results can be
aggregated (eg. France is concerned to compile an overview of the
achievements of Structural Fund programmes o it can assess the added
vaue of these dtrategies).

Ladly, a the level of the individud progranmes there are severd key
moativations surrounding the evauations:

> informing and endbling the process of adjusting the programmes,
including virement between priorities and measures, based on a changing
economic context and progress to date in terms of implementation;

> enauring effective and effident programme management and addressing
any identified weaknesses in structures and practices,

» meding theregulatory requirements; and

> heping the programmes to have durable legacies, especidly as this may
be the last time many regions will have programmes of thisscae.

With multiple interests to be addressed, there has been consderable
invesment in organisng the evauations effectivdy. The Commisson has
played a congructive role by providing clear, consgent guidance to the
Member States and individud programmes, paticipating on Steering Groups
and providing advice through seminars and ad hoc consultations. Given that
the evduation process has a dronger grounding than ever before, there is
condderable optimism  regarding the implementation of the evaudion
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execdse and the vdue of the results in meding the needs of different
participants.

Nevertheless, despite the wedl-founded Sat to the evauation exercise
numerous chalenges reman to be met by Member States and individua
programmes. Many of these are associated with of the various new features
that diginguish this round of evauations from previous ones. Overdl, the
current evauations are anticipated to be a much more wideranging and
demanding execdse DG Regios Evdudion Unit has highlignted the
following areas as digtinctive features of the current round:

> regulatory requirements: the regulations governing the evauations
contain more detailed and complex requirements;

» implications of the outcome: the evauations ae a mgor component in
determining the alocation of the performance reserve;

> scale of resources being dedicated to the exercise: the budgets for the
evaduations are larger than before; and

» comprehensiveness: in previous mid-term evauation rounds, particularly
for Objective 2 programmes, not al Member States and/or regions
undertook the exercise.

Patners are in a better podtion to undertake successful evauaions than ever
before. Indeed, an examination of the reported wesknesses of previous
evauations shows that many are being addressed in the current process.

Table 2.2: Key changesin the current round of evaluations

Per ceived weaknesses of previous Potential strengths of the current
evaluations evaluations
Benefits of evaluation to learning not Widespread acceptance of the
fully acknowledged. ——p multiplevalues of evaluation asa
part of programming.

Weaknesses in the eval uation capacity Embedding of evaluation culture and
of some regions/Member States. ——® skillsacrossthe EU.
Evaluability of the programmes | Clearer aims, improved targets and

> better monitoring systems and data
Lack of clearly-defined and universal Strong incentives to manage the
incentivesfor fully engaging in ——» evauations effectively and
evaluation exercise. maximise the use of their results.

The first change has been in the generd dtitude towards evaluation. Wheress,
in the padt, evduations were sometimes greeted with reluctance (and perceived
as Commissondriven exercdses), this time the ovedl dtitude is
predominantly postive and engaged. In many cases, regions and Member
Staes have been developing ther experience of evduation, often in a
Structurd Fund context.  As a result, there are generdly high expectations
from this round of evduations, with individuds a dl leves wanting them to
be genuindy ussful and contribute to effective programming. This is reflected
in the more universd and gronger link between evaduation and management,
in which patners more readily gppreciate the learning component of
evauation. Few now regard evauation as smply an obligation with little or no

1Q-Net Thematic Paper 11(2) 13 European Policies Research Centre




Mid-term Eva uation of the 2000-06 Structural Fund Programmes

31

day-to-day rdevance to programming (athough the requirements of
evaluation will ill be onerous to many).

The second change concerns the capecity of the partners to cary out
evauations. Boosted by the accumulated experience of Structura Fund
evaduation, actors are not only more familiar with the operationd requiremerts
for conducting evauations, but have access to larger pools of evduator sKills.
There is less need for patners to ‘gear up’ this time, particulaly as the
programmes have been designed with evauation in mind.

The third change is the greater ‘evauability’ of the programmes. Aims are
more easly quantified, targets are more clearly and consgtently defined, and
data gathering has been greetly enhanced, with a step change in the qudity of
monitoring and the resulting data avalable in many programmes. In many
cases, evduators should find it easier to access and exploit programme data.

Lagtly, powerful incentives have encouraged programmes to pursue robus,
professona evduations. Externdly, the requirement on the evaudions to
contribute to alocating the performance reserve has meant that the evauation
process has a deaer timetable than hitherto. Interndly, the longer
programming period makes the studies fed more purposeful. In most contexts
there has been sufficient progress to make evauation worthwhile by the time
the dudies take place and there will be sufficient time remaning in the
programming period for recommendations, if applied, to make genuine
differences. For some programmes, it will be the firg time tha the mid-term
evauations will be able to feed fully into the programmes as they continue.

In many respects, the mid-term evdudions may seem highly prescribed
activities. As seen later, there is congderable continuity in the gpproaches to
some aspects of evduation. Moreover, many of the tasks of the evaluation
have been st down in detall. Yet the evauations will not be standard or
routine exercises. Each evduation will face its own portfolio of problems and
opportunities and will need to develop its own approach. While many of the
tools for underteking the evauaions will be common to al programmes, it is
important to sress that each programme will have its own sat of options for
different components of the evaduation. Along with the pressure to ensure that
the evauations are high-qudity exercises, this will be the principd chalenge
facing the partners. The following sections of the paper discuss the range of
options that gpply to different phases of evduation and the factors shaping
these choices.

ORGANISING THE MID-TERM EVALUATIONS

Configuration of the proposed evaluations

Member States have condderable flexibility in deciding how to organise the
mid-term evaudions. Since the Commisson's main source of advice on the
evauaions — Working Paper 8° — does not specify how they should be
configured, there is little specific guidance on the issue.  The complexity of the

® DG Regio (2000) op. cit.
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current evauations, and the fact that some programmes did not undertake mid-
term evduations previoudy, means that there ae chdlenging tasks in this
round.

Member States have choices over how to configure ther evauations. Two
main options have been employed.

>

Separate evaluations for each programme, with the rdevant Managing
Authority being ultimately respongble.  This is the case in Austria, France,
Germany, Itdy, Spain and the UK.

A single evaluation covering multiple programmes, led by a nationa or
territoria  authority.  This applies in Handers (covering four Objective 2
programmes and an Urban programme) and Sweden (where the Objective
1 and 2 programmes will be covered by two separate eva uations).

The latter category adso includes Denmark, dthough the Danish mid-term

evd

uation is didinctive. While the country only operates a sngle Objective 2

SPD, separate socio-economic analyses and thematic sub-gtudies will  be

car

ied out for the individua regiond sub-programmes.

The two man approaches have didtinctive srengths and wesknesses, as

outl

ined in the table bdow.

Table 3.1: Srengths and weaknesses of different ways of organising evaluation

Strengths W eak nesses
$ | - Economies of scalereducethe - Risk of imposing ‘one sizefitsall’ approach
%_ g aggregate cost of evaluation to evaluations
% ® |. Cons stency and comparability of - Diminished engagement of individual
s 8 results across several programmes programmes in evaluations and risk of
S insufficient time given to each programme
o | More effective ‘ customisation’ of - Higher costsincurred, not just financialy,
= evaluation to individual but also in organisational terms with respect
% % programmes to coordinating the evaluations
'(_'7:5 gn - Stronger engagement of — and - Risk of key aspects of evaluation not
= sense of ownership by - relevant receiving sufficient attention because they
programme actorsin evaluation may be perceived as‘ minor’
In summary, the advanttages of a dngle evaduation covering multiple

programmes are largely cost-driven. They are:

>

less costly in financial terms, through the operation of economies of scde
in centrdisng the desgn, commissoning and management of the
evauations, and

less costly in organisational terms, through dandardising the issues
covered by the evauations and the form in which the results are produced
(particularly with respect to making informed decisons on how to dlocate
the performance reserve).

In contrast, the advantage of a ‘one programme, one evauation’ approach is

mal
indi

nly the desre to maximise the impact that evauations can have on
vidud programmes
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> by tailoring evaluations to programme needs, dlowing programmes to
introduce themes and issues of particular relevance to them; and

> by encouraging greater engagement of individual programmes, both in
the desgn of the evauaion and, subsequently, in ther response to the
evauation results.

The magority of Member States are opting for the ‘one programme, one
evauation’ gpproach, but often in conjunction with a centra coordination role.
Centrd government organisdtions have often given important guidance to
individua progammes in ther evauation desgn by providing core terms of
reference and acting as a source of advice.

Where countries have decided on a single evaluation to cover multiple
programmes, local circumstances have been a dgnificant factor in the
decison. For example, the Femish dngle evduation of its Objective 2
programmes is patly motivated by the rdaivedy smdl scde of the
programmes. Similarly, in Sweden, codt, precedent and the desre to have a
compardive framework for interpreting the evduation results were key
congderations in opting for a sngle evauaion for each Objective. However,
Swveden recognises the importance of including programme-specific themes in
its evaluation terms of reference.

The ‘one evaluation, one programme approach presents new challenges
for programmes. For example, in Spain, this will be the firg time that multi-
fund dudies have been underttaken (patly under pressure from the
Commisson). In previous programming rounds, Separaie evauations were
undertaken of the ERDF and ESF dements of Objective 2 programmes,
whereas, on this occason, both will be brought together. Some German
Objective 1 regions will be following suit, after the Commisson reected
requests to undertake Fund- pecific evauations.

Moreover, as part of the configuration of evauaions some Member States
are planning meta-evaluations to bring together the lessons to be drawn
from the individual mid-term evaluations. This was exemplified by the
Swedish meta-evduaion of the mid-teem evdudions in the previous
programming period, as described in the box below.” Similardy, in this round,
DATAR intends to compare French programme performance and experiences
through a synthess of the individud evdudions a mgor chdlenge given the
large number of Objective 2 programmes. Others are consdering the use of
ongoing evauation (see Section 4.2).

" The material for this case study is drawn from Bachtler J, Polverari L, Taylor S, Ashcroft B and
Swales K (2000) Methodologies Used in Evaluating the Effectiveness of European Structural Funds: A
Comparative Review, European Policies Research Centre and Fraser of Allander Institute, University of
Strathclyde, Report to the Scottish Executive, Edinburgh.
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SWEDEN: MAXIMISING EVALUATION RESULTS
WITH META-EVALUATION

On behdf of the Swedish Government, the Swedish Agency for Administrative
Development (SAFAD) undertook a study to assess the interim evaluations of
the 1994-99 Structural Fund programmes in terms of organisation, resources and
processes. The research aso had to cover the procurement of the evaluations
and to include a comparative analysis, encompassing the experiences of other
countries. The conclusions of the research, of which an executive summary is
avalable in English, reported that the quality of the Swedish mid-term
evaluations was relatively high, athough there appeared to be a general lack of
consderation of the role of domestic policies in the areas concerned and an
absence of discussion on the methods or the basic data used in the evauations.

3.1.1 Coordination of the mid-term evaluations with other evaluations

To increase the value of the mid-term evaluations, many regions are
planning to link them to other evaluations running in paralld. These can
be ether other Structural Funds evauations — both other Objectives being
currently evaluated and the ex post evauetions of the previous round - or those
rdaing to domestic policies, paticularlly regiond draegies, which may have
influenced the drafting of SPDs. The table below summarises the advantages
of making these linkages.

Table 3.2: Advantages of coordinating the mid-term evaluations with other
evaluations

Type of evaluation Advantages
Linkage with other SF Shared use of data: eg. ESF datain Objective 2 areas
evduations

Common recommendations: eg. monitoring systems

Linkage with domestic | Shared tasks: eg. socio-economic analyses for both
evaluations Structural Fund and domestic regiona strategy evaluations

Enhanced policy interactions: eg. recommendations can
suggest ways of improving co-financing and project
generation

Although the Commisson is dissuading Member Sates from linking
Structurd  Fund evduations, there is scope in some programmes for joint
activity. For example, the Audrian authorities have the opportunity to make
use of common linkages between the Funds the evduation of the Audrian
Objective 3 programme will separate out the ESF data collected for Objective
2 aess, dlowing the mid-term evduations of Objective 2 programmes to
access the data where appropriate. In Sweden, the Objective 2 evduaion will
be used in conjunction with other evaudions in progress. Echoing the
previous meta-evauaion, NUTEK plan to draw together the main results of
the Objective 2 mid-term evduations and the Commisson-managed ex post
evaduation of the previous programmes (which involves a sample of Swedish
Objective 2 regions).
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With regard to domestic evauations, condderation has been given in France to
combining aspects of the mid-teem evduations for the Objective 2
programmes and the Contrats de Plan Etat-Régions (CPER). The rationde for
a linkage is that the two sets of programme documents are dready explicitly
linked (SPDs are closdly co-ordinated with the CPER drategies). The box
below indicates the potentiad and implications of this overlap.

FRANCE:
RELATING DOMESTIC AND STRUCTURAL FUND EVALUATIONS

The French SPDs are strongly inter-linked with the key instrument to coordinate
regional level expenditure, the CPER. Both run over the same period, are shaped
around a common strategy and require a mid-term evaluation to be conducted.
In addition, the main community, national and regiond priorities inform both
documents, and the CPER is the main source of co-finance for the Structura
Fund programmes.

Given this close linkage, a key question in France is whether the mid-term
evauations of the SPDs and the CPERs should be linked, if not actualy
conducted simultaneously. However, aspirations and practicalities are having to
diverge. There will be regiona eections in Spring 2003, and the Préfets de
Région, the representatives of the state in the regions, are paliticaly unable to
negotiate on the CPER mid-term evaluations with the Presidents of the regiona
councils near these elections. To address the problem of timing, the revision
and renegotiation of the CPERs has been brought forward by six months and
their evaluation exercise has aso been anticipated. The consequence is that
there will not be real and thorough mid-term evaluations of the CPERS, but only
patia elements.

There will be other differences between the mid-term evaluations of the
Structural Fund programmes and of the CPERs. The former will aim to assess
the entire programme, including in its internal and external coherence, while in
the latter the CPER document itself is not evaluated as a whole but is divided
into thematic elements for scrutiny. This is because the CPER is too large a
strategy to be evaluated as a whole, and it makes more sense to assess its main
component parts (eg. urban policy or regiona transport) separately. In addition,
the decision-making process to conduct the mid-term evaluations of the CPERs
is not the same of the Structural Fund programmes:. it goes through different
channels, even though it is common to see the same evaluators working on both.

3.1.2 Treatment of thematic and cross-cutting evaluations

While mogt regions will be undertaking programme-based evaluations,
the opportunity remains to pursue more specific evaluations around
particular themes. There are severd reasons for looking at certain aspects of
the programmes in more detall. They may be important issues which merit
Separate trestment from the main programme evauations, perhaps because of
methodological congderations or out of a desre to highlight the issues. Where
those themes are examined on a cross-cutting basis over severad programmes,
arguments of economies of scale come into play again, not just in terms of the
cost of the evauations, but dso, as will be discussed later in the paper, the
expertise available to undertake such evauations effectively.
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The current round of programming has introduced a range of new draegic and
operaiond issues for Managing Authorities to address, and the mid-term
evauations provide a naturd point for assessng the progress of programmes.
Theoreticdly, the number of potentid ‘themes for separate evaudion is
large, but, in practicd terms, severd of the man ones have dready been
identified. The Commisson itsdf has gone some way to influencing the
agenda by presenting clear regulatory obligations for addressing certain issues.
In Working Paper 8, it is Sated:

“ A further concern for the evaluation of impact at mid term stage is
related to the evaluation of expected impacts on a limited number of
fundamental priorities, notably those concerning the EU’s own
policies: impact on environment and equality of opportunity between
men and women in particular, but also SVMIEs, competitiveness and
innovation, the information society, local development and employment
with regard to the European Employment Strategy as well as rural
development.”

Of thee issues the horizontd themes - especidly environmenta
sudanability and equa opportunities — are pre-eminent. They are explicitly
identified in one of the Sx objectives for the mid-term evauations “to assess
the extent to which the horizontal priorities — equal opportunities and the
environment in particular — have been integrated into the forms of
assistance” .

Overdl, the importance placed on evaluating the horizontal themes is one
of the most distinctive features of the mid-term evaluations this time. A
review of mangreaming the horizontd themes was presented in a previous
|Q-Net paper.? From the perspective of organising the mid-term evauations,
the key issue is whether the horizonta themes shoud be evaluated separately
or as an integrd pat of the programme evauaions. The following table,
drawvn from the 1Q-Net horizonta themes paper, summarises the main benefits
and cost of both approaches.

8 For further detail, see: Taylor S, Polverari L and Raines P (2001) Mainstreaming the Horizontal
Themes into Structural Fund Programming, 1Q-Net Thematic Paper 10(2), European Policies Research
Centre, University of Strathclyde, Glasgow.
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Table 3.3: Costs and benefits of integrating and separating the evaluation of the
Horizontal Themes (HTS)

Separ ate evaluation of HTs Integral evaluation of HTs
- Ensures themes receive significant - Ensures continuity asthe HTswill be
attention addressed in all stages of evaluation (ex
- Facilitates the selection of thematic ante, interim and ex post)
experts as evaluators - Useful where HT issues are already well
& | - Useful where HT issues are new and a understood
‘DS focused approach would help to bring | - Can reinforce the perception of the HTs as
) astep change in awareness and ability horizontal elements, relevant to all aspects
@l Where they are undertaken across and phases of programming, and at the heart
multiple programmes, they can help of progressive, integrated economic
promote an active exchange of practice | development approaches
and draw wider lessons - Potentially cost effective compared to
commissioning separate studies
- Cost implications of additional - Risk of superficial treatment of HTS,
" separate studies perceived as just one of many elementsto
g . Risk of perpetuating the perception be dealt with - and not the most important
O that the HT s are a stand-alone issue - Possibility that HT aspectswill only be
- Risk of lack of continuity addressed qualitatively rather than
quantitatively

Ovedl, most programmes appear to favour treating the horizontal
themes as part of the mainstream mid-term evaluations. The decison to
opt for an integra approach derives from Commission guidance and partly
follows from the programme-based logic of how the mid-term evauations are
being conducted as a whole. In some cases, nevertheless, there has been
debate over whether to undertake separate evauations for the horizonta
themes. For example, in Scotland, the issue was intensively discussed within
the Monitoring and Evauation Working Group of the Scottish Executive when
the ovedl organisstion of the mid-teerm evduations for the Scottish
programmes was being determined. One decisve factor in favour of the
integral approach was that angling out the horizontd themes for specid
trestment could be againg the principle of mainsreaming. In other cases, the
integral gpproach was prompted by the feding that the horizonta themes were
not sufficiently important aspects of the programmes to warrant Separate
evauations

In generd, separate thematic evaluations do not appear to be favoured.
However, there has ill been a universal effort to ensure that the mid-
terms will not only look at core issues but specific thematic concerns as
well. It has been widdy recognised thet, if the mid-term evauations are to
assig programme managers in improving their programmes, the evauations
need to focus on issues of specid interest to the programmes.

This is occurring in two ways. Firs, severa regions are consdering separate
evauations for paticular themes. For example, in Waes, progranme
managers hope that the mid-term evauations will identify a series of issues
which will be evduated on an ad hoc bass in the coming years. Second, the
terms of reference for evauations typicaly include a focus on certain thematic
issues. In Denmark, the sub-programmes are expected to raise particular issues
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to be addressed in the course of the nationd Objective 2 mid-term evauation.
In Sweden, within the multiple-programme evauation for Objective 2, specid
themes of reevance to dl the programmes — both in terms of the content and
the implementation of the Funds - are being defined for indusion in the terms
of reference.

Dividing the different rolesin the mid-term evaluations

One of the mog vighle festures of the mid-teem evauations is the clear
identification of particular roles for different levels. The Commisson, the
Member States and the individua programmes al have specific tasks in the
mid-terms, and these tasks have been more closdly defined than on previous
occasons. While roles will differ depending on how the Structurd Funds are
organisad in individud Member States, what is driking is the degree of
gmilarity in the respongbilities alocated to each level of governance.

The clearer aticulation of tasks and respongbilities for mid-term evauation is
broadly the result of two factors. Fird, the cycle of evaluations for different
Structural Fund programming periods has embedded an evaluation
culture and deepened evaluation capacity in all Member States. At
nationa and regiond leves, offidds involved in the Structurd Funds have a
drong understanding of what is required in the different evauations of the
progranme cycle and, for most programmes, evaudions have become
relaively routine — dthough not dade — exercises. To a large extent, tasks and
respongbilities have been inditutionaised.

Second, the complexity of the mid-term evaluations in this round requires
greater definition of respongbilities than hitherto. The requirements of the
evduations ae more detaled and specific than in the previous programming
round. With the longer programming period, the incentive to make more active
use of evauation results a different levels has increased. As a reault, it has
been seen as important that different bodies have clearly-defined roles in the
different stages of the evauation exercise.

Table 3.4: Division of evaluation responsibilities between different levels

European National/ | Programme
Commission | territorial
Guidance and advisory services o) o)
Determining overall evaluation framework o) O
Issuing terms of reference © o)
Selecting evaluators ©O o)
Managing evauaions O [e)
Ensuring completion of evaluations o) )
Responding to the results of evauation 0 O o

The tasks are digributed between three levels the Commisson, the Member
States and the individud programmes. The motivations of each st of actors
differ, as do ther roles. Broadly, the Commission and the Member States set
the terms of the overal framework for evauation and provide support and
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advice, while the individud programmes underteke the actud running of the
evdudions. In some cases, the Member State and programme level co-exig,
as in Denmark. The table above illudraes the main divison of respongbilities
between the different levels

The roles of the Commission
The Commission has two key roles in the mid-term evauations.

> a regulatory obligation to be consulted by Member States on ther
proposds for the mid-term evduations and thus to fulfil a qudity control
or insurance function; and

» aless formal and more administrative set of functions in fadlitating the
preparations for the evauations.

With respect to its regulatory role, the Commission’'s man activities have been
based on consultation with the Member States. Specifically, the EC has
determined that there is a regulatory requirement for consultation to take place
on the mid-term evaduationsin five aress.

» Terms of reference. It has reviewed the draft terms of reference of the
evauations to ensure al issues are covered in the guidance and there is
congstency across the Member States.

> Budgets. It has advised on budgets sst asde for the mid-term evauations
so that they are adequately resourced.

» Tendering procedures. Where gppropriate, it has commented on the
procedures in place for sdecting evaduators (dthough it has not been
directly involved in the tendering process).

» Methods. It intends to go through the evauation inception reports to make
ajudgement on the gppropriateness of the methods suggested.

> Reports. It wants to be consulted on the reports, in part so that MEANS
criteriaare used in their assessment.

Severd DGs ae involved in the mid-term evaudtion exercise as a result of
their respongbility for different Funds (eg. DG Employment for ESF, DG
Agriculture for EAGGF). However, for the evaduation of Objective 1 and 2
programmes, the Evauaion Unit of DG Regio has been the mogt active part
of the Commisson. Indeed, it has arguably been more active than ever before
in asssing Member States and regions in preparing for an effective evauation
exercise. DG Regio has donethisin severa ways.

» Provison of guidance papers. The core guidance for the evduations is
DG Regio Working Peper 8, which has been the darting point for dl
Member States in gructuring their responses to the mid-term evauation
requirements. In its role as a reference document, the guidance has
influenced dl the man paticipants in the evdudion exercise, including
not just Member States and programme managers, but the steering groups
and the evaduators themsaves. At dl leves, the guidance has been judged
to be practical and comprehensive, providing a logicd, robust Sructure
which covers most issues of importance to the evauation. It has
accelerated the process of responding to the evauation obligations by
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relieving authorities of the need to interpret these for themsdves and
provided additiond certainty that, as long as it is followed, the sudies
undertaken should satis'y EC requirements. As a Working Paper, it has
been taken up by choice rather than obligation by those authorities who are
usng it. It has been supplemented by the other Methodologica Working
Pepers, including papers on the performance reserve, monitoring indicators
and the evduation criteria for Community added vaue. Documents are
aso provided by other DGs, such as DG Employment's Note on the
Evaluation of the Contribution of the Structural Fund to the European
Employment Strategy and various guides on the evaduation of rurd
development programmes from DG Agriculture.

» Provison of advice. DG Regio has been supplying advice to the Member
States on meeting the evaudion obligations, notably through involvement
in technica groups a centrd and regiond levels (as in Spain), support in
developing nationd-levd guidance (as in Itdy) and through ad hoc
mestings with teritorid adminidrations, ether dngly or collectively (eg.
Portugal and the UK).

The Commisson’'s pro-active stance on the evaduaions has been driven by
their own requirements. In addition to being a criticdl part of determining the
dlocation of the performance reserve (see section 5.3.1), the Commisson dso
need the evauation results to feed into the Third Cohesion Report. It is in ther
interests to expedite the evauations as smoothly as possible.

For the mogt part, the Commission’s activities have been interpreted by all
sdes as congructive, particularly in providing the main guidance on
evaluation requirements. However, a few areas of contention have emerged,
where Member States have proposed approaches which have not been
accepted by the Commission (eg. the use of Fund-specific evauaions in some
German Objective 1 regions). In a few cases, the EC has potentidly been too
actively involved in some evaduation steering groups, ther role being seen as
overly prescriptive.

3.2.2 Therolesof national level authorities

The roles of the Member States themselves have changed since the last set of
mid-term  evduations. The key change has been clearer areas of
responsbility for national level authorities in coordinating the
evaluations. In some cases, the change fas been particularly pronounced, as
in Denmark, where the shift from a series of Objective 2 programmes to a
sngle progranme has led to a definite placing of evauaion accountability at
the netiond levd.

While Member States generdly have an important coordinating role, the
divison of responghilities between different levels within Member States
vaies dgnificantly across the EU. Three separate leves of respongbility are
relevant here:

» the national level, principdly through the man centrd government
department(s) charged with overseeing Structural Fund affairs;
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> the territorial level, especidly in countries where teritorid
adminigrations have dgnificant Srructurd Fund roles (eg.  Audria,
Bdgium, Germany and the UK); and

> theprogramme level.

The table bdow summarises how evauation tasks have been divided between
these different levels. These tasks are thresfol d:

> the design of the evaluation, especidly the overdl evauation framework
and the terms of reference for individua programmes,

» the management of the evaluation in terms of the sdection of evauators
and the day-to-day conduct of the evauations, and

> the formal response to the results of evaluation, whether with regard to
the performance reserve or changes to be implemented within individud

programmes.

Table 3.5: Responsibility for designing, managing and responding to evaluations

Design M anagement Response
Austria National/programme Programme National/programme
Belgium (Flanders) | Territorial Territorial Territorial/progranme
Denmark National National National
France National/programme Programme National/programme
Germany Programme Programme Programme
Italy National/programme Programme National/programme
Spain National/programme Programme National/programme
Sweden National National National/programme
UK Territorid/programme Programme Territorial/programme

As the table shows, there are very few Member States where the national
level does not have a role in the mid-term evaluations. In countries with
grong territorial government dructures, nationd-level tasks are often carried
out within the teritory (eg. Scotland and Wdes in the UK). The
nationa/territorid level tends to be involved in tasks associated with the
desgn of the evduations, while the actuad management of the evaduations is
left wholly to the programmes themselves (dthough sometimes the two levels
are indiginguishable). Only in countries where a single evduaion of dl the
Objective 2 programmes is being conducted does the nationd level tend to
take amore active operationd role (Denmark, Sweden).

For the most part, the ‘response’ tasks of the nationd/territorid level are
redricced to udng the mid-teem evduation results in dlocaing the
performance reserve (see section 5.3.1). The main tasks undertaken by
nationd/territorid  authorities lie in the desgn of the evduation, whether
directly setting the terms of reference or providing support and advice to the
programmes in producing ther own terms of reference. These can be
consdered under two sats of headings issuing guidance, and capacity
building.

Several national authorities have issued their own general guidance for
the mid-term studies, typically based on the structure and content of
Working Paper 8. Essentidly, nationd governments have been responshble
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for presenting Standardised interpretations of the Commisson’s evauaion
requirements, often resulting in core terms of reference which individud
programmes are advised to adopt with some programme-specific taloring. In
addition, they often supply guidance on operaiond aspects of the evauations,
such astimetables.

This has been prompted by several mgor concerns on the part of Member
States:

» an increesng preoccupation with comparing the performance of different
Objective 2 programmes within any given Member State, mainly because
of the need to alocate the performance reserve;

> a dedgre to compile a nationa overview of Structura Fund achievements
with aview to informing wider policy debates, and
» aninterest in examining specific policy innovations.
Oveadl, it is leading to more uniform evaduation efforts within countries.
Nationd (or territorid) guidance has been issued in severd Member States in
order to dandardise the way evaudions ae conducted by individua
programmes. This can take the form of issuing core terms of reference, as in
the UK (by the Department of Transport, Locd Government and the Regions
for England and the Scottish Executive in Scotland). It can dso involve more
generd guidance, as in Itay, where the Ministry of Economy and Finances,
which is the Managing Authority for the Objective 1 CSF, provided Objective
1 guidance and templates for terms of reference that were dso circulated to
Objective 2 programmes.

One risk of the provison of guidance is the potentid for the actors targeted to
respond passvey rather than interpret the guidance in redion to individud
programmes needs. In some cases, the temptation may be smply to follow
Commisson and nationd proposds ‘blindy’ raher then verify thar
appropriateness to the given context and, if necessary, make appropriae
changes in gpproach or emphasis.

Perhgps sendtive to this risk, the second key evaluation design task
undertaken by national and territorial authorities has been capacity
building. In severd Member States, workshops and consultations with
individua programmes have been held with severd godsin mind:

> to impat to progranme managers the requirements of the mid-term
evaudions,

> to provide technicd advice and commentary in drawing up appropriate
terms of reference; and

» to act as a source of methodologicad and organisationa good practice upon
which programmes can draw.

Hence, in France, DATAR has organised traning seminars for the Managing
Authorities, in part to encourage the adoption of common evauation questions
(eg. with respect to the horizontad themes). One of the mogt active examples of
capacity building has teken place in Audria, through the designation of a
central resource to provide advice and assstance in desgning the evauations
the Coordination and Work Platform (described in the box below).
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AUSTRIA:
A COORDINATED APPROACH TO DISTRIBUTING ROLES

The decison to take an ongoing approach to evaluation in Austria has
influenced the way evauations will be organised.

» The main responshility for evauations (both the on-going and mid-term
elements) will lie with the Managing Authorities in the nine Lander. They
will be respongble for drafting and issuing the terms of reference, the
selection of programme-specific themes or foci for inclusion in evaluations,
the choice of an evaluator and the steering of the process.

> A Coordination and Work Platform will be established in OROK (the
federa level coordination body for regiona policy), designed to undertake a
series of tasks. These include: promoting coordination and exchange of
experience between the managing authorities and the evauators, providing
input for areas where there is overlap (eg. the production of a core text for
the terms of reference covering the EC requirements to be supplemented by
the individud programme-specific themes chosen by the Lander); and
providing information on themes which will appear in al the evaluations
(eg. the monitoring system, federal level structures, the paying authority etc)
to avoid duplicated work.

» The Coordination Platform will be able to commission thematic evauations
on cross-cutting themes such as the horizontal priorities or themes of
common interest to al the programmes which could have a useful
comparative element. Decisons on whether or not to do this, and what
themes would be selected, would be discussed in the Platform. One other
option could be to look at process issues in areas such as the horizonta
themes. While the entire Structural Fund system could not be analysed from
a process-perspective because of its complexity, a horizontal approach could
highlight case <udies, potentidly of good and more problematic
programmes, and try to draw out process factors which point to conditions
under which successful implementation can occur.

3.2.3 Programme level roles

In the mgority of cases, the lead organisation in evaluations is at the
programme level in the form of the relevant Managing Authority. Where
programme-level actors are not the lead authority, it is their task to cooperate
with the wider evauaion sudy which is being led by another organisation.
For the mogt part, though, individua programmes ae responshble for the
management of the evauations. As with previous evdudions, this involves
severa tasks:

» drawing up the evduation terms of reference (often based on core
guidance provided by nationd/territoria authorities);

» managing the evaluation sdlection procedure;

» working with the evduaor in the devdopment of an appropriate
methodology, provison of reevant monitoring data and assstance with
sampling for project surveys (where appropriate);
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» enauring the ddivery of the required outputs according to the agreed
timetable and that the evauation meets qudity thresholds, and

> following up the recommendations with appropriate actions.

In performing these tasks, wider partnerships and stakeholders have frequently
been involved, most immediately through steering groups. Such groups can, of
course, be formed a ether nationd/territoria or programme leve, dependi ng
on the ovedl organisation of evduations within the Member States.
Evduation working or seering groups were a frequent feeture of mid-term
evduations in 1994-99. In previous progranming rounds, they were
commonly employed in Begium, Denmak, Finland, France and the UK,
whereas in Member States like Germany and Spain, evauations have routindy
been directed by programme managers and/or secretariats. At their most
developed, steering groups have been formdised as permanent sructures,
addressng monitoring and evauation issues throughout the programming
cycle.

In the current round, evaluation steering groups will be even more
widespread than before, and potentially even universal. In Working Paper
8 (p.9), the Commission recommended:

“Each mid term evaluation should be guided by a Seering Group
representative of the monitoring committee for the form of assistance.
The Seering Group’sroleis largely technical. It will develop the terms
of reference for the evaluation, select the evaluators, guide the
evaluation, give feedback on the first draft and approve it for quality
on completion.”

As a result, steering groups have been newly introduced in Span a the
programme level and within the Land Managing Authorities in Germany. Such
dructures involve a representative group of gakeholders directing the
evauation process in itinere. Usudly, the evaudion seering group is a sub-
st of the Monitoring Committee, conssting of representatives of the latter,
nationa/territorid agencies and the Commisson, as wel as externd experts
and, in a few cases, socid partners. It is condtituted as a specid initiative of
the Monitoring Committee and works under and reports to this structure
(particularly where mgor decisons have to be taken, such as agpproving the
terms of reference and the sdected evauator).

The tasks of the steering group can be seen in a case-study description of how
such a structure operatesin Toscana

% In the case of Austria and the UK, steering groups have been formed at national/territorial and
programme levels.
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THE TUSCAN EVALUATION STEERING GROUP
The Tuscan Evaluation Steering Group will comprise six members:

» the Manager responsible for the evaluation of the programme, from the
Programme Secretariat;

one representative of the regiona Environmenta Authority;

one representative of the Equal Opportunities Regional Committee;

one representative from the national Ministry of Economy and Finances;
one representative from DG Regio; and, lastly,

V V V V V

one representative from the Regional Union of Tuscan Provinces (URPT,
Unione Regionale delle Province Toscane).

The main objective of the Steering Group is to ensure the quality of the
evauation system. The Steering Group will undertake the following activities:

» outlining evauation activities and methodologies for the mainstreamed
evauations of the programme;

» monitoring the activities of and developing an on-going diaogue with the
evaluator/s,

> verifying the interim evaluation report and its quality for the alocation of the
performance reserve,

» defining content and procedures for the definition of thematic evaluations and
the identification of the evaluators covering them; and

» cooperating with the regiona Evaluation Unit (NURV Nucleo Regionale di
Valutazione degli | nvestimenti Pubblici) for those areas under its competence.

In some cases, the Steering groups are to be involved in dl dages of the
evduation, from the drefting of the initid terms of reference to following up
recommendations. For others, the groups only become operationd later in the
evaduation cycle. In Haders, for example, the preparation process has so far
been reatively redricted: the Provinces and programme management units
have not yet been consulted, and, while a steering group will be crested, this
will only happen later in the process.

Steering groups can improve the qudity of evauationsin severd ways.

> Ultimately, these groups are a qudity control mechanism. They meet more
frequently than the Monitoring Committee and thus can undertake more
effective seering of atime-dependent process.

» In terms of function, they are an important bridge between the specific
exercise to be undertaken and the wider programme (with its ongoing
priorities and calendar of work).

» They dso bridge the ggp between those most centrdly involved in the
evduation dSudy and the wider patnership (through participants
representing a diverse range of stakeholders). Thus, they provide a conduit
for redevant information and idess to pass to — and from - particular
groups. This legitimises the evauation by ensuring that a wider group has
redidic expectations of evauation and undersdand some of the difficulties
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inherent in this practice. As a redult, it helps to increase the prospect of
studies being endorsed and recommendations acted on.

3.3 Thetimetablesfor evaluation

An indicative and detaled timetable for organisng the mid-term evaudtions is
st out in Working Paper 8, covering each stage of the evduation cycle. The
Commisson recommended that the process of planning the evauaions should
be underway by June 2002 with the am of awarding contracts by August.

This timing will suit many, but not dl. The Itdian regions are the mogt
concerned about timing in that they believe that ddays to the dtart of their
progranmes mean there will have been inaufficient activity to gain benefit
from evauating in time for the deadline of 31 December 2003 (by April 2002,
no commitments had yet been made). In France, DATAR is dso concerned,
abeit to a lesser extent, that French Objective 2 programmes started dowly for
a range of reasons (both externa and interna) and there may not be a
aufficent volume of activity for the evaudions to generate entirdy reiable
conclusons. However, the key lesson here will be to trest any conclusons
with caution.

In line with the Commisson timetable, planning has already begun for mid-
term evaluation in every partner region, although this process has
advanced to varying degrees in different contexts. Deays in France mean
that contracts are unlikely to be awarded until September 2002, while, in some
Itian regions, evauators have dready been sdected. Nevertheless, as the
comparative timetable below illusrates, dl Member States have planned to
ensure that they meet the Commission’s deadline for submitting the results.

Table 3.6: Member Sate timetable for mid-term evaluations

June | Sept Jan Apr Jul Sept | Dec
02 02 03 03 03 03 03

Austria > :
Belgium (Flanders) >
Denmark >
France >
Germany >
Italy >
3)8]]’] >
Sweden >
UK >

——)p Period between award of evauation contract and completion of draft
Find Report.

Availability of Final Report.

weeeeeeere.. Range of dates for launch of German evaluations (eg. June in Bremen,
later in the autumn in Nordrhein-Westfalen and Saarland).
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By the time the gtudies take place, enough programme activity will have taken
place for most evdudions to be worthwhile. With the longer programming
period this round, there will aso be enough time remaning for
recommendations to have a red impact. Moreover, the update study scheduled
for 2005 potentidly provides a form of ‘safety net’, dlowing follow-up where
the 2003 study has been too early in the programming period.

Evaluation budgets

While not wanting to be overly prescriptive in advisng on the resources which
should be set asde for the evauations, the Commission has been clear on one
issue. In Working Paper 8, it stated that:

“For the mid term evaluation of the 1994-1999 period, the average
cost was less 0.1% of the total annual cost of the programmes. In order
to obtain quality evaluations, the cost should be higher than this in
general, except in the case of very large programmes.”

The Commisson has been keen to ensure that sufficient resources are
dlocated to the evauations, given the greater number of tasks they are meant
to achieve in this round. Budgets should be proportiond to the sze of the
programme, except for paticulaly large programmes. Rather than set firm
limits, DG Regio has discussed budgets with Member States on a case-by-case
bass. Overdl, the Commission has been satisfied with the financial levels
being set, evidence that Member States are taking the evaluations as serioudy
as the Commission would wish

An overview of budgets cannot be compiled at this stage. There are severd
reasons for this. Some programmes are an early stage, perhaps without a
decison having been taken on maximum avalable resources, while more
geneadly, there is sengtivity to rdeasng this information a this point in the
tender process. Nevertheless, feedback does indicate that the budgets for the
mid-term evduations will in many cases be higher than they have been in
previous rounds of evauation. It aso suggests that there is variaion in how
much will be dlocated to evaudtions.

Selecting evaluators

In most cases, by May 2002, tendering processes had only just begun, and
the evaluators would underteke the mid-term studies had yet to be chosen
There were exceptions, notably Toscana, where an evaluator has aready been
sdected to cover the evduation needs of the whole programming period. The
timetable for mogt regions can be seen in the case of Flanders, which is one of
the furthest on in the process. Hemish authorities issued a cdl for expressons
of interest in the redevant nationd media as wel as the Officdd Journd in
February 2002. In March, sdected respondents were invited to submit a full
bid for the work. Four responses were received by the April 2002 deadline and
the find sdection decison was scheduled to be taken in June by the Steering
Group and the Monitoring Committee.

Evauaors ae usudly being sdected through an open cdl procedure. In
practice, though, no matter how widdy contracts are advertised, the range of
evduators who will bid is likely to be redricted by practicad consderations,
notably languages spoken and proximity to the area in which the programme is
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being run. Neverthdess, as many programmes have had to place cdls in the
EU’s Officia Journd because of contract threshold limits, there is scope for a
potentialy wider pool of evauators to be reached.

The locad capacity of the evaduator pool has been a common concern with
evauations in the past. Such concerns have diminished with the current round
of mid-teems, but have not been fully removed. Two sets of chdlenges in
selecting an evauator have emerged:

» the question of whether there are enough evduators to undertake the
number of smultaneous eva uations required; and

> the question about whether evauators have the sufficient skills to meet the
requirements of the current round.

Availability of skilled evaluators is potentially difficult with the mid-
terms. Bottlenecks can occur because of the sgnificant number of evauations
being run in padld, placing a dran on the evduaor pool. Stll, most
Member States have fewer problems with evauator capacity than hitherto as
they regp the benefits of capacity building to date: severd cyces of Structurd
Fund evduation; a series of EC-sponsored conferences developing Structura
Fund gpecific expetise and knowledge, and, increasngly widespread
evaduaion societies active in publishing and organisng conferences and
exchanges.

Consequently, few have expressed concerns that there may not be sufficient
evauators to go round. For example, Denmark has experienced definite
improvements in evauator capacity in the current round, with a risng number
of firms involved in evduation sudies and the emergence of a szeable Danish
section of the European Evduation Society. This has been reflected in a
sufficient response to cals made so far.

Perhaps more critical is whether evaluators can meet the additional
demands involved in this round of evaluations. Of particular relevance are
the horizontal themes, as evaluators will need to demondrate their expertise in
this area. Given the prominence of the themes in many terms of reference,
programmes are concerned that evaluators can demondrate they have the
necessty  <kills to congder  enwvironmenta sudtanability and  equd
opportunities issues. For some regions, the evduations will present other new
chdlenges. For example, in Spain, the decison to undetake multi-fund
evduations has implications for potentid evduators experienced with
previous programmes.

Severd solutions have been put forward to the additiond demands, among
them:

> that evaluators form partnerships by assambling a team with the
gopropriate range of skills and experience - for example, this has been
formdised in the Itdian Associazioni Temporanee di Impresa where
consortia of evauators bid together; and

> that evaluators develop the required expertise in-house, recognisng the
importance of possessing the wider range of skillsfor future evauations.
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4.1

DESIGNING AND UNDERTAKING THE MID-TERM
EVALUATIONS

As described above, the mid-term evauations of 2000-06 Structura Fund
programmes are shaped by the same regulatory requirements and DG Regio
guidance and are likely to have a core of common eements. Nonetheless, each
of the gudies will be unique: programme evaluations are not a standard
off-the-shelf purchase. This is not only because every programme, its
policies, its inditutiond and politicadl context and the people involved ae
diginctive, but adso because there is no standardised optima solution to the
design and execution of these dudies. Mid-teem evdudions have multiple
ams, and different emphases may be placed on each. Even where the same
ams are being pursued, they can be achieved by different means. In addition,
there are choicesin terms of the style of evauation.

Given the stage which most programmes had reached by April 2002, it was
not possble a the time of drafting this paper to discuss the actud tools and
methods which would in practice be used in the evduations. Nonethdess, it
the paper explores a range of issues around the definition and execution of
the evaluations, notably:

» how and when the methodologicd choices will be made for the
evaudions, and by whom, illudraing the broad involvement in this
process,

> whether and how the evduaions fit into a wider context, contrasting

programmes which undertake rddively sdf-contained studies to the EC
timetable with those which have a more ongoing vison of evaudior

> favoured dyles ad processes of evauation, incduding whether the
evauator is seen as an expert, for instance, or as afacilitator;

» the anticipated content of the evaluations; and
> the evauation tools employed.

Each of these issues is addressed beow, opening out some of the choices
facing those about to commisson and undertake evaudtions. A recurring
theme in this section is how the overall conception of evaluation is likely to
influence outcomes in terms of scope and organisation. The key digtinction
lies in the bdance between viewing evduation as a control function,
satidfying ams to do with accountability, judification and trangparency, and
seeing it as a learning tool (and, indeed, as a learning process) undertaken to
save the qudity, efficiency and effectiveness objectives of the programme
itsdf.

Overall approach: defining evaluation methods

In underdanding the divergty which could arise in the mid-term evaudtions, it
is useful to reflect on how and when methodological choices are made, and
who and what influences these outcomes.

Decision-making about methodologies is often considered to be confined to
three phases. the eaboration of the terms of reference; the preparation of bids
in response; and a subsequent brief phase of negotiation to adjust the offer in

1Q-Net Thematic Paper 11(2) 32 European Policies Research Centre



Mid-term Eva uation of the 2000-06 Structural Fund Programmes

line with requirements. However, in redity, the process has multiple stages
and involves many actors, either directly or indirectly. This is illustrated
by Fgure 4.1, which summarises the dages a which methodologicd inputs
ae made, and Table 4.1, which highlights the diversty of actors who
contribute to this process. Both illudtrate that, even once decisons have been
taken about methodologica choices, the approach can ill change, as a result
of problems encountered, initid findings and the influence of the EC which
has overal responghility for ensuring the qudity of the evauations.

Figure 4.1: Defining an evaluation methodology: a progressive process

 Evaluators’ bids (successful & unsuccessful) add

Prevailing
methods

Past Wider

experience in the region/ knowledge
of Member State about
evaluation evaluation

Prior to tendering
« EC & Member State guidance and
specimen terms of reference provide
first indications

During tendering
» Terms of reference set out broad requirements

detail and bring new elements & innovations
* Dialogue with winning bidder leads to
further refinements

During evaluation
« Modifications may be requested by EC at
inception report stage
* Problems and/or unexpected findings may
lead to new or different elements

A key messge from these illudrations is that the evaluator is only one
player among many, each of whom has a particular contribution to make
in defining the scope and conduct of the evauation, based on their experience,

paticular knowledge and priorities.

In paticular, the expertise of the

evaluator can best shine when it complements the understanding and practical

knowledge of programme managers and partners.
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Table 4.1: Contributors to methodological definition

M ethodological input

Contributors

Evaluation experts &
advisory bodies

Programme partner ship

(Steering Group)

Context factors

Past experience of Structural Fund evaluation

O: Programme management

o:| TheEC

Prevailing methodsof evaluationin the parallel
domestic policy environment

The body of knowledge on Structural Fund
evaluation, including MEANS guidance and
diverse other materials

Ol O O

0O:| ©O:| o| Member Stateauthorities

O:| ©:| o:| Evaluators

Ol O O

Guidance and specimen terms of referencefor
the mid-term evaluations

(@]
O

During tendering

Programme-specific termsof referencefor a
mid-term evaluation

@
O:

The evaluators biddingin response to the terms

of reference (any evaluator who bids can influence
the final methodology chosen, even if they do not
win the contract)

Assessment of the bidsreceived (drawing out
new ideas or useful practices, not necessarily from
the winning bid)

During evaluation

Dialogue between the client and thewinning
bidder, following award of the bid

At inception report stage, when DG Regio has
reserved the right to make ajudgement on the
appropriateness of methods

During the evaluation process, when initia
findings or data problems may lead to additional
and/or different elements of evaluation becoming
desirable

"~ where nationa evaluations are in operation (eg. Sweden).

A frequent pattern among partner regions is for the scope and ams of the
proposed evaluations to be st out broadly in the terms of reference, but then
evauators to be invited to suggest how they should be addressed. Indeed, this
is often one of the key assessment criteria for bids. It is a delicate balance to
strike, ensuring that programme actors and evaluators make an optimal
contribution to defining the methodology.
reference could leave the choice of methods entirdy open, or could specify
methods broadly (eg. dek andyss of monitoring data and a more detalled
andyss of a sample of projects) and leave it up to the evauator to respond

For example, the terms of
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4.2

with the methodologica detal (eg. sampling methods and the potentid
coverage of questionnaires).

Leaving some issues open in the terms of reference lets evaduators bring in
their own ideas and propose innovations. At the same time, though, even if
programme actors do not precribe their requirements in the terms of
reference, they need to have thought them through with sufficient darity and
detall to be able to appraise and compare the bids which are submitted.
Detalled prior thinking could aso hdp to det them to any data problems
which might condrain certain methodological options.  Knowing this a the
bidding stage and bringing it to the atention of potentiad evauators saves
waded time by ensuring bidders are working on the bass of meaningful
assumptions and only propose feasible methods.

Context: how the mid-term evaluations ar e conceptualised

One of the most intereting recent debates on evdudion, which has
implictions for the desgn of the mid-term sudies, has been about how
individual evaudion sudies are conceptudised. In paticular, there is the
issue of the potential merits of moving from considering evaluation studies
as self-contained to seeing evaluation as an ongoing or continuous
discipline. MEANS defines on-going evaudtion as

“ Evaluation which extends throughout the period of implementation of
an intervention. This form of evaluation accompanies the monitoring of
outputs and results. It is too often confused with monitoring” .1°

Stripping out the overlaps between programming periods, which would
complicate the picture, Figure 4.2 illudraies the four evaudions which are
required by the Structurd Fund regulations for the 2000-06 programmes. This
is the minimum activity which will be undertaken for dl programmes. There
is no obligation to interpret these studies as parts of a coherent and incrementd
process of evauation. The bottom row in the table, however, highlights the
potential scope of an ongoing approach which could supplement the core
activities.

Figure 4.2: Periodic and ongoing evaluation

Year 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
2000-06 Programme
‘Periodic’ Ex Mid Midterm Ex
Evaluation ante term update post
Potential Ad hoc thematic studiescommissioned as and when required
elements of and/or
ongoing Ongoing dialogue with evaluators about programme progress
evaluation and/or
Evaluation steering group maintained throughout programming period

10 MEANS (1999) Evaluating socio-economic programmes, Volume 6: Glossary of 300 concepts and
technical terms, Commission of the European Communities, Luxembourg.
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There is no consensus about what congtitutes an ongoing evaluation
approach and how the standard menu would need to be supplemented if such
an approach were being followed. However, a continuous or ongoing
approach to evaluation would arguably span the lifetime of a programme.
It would bring additional eements and activities to the core menu, as and
when required, with decisons being taken during advance planning and/or
programme  implementation These decisons could be driven by the
programme itsedf and/or in gpproprite circumgtances, by an authority
empowered to take decisons on behaf of more than one programme. Among
the countries where there is interest or experience in ongoing evauation are
Itay, Audria, Irdand and the UK. Where such approaches have been
consdered, however, there has not been unanimous support (see boxes below
exploring existing practice, then new proposals, in Audtria).

EXPERIENCE OF ONGOING EVALUATION IN AUSTRIA:
OBJECTIVE 3

Scope of Austrian Objective 3 ongoing evaluation

Building on experience in 1994-99, the evauation of the 2000-06 Austrian
Objective 3 programme will take an ongoing approach.

How is ongoing evaluation organised, and what will be done?
An evaluation contract has been let covering the whole programming period.

» The chosen evaluator will deliver annua reports on implementation to the
Monitoring Committee.

» In addition, they will undertake a series of forward-looking thematic
evaluations, covering the main themes in the programme.

» The mid-term evauation will be primarily based on the annua reports
delivered to that point together with the thematic studies.

» Under a sngle contract, two-thirds of the evauation (including in financia
terms) will be dedicated to the Objective 3 programme and the remaining
third to the activities of the domestic Labour Market Service (AMS). In
effect, the Structurd Fund evauation will be used to examine nationa
activities as well. This should give an overview of labour market support
activities as a whole and provide a better context for the operation of the
Objective 3 programme.

» Findly, additiond, labour market components will be provided.
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PROPOSED APPLICATION OF AN ONGOING APPROACH
TO OBJECTIVE 2 EVALUATION IN AUSTRIA

What would ongoing evaluation consist of?

There has been significant debate in Austria about the potentia merits of
adopting an ongoing approach to the evauation of regiona programmes (which
would be distinctive from that used for Objective 3). This would run from 2002
until 2005 when the mid-term update studies are due. This approach views the
mid-term evauations as part of an integrated whole and recognises the inter-
relationship between them and the Annua Implementation Reports. It would
encourage an ongoing process of communication and learning about eva uation
among the various separate programmes which would be involved in pursuing
this approach, co-ordinated by OROK, the federa level body for coordinating
regiona policy, through a‘ Coordination and Work Platform’.

How hasthe proposal been received?

The proposal is supported by organisations at federal level and a range of
evaluators. However, some uncertainties have been voiced by the Managing
Authorities:

» The scope and benefits of ongoing evaluation are unclear. Evauation is sill
seen by many programme actors within the framework of EC requirements
as areporting and control exercise.

> It would go beyond the drict regulatory requirements of the mid-term
evaluations. Some Lander have been willing to explore options, but not al.
The additional cost and effort would need to bring clear additional benefits.

> There has been particular concern about going further in terms of ‘process
evauation (thisis discussed further in 4.4.3 below).

It is likely the approach will go ahead on an experimental basis, but clear that it
will require very effective supportive input and steering from the * Coordination
and Work Platform’ at federd leve.

What specific arrangements characterise those programmes which have more
deliberately opted for an ongoing gpproach to evauation?

» An evaluation plan isdrawn up for a whole programming period
This would present evauation as padld to, and supportive of, effective
and efficient programme ddivery on an ongoing bass, and draw out
explicit connections between separate evauation activities  Such an
approach was taken in Scotland in 1994-99, and is being consdered in
Audtria

The evauaion plan would support the ddivery of programmes throughout
their lifecycde. Here, it would not be the evauator but ingead the
programme managers and sdected partners who maintain the coherent
overview of evauation.

» Evaluation iskept on the management agenda on an ongoing basis
One way to do this is by encouraging the Evduation Steering Group to
continue to meet throughout the programming period, and not smply to
dissolve once each study has been completed and re-form in time for the
next.
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This provides continuity and ensures there is dways a forum for discusson
and exchange - eg. about the need for additiond evaduaions - or ensuring
that exising dudies are followed up. It does not have to be time
consuming: the frequency and/or duration of meetings can reduce when
thereis limited businessto address.

» Evaluatorsare contracted for the whole programming period

Examples of this approach are found in Itdy (see box). It arguably
ddivers the primary advantage of ongoing approaches as highlighted by
MEANS, dlowing for “good wllaboration between the evaluation team
and programme managers, which in turn favours a better appropriation of
conclusions and recommendations’.  In addition, it can give coherence
between the core studies and enable a rapid reaction when the need arises
for ad hoc studies.

» Maintaining the option to commisson ad hoc thematic studies as and
when required, in addition to the main evaluation menu
This gpproach is seen in Irdand, where the Nationd Development Plan
Evduation Unit has drafted and is implementing a programme of ongoing
evduation covering dl Irish Operationad Progranmes and the whole
Nationad Development Plan. This condsts of a series of thematic studies
aming to reinforce wider activity. It could dso be one of the ways in
which the commitment to ongoing evauation in evaduaion plans could be
given expresson.

ONGOING EVALUATION IN ITALY

Ongoing evaluation in 1994-99

An ongoing approach to evaluation was adopted by the Ministry of Industry
(now the Ministry of Productive Activities) in 1994-99 for the Objective 1
Multi-regional Operational Programme for Industry and the Retex, Resider,
Konver and SME Community Initiatives.

How did the approach arise?

In 1994-99, there was no regulatory requirement to undertake mid-term
evauations. This exercise was first introduced to the Objective 1 CSF
Monitoring Committee by the EC in 1998. The programme managers accepted
the challenge and commissioned belated mid-term reviews. These proved useful
in spite of data deficiencies and led to substartiad modification of some financial
and even strategic profiles.

As aresult, the Ministry of Industry let a single evaluation contract to cover the
programme up to the end of June 2002 (programme closure), requiring the
evaluator to prepare periodic reports identifying management problems,
bottlenecks and possible solutions. This approach was effective in integrating
evauation into programme management and made evaluation an ongoing
management tool.
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How will ongoing evaluation be organised in 2000-067?

For the equivalent 2000-06 programme (the National Operational Programme
for Loca Entrepreneuria Development), a similar approach has been adopted.
Mid-term evauation will be unpacked into a series of preliminary outputs,
covering different and, at times, overlapping issues, defined in a detaled
evauation plan prepared by the chosen evauators in consultation with the
programme's secretariat. These preliminary outputs, updated as necessary, will
be brought together in the fina mid-term evaluation report that will be delivered
to the EC by the end of 2003.

Embedding the approach: relationship building between theevaluator sand
programme actors

Significantly, the evaluation process is backed up by a structured programme of
dissemination and interaction. The evaluators will:

» meet regularly with the Managing Authority to present the results of their
ongoing evaluation activities,;

» participate in meetings with the measure managers,

» atend Monitoring Committee meetings and present evaluation progress and
results, and

» following submisson of the interim report, will meet with the socid
partners and the regions.

In practice, it could be agued tha ongoing evaudion is much more
widespread than is commonly thought. The digtinction between
programmes which explicitly embrace ongoing evaluation and those
which do not may in practice be small — ie. different points on the same
relatively narrow continuum. There is a sandard menu of four evauations.
the ex ante, mid-term, mid-term update and ex post. In addition, the Annud
Implementation Reports provide a further regular opportunity for reflection.
Given this context, every programme is in fact generaing a dSgnificant
quantity of andytica information. If coherent connections are made between
these endeavours, then, even if none of the additiona eements listed above
are pursued, then any programme could arguably be considered to be taking an
ongoing approach to evauation. As much as anything, the didinction lies in
attitude and interpretation rather than additiond activities.

Table 4.2 highlights some of the benefits which are driving the interpretation
of Structurd Fund evaudion as an ongoing activity rather than as a series of
sdf-contained exercises, and highlights some of the risks which need to be
carefully managed.

Clearly, a careful decison may need to be taken about whether the more
elaborate dimensons of ongoing evaudtion ae agppropriate for any given
programme. However, as stated above, this conception of evauaion can be
pursued by dl programmes, even those which confine themselves to the core
studies, as long as actors see these studies as part of a coherent programme of
invedtigation, and undersand them as interacting on an ongoing bass with the
programme, supporting and informing effective programming.
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Table 4.2: The benefits and risks of ongoing evaluation approaches

Benefits of ongoing evaluation

» Ownership and learning. There is greater ownership a programme level
of the evauation process and the rationae for it. EC evauation
requirements are not experienced as an end in themselves, imposed from
outside, but as a means through which programmes can raise and address
questions of importance to them. What this implies is that the learning
dimension of evaluation can become more established. Where the only
evauation activities are those required by the Commission, then the control
and accountability functions of evauation can more easly dominate
perceptions.

» Agile problem-solving capacity. Programmes have aprior agreement that
ad hoc evauations are a legitimate and useful way to address new issues.
As aresult, they are better equipped to respond quickly, not needing to wait
until the next obligatory study will be done.

Benefits of ongoing evaluation using one evaluator

» Depth of understanding. The evauator gains an in-depth understanding of
the programme. This enhances the quality of insights which are possible.

» Efficiency gains. No time needs to be lost contracting evaluators for each
Separate study or familiarisng them each time with the srategy,
implementation mechanisms, data collection systems, etc.

» Trust. A productive working environment emerges from continuity of co-
operation between the programme and the evaluators. A relationship of
trust grows which facilitates frank exchanges.

Risks of ongoing evaluation

» High financial and resource costs. Continuous evauation may be more
expensve than limiting activity to the four core studies, and might require
too much input from programme actors who experience ‘eval uation fatigue',
reducing their willingness to participate fully in future studies.

» Diversion from cor e evaluation requirements. Evaluation could become
so driven by programme level priorities and objectives, and more innovative
methodologies, that those activities which are undertaken to meet the EC's
core evaluation requirements may fail to meet EC expectations.

» Diminishing returns. There may be diminishing returns from the
additiona evaluation efforts, if they ddiver little that is not dready
understood from the core studies. The larger, more complex, more
innovative and/or less successful programmes might benefit most from
additional evauation effort.

Risks of ongoing evaluation using one evaluator

» Loss of objectivity. Where the same evaluator is working closely with a
programme for a prolonged period, the perceived and actual independence
of the evaluator may be at risk, undermining any studies.

» Lack of fresh ideas or specialist insights. Using the same evaluator
repeatedly can become ‘stale’. More new ideas or specialist expertise might
come from involving a range of evaluators.
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4.3

Style: choices about how to undertake evaluation

Over recent years, Structural Fund evaluation has increasingly widely been
interpreted as a learning opportunity, not just an accountability and
verification exercise. It is dgnificant, for example, that the EC's synthess
report on the interim evauations of the 1994-99 Objective 1 and 6
programmes was entitled: Better management through evaluation.** The study
emphasised the potentid for interim evauations to be operationdly and
drategicaly oriented, dating that: “In many Member States, programme
managers and policy makers...asked, on the basis of the evaluation findings,
what kind of adjustments needed to be made, particularly with regard to the
current interventions.” In a further sgn of its commitment, the EC sdlected
‘Evdudion for qudity’ as the theme of its fourth internationd Structural Fund
evaduation conference held in Edinburgh in 2000, which once again sought to
disseminate lessons from internationa eva uation experience.

Pat of the rationde for viewing evduation as a learning experience is that
Structural Fund programmes are designed and delivered on a partnership
bass, relying on the contribution and expertise of a wide vertical and
horizontal partnership. This poses chalenges in terms of how best to
facilitate a learning process and ensure that evaluation findings reach those
for whom they are most relevant.

A further continuum can be imagined here, this time between what could be
caled ‘expert-oriented evauation, and the increesngly widely discussed and
practiced ‘participative’ evauation (Figure 4.3).

Figure 4.3: A continuum of evaluation styles

Style of evaluation

< Expert-oriented Participative >

« Evaluator = detached expert * Evaluator = facilitator

« Analyses, interprets, draws * Encourages partners to
conclusions, presents report engage in discussion,

_ _ reflection

» Partners supply information, A :
but ‘passive’ until delivery of * Partners active in generating
final report evaluation outcomes -

_ empowered, enabled
» Follow-up relies on eg. pro- .
active Steering Group * Follow-up starts during the
evaluation

At one extreme of expert-oriented evaluation, evaluators are contracted to
scrutinise a programme, its activities and systems in a detached way and
to deliver appropriate conclusons and recommendations.  Programme
actors, their systems and the projects which have been supported are the
passive objects of the evauation, and the expert is the locus of interpretation

1 CEC (1999) Better Management through Evaluation - Mid-term Review of Sructural Fund
Programmes: Objectives 1 and 6 (1994-99), p.5, Brussels.
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and idea generation. The evauator interprets evidence and draws conclusions,
issuing a report about findings. It is then up to the programme to digest and
follow up on the report, often after the departure of the expert, whose
contractua obligation was limited to delivering the study.

At the other end of the continuum is participative evaluation, where the key
emphasis is placed on the expertise and knowledge of programme actors
rather than the evaluator. Here, the evduator plays the role of facilitator
rather than detached expert. Programme actors are encouraged, both singly
and in groups, to participate in critica reflection about systems, behaviours
and relationships. The didogue about drategy, achievements and processes
not only helps to undersand programming achievements and processes more
deeply, but aso directly engages those actors who are best able to interpret
patterns and initiate and implement change.  Under this view of evaudion, the
processes of interaction, reflection and leaning are seen as egud in
importance to the find evduation report, and should facilitate sdlf-discovery
and sdf-diagnos's among programme partners.

Between these two approaches lie several hybrids. For example, towards
the paticipative end of the continuum, there may be approaches which are
participaive to an extent, but do not empower actors in the way tha a fully
fledged participative evauation would. More towards the expert-oriented
extreme are approaches which rely on evaluators as experts, but where there
ae arangements which ensure that the evaduation study is not detached from
the programme. For example, there may be actors within the programme (eg.
on a Steering Group) who are concerned with involving programme partners
in. defining the issues the evduaor will address, verifying the expet's
findings and edtablishing their rdevance to the programme, and deciding what
action should be taken as a result. Here, the learning is driven by programme
actors, with the evduator informing rather than facilitating the process.

It remains to be seen where programmes will fdl this time on the continuum
between expert-oriented and participative evauation. However, it is possble
that changes to the overdl environment in which the evdudions are taking
place this time will mitigae agang the more paticipaive free-flowing
approaches. The profile of evaluation as a control mechanism has risen.
The accountability/trangparency dimenson of evauation is more prominent,
notably because of the performance reserve. In addition, the Commission has
more influence than before over what the evauations need to address and how
this should be done. This may mean that the more flexible, responsive,
learning dimenson of evdudions, primaily bendfiting the programme, may
come to have less prominence. In particular, the control function may be at
odds with a learning-oriented process of evauation which asks programme
actors to be open and honest in their responses, and to expose the difficulties
and tensons which have been encountered. The overal outcome may be that,
in aggregate, the emphasis placed on evaluators as facilitators and
evaluation as learning may decline.

For those programmes interested in a participative gpproach, however, it may
be ussful to consider the specific organisational requirements of this option,
gnce it is less familiar than the expert-oriented mode of operation. There are
three pieces of key advice.
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4.4

> Build in sufficient time. Interactive processes take longer: key stages
indude the evduator becoming familiar with programme ddivery
mechanisms and partnership organisation, engaging in intendve didogue,
veifying impressons and findly disseminaing condusons.  Time for
consultation is criticd. If dl condituencies are not consulted, or if there is
no time for those who are criticised to respond, then relationships may be
damaged and conclusons percaeived as ill-founded, counteracting any
benefits.

> Select facilitator-type evaluators. Not dl evduators will be able to
undertake a paticipative sudy. The ‘style of evduaors is influentid in
edtablishing trust and openness. In an audit role, the evauator may need to
work as a detached expert, processng quantitative data to generate
irrefutable conclusons, in a paticipative sudy, a more effective role for
an evduaor is as facilitator, involved in an active process of
communicaion in which programme actors will in many cases be heped
to generate their own ingghts and agree ther own solutions. In this
context, communication skills, including the ability to ligen, and a highly
developed awareness of the complexities of partnership-working, are as
important as specific technical capabilities.  Evauators need to engage
actors, inspire ther trust and encourage reflection, and, a the same time,
be seen as responsve yet impartid. In the Aquitaine 1994-96 Objective 2
interim evaduation, the measured and sendtive gpproach of the evduators
enabled actors to engage very quickly in a new process of didogue and
reflection, setting a postive precedent for subsequent evauations, and
encouraging additional thematic anayses to be undertaken.

» Ensure programme actors understand the approach being taken.
Partners and stakeholders need to be aware that the am of the evaluators is
to faclitate a process of andyss, discovery and learning in which they are
active participants, not just to create a product - a report - which imposes
conclusons. Under this style of evduation, it is counter-intuitive thet the
more successful the evaduator, the more programme actors will fed that
they, and not the evaduator, have generated the successful outputs. This
can lead to scepticism and, once again, undermine useful work.

Scope of the evaluations: the aimsto be addr essed

In the current round, the stated aims of evaluation studies are
predominantly those presented in Working Paper 8, unsurprisngly snce a
universal concern is to meet EC expectations. The overdl am of the mid-term
evdudions, as summarised in the Working Peper, is “to assess the initial
results of the various forms of assistance and to make recommendations for
any changes needed to ensure that they achieve their objectives’.*? It further
disaggregates this into Sx more specific areas of activity. These are liged in
the box beow, organised under the two primary questions which can be
derived from didilling these Sx ams.

12 DG Regio (2000) Working Paper 8: The Mid Term Evaluation of Structural Fund Interventions
Commission of the European Communities, Brussels, 5 December 2000.
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AIMSOF THE MID-TERM EVALUATIONS

Overall aim 1: Areprogrammestrategiesstill relevant, or areadjustments

now required?

Rationdle: Providing the evidence needed to make adjustments to the

programme in order to ensure that the remainder of the programme maximises

its economic effectiveness and efficiency.

Specific aims

» Verifying the continuing appropriateness of assistance relative to changesin
the externa environment.

» Reviewing the coherence and continuing relevance of strategic axes,
priorities and objectives. Quantifying progress towards achieving them and
assessing the likelihood of doing so.

» Assessing the quantification of objectives and the extent to which they have
facilitated monitoring and eva uation.

Overall aim 2: How well are programmes performing in terms of
effectiveness and efficiency?

Rationae: Fulfilling accountability and transparency functions, and informing
current and future policy debates.

Specific aims
> Presentation of results, including against the indicators agreed for the
performance reserve.

» Assessing integration of the horizontal priorities into forms of assistance

> Andyss of the adequacy of implementation and monitoring arrangements.
have they facilitated or impeded performance?

Nevertheless, some programmes are pursuing additiond, more ad hoc ams,
for example identifying the Community added vaue of paticipaion in
Structurd Fund programmes (see box). In addition, there is likely to be a
sndl number of other ad hoc objectives, incuding evaudion to inform the
asessment of particular domestic policy directions. Examples are the ‘volet
territorial’ and rural development in France™®

EVALUATING THE ADDED VALUE OF
THE STRUCTURAL FUNDS

Evauating Community added vaue is mentioned in Working Paper 8 as an
element to be investigated. This involves identifying the added value brought
by: (i) the additiona regiond development funding supplied by the Structural
Funds; and (ii) the particular operational approaches encouraged by the Funds
(including programming and implementation in partnership). This is intended to
assist the EC, whose objective is to synthesise views on a macro level about the

13 The ‘volet territorial’ is one of three major components of the Contrats de Plan Etat-Régions
(CPER), alongside the regional and inter-regional components: it is a major innovation of the new
2000-06 CPER programming period.
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dgnificance and contribution of the Structural Funds, including for future
cohesion reports.  Underlining the importance of this ambition, DG Regio
provided further detailed guidance on this area in the form of a Working Paper
including definitions of Community added vaue, operationa advice on how to
address this issue and some proposed criteria and indicators to facilitate and
perhaps enhance the comparability of the results of this process."

Note that identifying Community added vaue would directly benefit not just the
EC but dso the Member States. This information would be invaluable and
timely in helping to inform debates about the future of EC regiona policy,
ensuring that these are more firmly evidence-based. Depending on the
perspective of the Member State, there may be several important outcomes:

» to provide evidence for the continuation of even relatively modestly sized
Structural Fund programmes, where this is believed to be appropriate;

» to ensure that lessons are captured from Structural Fund experience and
transferred into domestic economic development policy, should Structural
Fund programmes not continue in many regions beyond 2006; and

» toinform the wider debate about simplification of the Funds.

France is among the Member States actively seeking to identify the postive
contributions of community policies to regiond policy ddivery, including to
decison-making processes (eg. partnership working). It is hoping that the
evauations will be able to enrich the debate and make arguments more concrete.
This strand of evauation is aso of interest in Denmark, where there is a will to
draw lessons from Structural Fund experience and adjust nationa policy
instruments, where appropriate, to retain the beneficial aspects of the Structura
Funds as they are phased out. Lastly, the UK is exploring options of
undertaking a national evauation of the value added of all Structura Funding,
though this has not been directly linked to the mid-term evaluations.

The questions which the evaluation sudies am to address are tackled through
multiple streams of andyss. There are three main didtinct but inter-connected
Sreams involved:

» achievement analysis, a this dage refering to ‘achievements in the
broadest sense - specificdly, identifying outputs and results achieved to
date and usng this information to condder likely future impacts and make
informed deductions about likely programme effectiveness,

> context analysis, identifying not only wider economic trends, but aso
inditutiona and policy changes; and

» processand systems analysis.

These three dimensons of andyss and the reationship between them are
illugtrated schematicdly in the diagram below.

14 DG Regio (2002) Community Added Value in the Context of Structural Policies: Definition and
Evaluation Criteria, Working Paper, Commission of the European Communities, Brussels, January.

1Q-Net Thematic Paper 11(2) 45 European Policies Research Centre



Mid-term Eva uation of the 2000-06 Structural Fund Programmes

Figure 4.4: The three elements of analysis and their relevance to the evaluation aims

Overall Aim 2: Under sanding patterns
of effectiveness and efficiency

Context . . :
analyss | Analysis of achievements Analysis of

implementation

processes, systems,
interactions

Overall Aim 1: Verifying continuing strategic relevance

and enriching under standing of achievements

The diagram emphasises the idea that the analysis of achievements is central
to the evaluation studies, even a the mid-teem Sage when rdativey little
progress may have been made towards economic impacts. Achievements are
not made in a vacuum, however, and, in order to draw meaningful conclusons
about a programme (is it dill reevant, is it efficient and effective?), it is
necessary to condder it in terms of the context in which it is taking place and
the processes and systems which are being used to ddiver it.  The diagram
illugtrates these two dimensons as being complementay to andysds of
achievements. In addition, it underlines the idea that analysing contextual
change or processes and systems is not an end in itsalf, but complements
and informs inter pretation of programme achievements.

In verifying the continuing drategic redevance of the programme, andyss of
achievements is aguably ussfully supplemented by context anayss
Assessing programme performance in terms of efficiency and effectiveness s,
in turn, arguably mogt enriched by undeteking a criticd andyss of the
processes delivering these achievements. This degpens understanding beyond
asmple andysis of figures, providing causd ingghts.

In practice, of course, the picture is more complex: the man ams of
evauaions are divided into a range of more specific objectives and questions.
Exploring this levd in a litle more detal, the matrix below provides one
interpretation of which of the three dreams of evauation activity might
contribute mogt to which of the evduation ams set out in Working Paper 8.
Where addressing a given issue involves more than one stream of andyss,
there would be a process of integrating relevant indghts to reach rounded
conclusions.

The matrix is purdy an illudrative interpretation.  Different gpproaches to
evaduation might place more or less emphass, for example, on the potentid of
process and system andyds to contribute to the varied ams of evaudtion.
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Note, however, that addressing the horizonta themes is one of the few ams to
which dl three streams of andys's need to contribute (4.4.4).

Figure 4.5: The three elements of analysis and their relevance to the more detailed

aims of evaluation®®

Streams of analysis

Aims of mid-term evaluation

Context &
strategic
analysis

Achievement
analysis

Process &
system
analysis

Core aims set out in Working Paper 8

» Verifying continuing appropriateness of
assistance relative to changesin external
environment.

()

» Reviewing coherence and continuing
relevance of strategic axes, priorities and
objectives. Progress towards achieving
them and likelihood of doing so.

()

()

()

» Quantifying objectives- quality of
indicator system - effective, appropriate?

()

()

» Assessing integration of the horizontal
prioritiesinto forms of assistance.

()

()

()

» Analysing the adequacy of implementation
and monitoring arrangements.

()

» Presenting results against indicators agreed
for performance reserve.

()

Additional ad hoc aims

» Assessing ‘Community Added Value'.

()

()

» Evaluating particular domestic policy
directions

()

()

()

L R R R
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By taloring a visud todl like this to a given programme, it could provide a

useful ad to facilitete the assessment of bids from evauators, for example.

It

would help to demonstrate how key aims were going to be addressed, where
the focus of activity would be and that dl the most important issues would be
addressed appropriately in a coherent and balanced way.

The following sections examine the three key dreams of evduation activity in
more detal, sating with achievement andyss, then conddering context and

process analysis.

15 This diagram was informed by a more customised framework contained in the following document:
ATI Nova - lsmeri Europa (2002) Il disegno della valutazione del PON 'Sviluppo Imprenditoriale

Locale' - Regioni dell'Obiettivo 1 (2000-2006).
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4.4.1 Achievement analysis - the primary focus

The primary focus and core of most mid-term evaluations will be to
guantify programme achievements to date. Most ae in a better postion to
establish this picture because of improved monitoring systems.*

In previous rounds of mid-term evduation, insufficient atention may have
been paid to achievement analysis in some sudies, partly because programmes
had not advanced sufficiently to have many outputs or results to report, let
aone impacts. This is perhaps a weak response, and problematic in terms of
fulfilling the accountability and trangparency functions of evaudion.
Analysis of achievements arguably needs to be addressed more serioudy
now than in the pad, in paticular to provide reiable evidence for
peformance reserve dlocation, to feed into regiond, natona and EC
agpirations to establish an overview of Structurd Fund effects for political and
accountability reasons, and to inform the process of ensuring tha the
maximum impact can be achieved from the current programmes, which, for
many regions (especialy Objective 2), may represent the last mgor tranches
of Structurd Funding.

More ambition and focus is needed, and many Membe States are
responding accordingly. There will be a stronger emphasis on quantitative
elements in Denmark and France, for example, with greater efforts to quantify
what has been achieved - even if not yet in terms of find impacts. This greater
emphads on quatification is not jus for the benefit of individud
programmes, but aso beneficid where the nationd level is seeking to compile
an oveview. A meaevduaion of the French mid-teem evadudions of
Objective 2 progammes was unsuccessful in the last round because of the
lack of core quantitative e ements in the studies produced.

Of course, different programmes have progressed to a different extent in terms
of committing resources to projects and implementing them. Nonetheless, it
will be possible for them all to summarise anticipated inputs (finance),
outputs, results and impacts from projects which have been approved to
date. It may also be possible to identify actual inputs, outputs and results
to date, and to derive indghts by comparing these actud achievements with
programme commitments and overall targets.

It will be too soon at the interim stage to expect find impacts to be measurable
(this applies to gross impacts, and even more 0 to net ones). Therefore, it
will not be realistic or appropriate to require impacts to be assessed
directly and in detail. A pragmatic compromise, and one which is
methodologicdly feesble, is to reflect on the realism and likelihood of
attaining the impact targets. As such, the Evauation Unit of DG Regio is
requesting an assessment of how likdy it is - using avalable evidence a the
mid-term stage - that programme impact targets will be met.

In establishing programme achievements, three broad types of quantitative
information may be exploited by evduaors. The man one will be monitoring

18 Bearing in mind, however, that presentation of monitoring data is not in itself sufficient to constitute
an evaluation.
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data (see Table 4.3). In addition, context indicators, and new data generated
by questionnaires and surveys will be used in many cases.

Table 4.3: Scope of mid-term achievement analysis

4.4.2

Financial Physical | Intermediate Gross
inputs outputs results I mpacts

Commitments made by o) A A A
approved projects
Actual progressto date (eg. 2
from claims data) O O O
Estimate of current progress, o)
based on other available data
Future projections based on o) o) o) o)
progress so far
Verification and enriching of o) o) o)
monitoring data through eg. a
survey of projects

The exact range of data needed by evaluators depends on the methods they
propose. Indeed, the assumption has been made here that it is bottom-up rather
than macroeconomic evauation techniques which will be used. It is arguably
helpful if limitations of data are undersood a the tendering stage, so that
evauators can propose redidic, costed solutions, rather than having to ‘fire-
fight' once the contract has been awarded. Sachsen Anhdt is working in this
way, recognisng tha monitoring data may not be sufficiently complete to rely
on entirdy.

Context analysis

Context analysis has two man ams Firg, it is undertaken to provide
indghts into how a programme has performed by placing achievements
againg wider trends which may have influenced them (and atempting to
edablish how the progranme may have influenced these trends).
Understanding wider patterns is especidly important where a programme has
under-performed because of negative changes in the wider economic
environmen.

The second am of context andyds is to hdp to verify the continuing
relevance of a programme. This involves examination of both changes in
the economic context (as above), and the policy and ingtitutional context.
It enables issues to be identified which mean selected policy areas merit more
or lessintervention by the programme.

Andyss of changes in the wider policy and indtitutiond context, and the
redevance of these to the programme, is rddively draghtforward in many
cases. It is epecidly important where there has been difficulty in committing
resources because of a lack of avallable co-finance among partner inditutions
(requiring ether a shift in domedtic or Structurd Fund priorities)  and/or
where dections have taken place which mean tha spending priorities and
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4.4.3

domedtic economic development programmes have changed and the
programme needs to adapt.

Economic context andyds, in turn, involves identifying and interpreting the
evolution in basdine datidtics (or ‘context indicators) which describe relevant
aspects of the economy in the digible area. Any such analys's needs to go on
to consder the potentia impact on the programme of the trends identified. It
is often chdlenging because of data deficiencies which impede the process of
establishing what change has taken place over the recent past. In addition,
edablishing the nature and magnitude of any cause and effect relationships
between the programme's activities and the trends identified can be admost
impossible, especidly for the smallest programmes.

Analysis of processes and systems

Depending on the issues identified, aspects to cover in an andyss of processes
and sysems could include, for example, the project sdection process
(including the criteria used, and the consstency and speed of decision-meking
and the ability to make draegic choices), the effectiveness and
representativeness of committee  dructures, the functioning of programme-
levdl publicity and communication plans and progress in adjugsing systems to
the new financid regulations. Analysis of the effectiveness and efficiency of
a programme’s processes and systems can be beneficial not just as an end
in itsdf, but also because it informs understanding of a programme's
economic development achievements. In particular, it would potentidly
provide indgghts into factors which influenced the effectiveness of the
programme, and help to show how efficient actors had been in ddivering those
effects.

One of the mid-term evaluation ams st out in Working Paper 8 is ‘analysis
of the adequacy of implementation and monitoring arrangements’. From this,
it could be inferred that an andyds of sysems and processes might be
required of all programmes in the current round. However, this may not
necessarily be the case, if demondrating that achievements are on track could
act as a proxy proving that implementation systems are working and that
monitoring systems ae adequate. The implication of this is that, in some
contexts, evauating processes and systems may potentidly only be embraced
when problems are identified which cannot be explained or addressed by other
means (eg. atributed to contextud changes). In redity, however, there can be
few programmes which are performing so well that giving no atention to this
area is prudent. In addition, andyss of processes ad sysems potentialy
brings bendfits in its own right.

Reviewing the plans of partner programmes, it is notable thet, as in previous
rounds of evduation, the degree of emphass placed on this dimenson of
evdudion varies ggnificantly between them. Addressing process issues has
in the past been rdativey prominent in many UK, Swedish and French
evaduations, for example, and played a lesser role in many Spanish and
German dudies. In the current round, the emphasis on consdering process
has grown in Itdy, where fird indications are that a primary role of interim
evadudion is being sen as fadlitaing learning and informing adjusment of
implementation processes. In Denmark, in contrast, there may be a declining
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emphass on congdering process issues compared with previous rounds of
evdudion. Given fixed budgets, some more resource-demanding quditetive
gpproaches may be crowded out by the grester emphasis on quantification,
even though quditative aspects have traditiondly been one of the strong points
in the Danish context.

As long as they fulfil the required ams of the evauations they undertake,
programmes have a choice about how much emphasis to place on system
and process analysis and how this should be undertaken. The amount of
emphass depends on a range of factors, three of which are explored here.
Firg, it is influenced by the prevailing vison of the purpose and place of
evaluation. At the most graightforward level, are actors open to this type of
evduaion? Does it have a place in the established evauation culture?  Often,
there will be more interest in processes and sysems where a more
participative style of evaduation is embraced. The second influential factor is
the indtitutional configuration of Structurd Fund programmes and,
specificly, whether they have didinctive sysems and processes to evaluate.
The third is whether programme systems are mature or whether there are
innovative elements which could benefit from a ‘health check’. The latter
two factors are discussed in more detail below.

a. Process evaluation: more likely where there are dedicated Sructural Fund
systems
For process evduaion to be seen as useful, a Structura Fund programme
needs to be seen by its stakeholders as a clear entity, with distinctive policy
objectives and delivery structures — as ‘something to evaluate’. There also
needs to be scope for actors to change policies and/or modes of delivery in
thelight of evaluation findings. These conditions are not met in al contexts.

To explore this, it can be hepful to return to the Structurd Fund management
continuum introduced previoudy in 1Q-Net.!” At one extreme are those
programmes delivered through dedicated systems established soldy and
specificdly for deciding on Structurd Fund co-finance (which can be termed
‘differentiated’). Examples include programmes in Begium, Denmark, the
Netherlands, Sweden and the UK. Here, project appraisal is carried out by
Structura Fund secretariats or other competent organisations or committees,
while find project decisonmeking is typicdly the responghility of a
committee representing the Structura Fund programme partnership.

At the other extreme are programmes using existing, domestic policy
decison-making channds for Structural Fund resource allocation
(characterised as ‘subsumed’), eg. Audria, Germany and Spain. Here,
projects ae appraised and sdected usng established domestic resource
dlocation routes, with Structura Fund budgets integrated alongsde domestic
ones, and decison-making often delegated to single competent agencies rather
than reserved for dedicated Structurd Fund committees.  Fdling between
these two extremes, severd Member Sates (eg. Finland, France and Italy) have

" Taylor S, Bachtler J and Rooney ML (2001) Implementing the New Generation of Programmes:
Project Development, Appraisal and Selection, 1Q-Net Thematic Paper 7(2), European Policies
Research Centre, University of Strathclyde, Glasgow.
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‘composite  sysems relying on domedtic gpprasd and decison-making
systems but with some additiona, Structural Fund- specific dements.

It is agued that differentiated Structural Fund systems may lend
themselves more readily to processrelated evaluation than subsumed
ones. Since there are Structurd Fund-specific policies, sructures and
channds, the programme to be evaluated has a clearer profile, and a range of
diginct, dedicated dtructures and systems whose performance can legitimately
be assessed and modified on the bas's of evauation findings.

Evaluation of processes and systems fits less well with subsumed systems,
dthough it may dill teke place (s some Audrian, German and Spanish
examples illudrate). Here, the interventions that conditute the programme
belong to a complex, wider picture of domestic policy-making. There is no
drong ‘programme identity’. It is difficult to disentangle Structural Fund
elements from the core operating systems of partner organisations, which
are not within the remit of the Structural Fund study nor the Managing
Authority to evaluate or cdl into question. A further complicating factor
here is that any criticism which might be raised about specific agencies could
be highly paliticd, and not even worthwhile in operaiond terms, dnce
changing dructures or shifting the reaive weght of resources between
funding agencies is not draightforward. In these contexts, one modd would
be for evduation of Structurd Fund-related operationa issues to be confined
to those parts of the system which are Structurd Fund-specific. The exception
would be where serious performance-related issues have been identified, when
the Structurd Fund evauation might have more of a mandate to andyse and
comment on specific operationa issues in the wider sphere.

b. Process evaluation: more likely where there has been system or process

innovation

Where implementation mechanisms and instruments have been evaluated
and improved in previous rounds of evaluation, and could therefore be
consdered mature, it is less likely that a detailed evaluation of processes
and systems will generate significant benefits. This is the case in Kempen,
for example, where the programme management believe that past evauations
have dready enabled the main management and implementation weeknesses
to be identified and addressed.

In identifying areas of operational innovation, however, there have been
severd which have been widespread and may merit examination, including the
new divison between the Managing and Payment Authorities. Another more
dl-encompassing change has been maingreaming the horizontd themes across
Structurd  Fund programmes. It will be important to assess whether the
themes have been successfully maingtreamed into the systems and processes
through which projects are generated, selected and subsequently supported, the
effect this has had, and the need and potentid for further development.

At a more specific levd, the introduction of global grants in France in the
2000-06 Objective 2 programmes provides a further specific example of an
innovation which might benefit from examinaion. These indruments will be
administered by specific agencies and organisations which have not previoudy
had responshility for managing Objective 2 Structurd Funds. The novelty of
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this arangement involving deegated responghilities means that some
process-relaed evauation is merited, looking a whether these deegated
bodies have made sufficient progress with usng the Funds, and whether they
have been able to take decisions smoothly, consstently and rapidly.

Likewise, in various Italian regions, the introduction of new instruments
and procedures in the 2000-06 programmes (some widespread and some
region-specific) has led to a wish to ensure that their performance is reviewed
in order that timely adjustments can be made where necessary. Among the
diverse examples ae evduating the Integrated Programmes for Locd
Devdopment (Programmi Integrati per 1o Sviluppo Locale) and, in
Lombardia, the Infragtructure Fund and a measure to improve the
programming capacity of loca authorities.

In Sweden, while initid implementation problems including personnd
condraints, delayed gpprovas, new regiondised systems, and the high volume
of gpplications in the first year, have now largely been addressed, progamme
managers want these difficulties to be recorded by the evauation. This is
paticularly because the problems may have some impact on programme
achievements.

Horizontal themes - methodological choices

The mid-teem evduations will provide an important opportunity to take
stock of progress in pursuing the horizontal themes. This will be done with
different ams in mind. In Sweden, for example, there is an ambition to
identify best practice, in a domestic context, and potentidly to generate some
new ideass as wel. In another programme, however, the am will be to
citicdly review the podstion of horizonta theme condderations in economic
development programmes, and thereby to inform a debate about the extent to
which they should be prioritised by the programme.

It has dready been seen above 3.1.2) that Working Paper 8 has recommended
a horizontal approach to evaluating the horizontal themes - ie. addressing
them as an integra dement of maindream evduation activity rather than as a
separate, sdlf-contained issue.  This is the goproach which mogt, if not al,
programmes have decided to take.

Going beyond this organisationad choice, few programmes appear to have
reflected much on how they will manage this element of the evaluation. In
many cases, it appears that programmes will be looking to their evauators to
provide solutions and guidance. However, while experience of evauating
environmental aspects of programmes is increesingly widespread, it is
arguably the case that rdatively few evaduators have agppropriate direct
experience of addressing the maingtreaming of gender equality.

Among the few known cases where the difficulties of evauding gender
equality aspects of programmes have dready been acknowledged explicitly is
Irdand, where a sudy has been commissoned to guide equdity-related
components of the various evdudions of the different components of the
National Development Plan and Objective 1 CSF.*®  The study is driven by the

18 polverari L and Fitzgerad R (forthcoming) Mainstreaming Gender Equality in Mid-term
Evaluations; A Guide, Research for the NDP Equality Unit, Ireland.
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belief that a condstent and good qudity response to this area is more likely to
emerge if some preparatory work is done to provide dgnposting and
methodological orientations.

More modest, but dong smilar lines, is the DATAR plan to compile a series
of horizonta theme questions to be addressed by the evauators in each French
region. It is anticipated tha this will generate a more consstent, better quality
and more comparable response than leaving the issue up to each region to
resolve independently. The focus of these efforts will be strongly digned with
the overdl French mid-teerm evduaion objective of verifying the overdl
ongoing relevance and well-foundedness of the programmes a the mid-way
stage.

The mogt ambitious gpproach to addressng the horizontd themes is currently
found in a partnership between Scotland and Nordrhein-Westfden, who will
be comparing their horizontd theme andyses in order to compare their
gpproaches and achievements and generate new ideas and indghts (5.3.3).

There ae aguably three important elements to horizontal theme
evaluation, as underlined dready in Figure 4.5 above:

» to identify changes in the wider economic, ingitutional and policy
context which are rdevant to the horizonta themes,

> to edablish what effect the programme has had or is likely to have on
the environment and gender equdity (and, in the process, to review the
appropriateness, completeness and relevance of the data which has been
collected, given that some eements are novd); and

> 1o undetake a more qualitative process and system evaluation to
edablish whether the horizontd themes have been embedded into
programming processes sufficiently to facilitate maingtreamed responses
from gpplicants throughout the programming cycle this find dement is a
drong resson for evaudions to review implementation systems, even
where they have aready been evauated in the past at a more generd leve.

Toolsfor evaluation

In undertaking ther analyses, evauators will be cdling on one or more of a
range of tools and techniques. The sdection of methods depends on many
factors, incduding: the ams to be fulfilled by the evauation; the avalable
budget; the dze of the programme being evduated (with macro-economic
moddling being a more appropriate option for the largest programmes, for
example); the information and data avalable past experience with different
evduation techniques the inditutiona context; and the desred dyle of
evauation (eg. participative or expert-oriented).

Among the key tools employed by mid-term evauaors ae andyss of
monitoring data; project surveys, dakeholder interviews, macroeconomic
modelling; and context andyss.  Inter-programme benchmarking is dso an
interesting anayticd tool, but involves comparisons which would tend to take
place once evauations had been completed, rather than being done as an
integra pat of an evauation. Table 4.4 highlights the toodls listed, showing
which of the three streams of andyss discussed earlier (achievements, context
and processes and systems) they arguably contribute to.
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Table 4.4: Evaluation tools and techniques and their relative contributions

Analysis of Project Stakeholder Macro Context Inter-
monitoring | surveys interviews modelling analysis programme
data bench-
marking
avie | €Y [ Q) | €) () () ()
i QO O () ()
e A O ()
analysis
It is not the intention of this section to address evaduation tools

451

comprehensvely. However, given that it will be the task of programme actors
to condder these tools in assessng bids from evauators, some observations
ae made about severd of them bedow, highlighting opportunities and
difficulties presented by andyss of monitoring data, Stakeholder interviews
and surveys, and context andysis.

Analysis of achievements: the role of monitoring data

Deficiencies in monitoring data weakened many evaluations in 1994-99.
Problems included incomplete and/or unverified data and absent or
inconsgently gpplied indicator definitions.  These deficencies meant  thet
ggnificant evauation resources sometimes had to be consumed getting to the
dating point for evauation by compiling what should have been basic
background data

As seen in previous 1Q-Net ressarch on monitoring, undertaken relatively
early in the process of esteblishing new systems!® arangements are being
improved in diverse ways which should have made the ensuing monitoring
data more robust and comprehensive than ever before. There is widespread
optimism that the improvements to monitoring systems should benefit
evaluation, adlowing evauators to build on a foundation of more reiable and
complete basc summary daa which programmes ae compiling and
maintaining, and thereby spend more time on vaue added tasks.

In particular, the mid-term evauations will be an important test for the French
PRESAGE monitoring system. The system should by now have bedded in,
and be able to provide appropriate financia and physica data for programme-
level evauations. An important innovation of the sysem has been
harmonising the definitions used in the collection and dasdfication of data in
different regions, potentially making it more aggregable and comparable.

The main improvements to monitoring systems relevant to evauation, and
which were discussed in more detall in the |Q-Net monitoring paper, included:

9 Taylor S, Bachtler J and Polverari L (2001) Information into Intelligence: Monitoring for Effective
Structural Fund Programming, IQ-Net Thematic Paper 8(2), European Policies Research Centre,
University of Strathclyde, Glasgow.
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>

databases which make figures more ble and manipulable;

extensgon of the collection of monitoring data to cover both financid and
physicd data;

feaver but more meaningful output, result and impact indicaors,
prioritiang those which cast ligt on progress towards the man
programme objectives (eg. in Germany);

edablishing clerer and more consgent definitions in advance to improve
the rdiability, aggregability and comparability of data collected (eg. the
UK);

verifying that indicators are quantifigble through ex-ante feashbility checks,
and planning how and when data will be accumulated; and

more vigorous daa collection and inputting during programme
implementation.

Fieldwork this time reflected confidence tha sysems had, in practice,
improved ggnificantly. However, it dso showed that there are continuing
difficulties in some contexts which might have adverse effects on the
evauation exercise. Some of these are set out here.

>

Technical difficulties associated with monitoring databases

In Spain, while the ERDF database, FONDOS 2000, should bring benefits
for the Spanish evduations there ae reportedly 4ill some teething
problems at the regiond and local levels.

Meanwhile, in Scotland, the single clams database, proposng to cover dl
Scottish Structurd  Fund  programmes and  collect monitoring  information
generated during project implementation, has been delayed. As a result, an
interim clams database is being operated in Western Scotland, but, given
its temporary character, it may not have the necessary functiondity to
provide optimal support to the evaluators.

In Handers, while the Hemish financid monitoring sysem is dready up
and running, a new dandard sysem for physcd monitoring (procured
from Walonia) gill has to be inddled, which means tha individud
programmes are currently ill compiling their own data and, indeed, in
some cases working with paper-based systems due to technica problems.

At a more generd levd, the configuration of databases may complicae
evauation in some contexts, for example, where applications data is
retaned separately from clams (and monitoring) data, or where ERDF
data is stored on a different system than ESF. Separating ERDF and ESF
databases often provides the best technicd solution given the didinctive
nature of each Fund, but certainly means that evaduators have to familiarise
themsalves with more than one source of information.

Compr ehensiveness of data available

In Denmark, while the monitoring system held a the Nationa Agency for
Enterprise and Housng (NAEH) works wel, physcd monitoring data is
only submitted by projects once they have completed implementation.
This means that evauators may have too little output and result data
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avalable and may have to ‘sdtisfice’, or address the deficiencies using
other techniques (eg. surveys of ongoing projects).

» Robustness of data definitions

Indicators in the UK have been defined more carefully this time, and steps
taken to publicise the reevant guidance and resources, so that they can be
goplied by those implementing and reporting on projects.  However,
reporting problems persst. It is difficult to be certain of the reasons, but
they may include personnd changes among project implementers the
complexity of projects, the delegation of clams preparation to saff who
may be junior, inexperienced or only peripherdly involved in the project,
and problems of interpretation - illudrating that definitions cannot cover
every eventudity. It may dso be that the clams process has become too
onerous for implementing organisations to dedicate sufficient time to it.
Organisations do not dways even have time to learn how to undertake the
process effectively - even where this could lead to subsequent benefits.

» There are few safeguards to protect against multiple counting of
outputs, results and impacts
Those processng Structurd Fund clams am to identify where multiple
counting may be occurring, but daa collection is not sufficiently
sophigticated to identify al possble ingances. Avoiding double counting
is egpecidly difficult where busness development projects are involved.
Severd agencies with Structurd Fund projects may be working with the
same firm, and dl reporting changes in the firm as impacts of ther own
intervention.

» The accuracy and reliability of monitoring data has not necessarily
been verified
Clams checks look for internal coherence in what is being reported - but
verificaion a this sage does not go much beyond this. Monitoring vidts
provide an opportunity to verify data, but they only take place on a sample
of projects.

All of the wesknesses above present potentia risks for evauations whose core
eements will be derived from monitoring databases. It may be beneficid for
Managing Authorities to consder carefully the risks posed to the success of
their evauations by such deficiencies, and to explore in partnership with ther
chosen evauators what could be done to address them. Of course, while it is
important, monitoring data is not the sole source of information needed for any
evauation. It is necessry to generate ingghts going beyond reported outputs
and reaults for example through additiond quantitetive and quditative survey
and questionnaire work.

Additional survey work and stakeholder interviews

In the past, monitoring data has provided the large mgority of information
used by evduaors in some contexts. In the current studies, the EC is
anticipating that monitoring data will be supplemented by stakeholder
interviews and sample surveys of projects (potentidly addressng not only
project implementers, but dso find beneficiaies, where these are not the
same, for example, SMEs or trainees).
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The gtakeholders are those who have an interest in the successful outcome of
the programme. They include, but are not confined to, the members of key
progranme committees, notably the Monitoring Committee.  Interviews with
these actors capitdise on the understanding which they have of the programme
and its systems, and thelr ability to draw on detailed knowledge to interpret
patterns which are emerging from other aspects of the evaluation, whether
they concern effects or processes.

Surveys of proect implementers, in turn, potentidly provide an important
means to verify and supplement monitoring data Of course, this may be
epecidly vauable where there are deficiencies in the monitoring data (as
described in section 4.5.1). In spite of condderable improvements, monitoring
data deficiencies are likdy to reman a chdlenge for many evauators, and
urveys are a primary indrument to address this.  In addition, however,
urveys have an important contribution to make in generating information
which is supplementary to and diginct from monitoring data. This can
serve saverd functions.

> Verifying the reliability of monitoring data. This is important from the
point of view of demondrating the rdiability of evidence used in the
performance reserve process. However, it is vauable more generdly in
ensuring robust results of evauation, and, in particular, in assessng how
redigic the targets st by individua projects are believed to be once
projects are underway.

» Addressng more complex evaluation questions. Judgements are
difficult to make about likey displacement effects of supported activity,
ther additionality, desdweight, etc, smply by exploiting monitoring data
A deeper underganding can only be gained by gathering more detailed
information from a sample of implementers and beneficiaries, undertaking
additiona andyds and extrgpolating findings across the programme's
activities as appropriate.

» Understanding patterns identified in monitoring data. As important as
identifying problems or examples of under-performance is understanding
the reasons for them. Some of this information can be gathered through
project implementer surveys.

There are various choices for how gakeholder interviews and wider project
surveys can be organised to address process, activity, context or achievement-
related questions, Face-to-face interviews based on  semi-structured
guestionnaires arguably inspire spontaneous reflection more flexibly than a
posa questionnare, dthough they dso introduce the chdlenges of greater
interpersond  dynamics and have condderable resource implications if large
numbers are to be undertaken. For programme stakeholders, this may be an
gppropriate investment. However, postd or telephone surveys may be more
auitable where the am is to gather Szedble samples of additiond project-
related information, especialy where the emphasis is on obtaining quantitative
information and/or quditative indghts gathered in a quantitaive form using
scoring or ranking sysems.  Tdephone surveys agan offer the interactive
benefits of verba interviewing and the opportunity to follow up on issues in a
flexible way.
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Interviews imply patners providing information individudly to the evduaors
who remain the privileged interpreters and andysts. A gimulating and cost-
effective complementary agpproach, paticularly for stekeholder interviews, is
to exploit participative evauation techniques incduding the organision of
workshops and focus groups to address specific issues?® This can raise the
profile of priority themes and encourage the dhaing of information,
perspectives and idess, leading to preconceptions being chdlenged and new
ingghts emerging. The vadue of the opinions and ideas expresssd by
participants is judged by partners rather than by the more remote evaluator.

In the Western Scotland Objective 2 programme, the 1994-96 interim
evdudion induded a survey of programme participants which addressed
progranme management and deivery issues dongsde questions about the
effectiveness of interventions. The subsequent interim evauation of the 1997-
99 programme, undertaken by the same evaluators, bult on this experience
supplementing the survey gpproach with working groups to identify ways
forward on priority issues including the horizontal themes.

Context analysis

We have seen before?’ tha, with a few exceptions, induding the Spanish

regions, establishing economic baseline indicators at the SPD preparation

stage was challenging. This was for various reasons, induding difficulties in

obtaining:

» datidics pertaning to digible aress, where they are not coherent with
gtandard Stetistical aress;

» data disaggregated in the required ways, for example, by sector or sex; and

» Up-to-date datidics, with long time lags in some cases, eg. where daa is
derived from census results.

In some cases, pecid exercises were undertaken to fill Satistical gaps at the
programme development stage, eg. in some UK regions, primary research was
commissoned to establish basic data sets.

It will be important to appreciate that updating basdine information in order to
identify and interpret trends will be equdly chalenging. Some programmes
and Member States have aready responded in order to ensure that this part of
the exercise can be undertaken successfully. For example, in France, the
nationad datigtica agency, INSEE, improved the qudity of basdine economic
and socid data for eigible areas during the programme development phase.
For the mid-term evaludtion, given tha most basdine data relaes to the last
census in 1999, INSEE will be computing adjustments for some data in an
effort to provide an updated overview.

20 Taylor S, Bachtler J and Polverari L (2001) Structural Fund Evaluation as a Programme Management

Tool: Comparative Assessment and Reflections on Germany, Informationen zur Raumentwicklung, 6/7,
341-57.

EPTaonr S, Bachtler Jand Polverari L (2001) op. cit.
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5.1

5.2

USE OF FINDINGS

What arethe outputs of the evaluation process?

As in previous mid-teem evaudtions, the key outputs of the evaudion
exercises are reports, ddivered a the end of the study. These will contain the
findings and recommendationrs on the issues gpecified in the tems of
reference. However, other, more interactive outputs from evaluation are
possible, some of which may be deliver ed before the study is completed.

Under the participative approach to evauation (as discussed above), ae of the
outputs of evauation can be participant-driven learning, in which participants
ae informed of the continuing results of the study on an ongoing, interactive
bass. At its fullest extent, such an gpproach can mean that the main function
of the find report is to summarise what has dready become known in the
programme and, idedlly, what the programme has decided to do about it, rather
than to reved conclusonsfor thefirg time.

The tenson between accountability/judtification and the learning aspirations of
evauations has been discussed above. An inherent danger is that the
prominence of accountability functions - demondrating what has been
achieved (eg. for the peformance reserve dlocation) - can lead to the
evadudion being seen as smply a report for the benefit of higher authorities. It
can congtrain open debate for fear of exposure before these authorities, thereby
diminishing the learning potentid & the programme leve.

One way to minimise this tenson is to generae different outputs for different
audiences and purposes. One approach to this was used for the Graz Urban
programme (Stelermark), where the evauation drew a clear didtinction
between its learning and reporting functions. It was decided that open
discusson could take place within the Steering Group — which in itsdf is a
form of output - but that the only outcomes which would be reported formally
to the Commission would be those which were of key importance to satisfying
EC requirements.

How evaluation findings can be disseminated

In Working Paper 8, the Commisson only recommends in non-specific terms
“that details of the outcome of the mid term review... should also be made
public’ (dthough it does suggest using webstes). Neverthdess, given the
multiple objectives of the mid-term evaudions in this round and the large
number of participants involved, a drong case can be made for wide
digribution of the evauation findings. In paticular, if the evduations are to
result in red changes to the programmes, it may be important for
dissemination strategies to be devised.

At this gage in the evauation exercise, only a few programmes have begun
to consder how the evaluation findings will be disseminated. Nonetheless,
it is already clear that dissemination responses will be varied. For example,
in Spain, find dudies will be made avalable to those who request them, but
there are no plans for publicisng them more actively. In Itdy, Lombardia is
planning to disssminate its evduation report through the internet and ams to
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organise conferences and ‘open days to disseminate the evauation results to
the public. Smilar techniques are being congdered in the German Lander.

Dissemination will depend on the balance between ‘expert’ and ‘participative
gpproaches to evduation. In participative evaudion, a sngle report will not
be aufficient if learning is being promoted within the programme. One useful
goproach for disseminating the lessons from evaudions among a particular
community of interest has been actively pursued in France (see box).

FRANCE: LESSON-LEARNING FROM EVALUATION

Following each round of Structural Fund evaluations in France, a ‘day of
exchange' is held to draw lessons from the experience gained. The days of
exchange form part of a wider structured programme of guidance and capacity
building, funded under the National Technica Assistance Programme for
Objectives 1 and 2. The events are coordinated by DATAR, which takes the
lead in coordinating evauation efforts.

An example of these events was the day of exchange held in 1997, based on the
1996/7 interim evauations of Objective 1, 2 and 5b programmes. The day
involved national experts, regional programme managers and evauation experts
and evauators themselves discussing the most recent studies. The aims were to
take stock of results, promote future evaluation activities and learn lessons.

In preparation for the day, a survey of those commissioning the evaluations was
carried out to enable experiences to be addressed in a systematic manner. This
addressed evaluation processes and the use made of results. In addition to the
survey results, the published proceedings also contained a list of the evaluators
used, with details of their experience and expertise.

The proceedings provided an overview of the evduation activity undertaken,
enabling each region to place its own practices in context, and to identify new
ideas. Among the sections covered were:

» dlocation of the evaluation function in each programme management team;
» how evauators were selected and what studies cost;

» how studies were managed, including partnership structures used,

» the contribution of monitoring information to evaluability; and

» the redism of objectives and the impact of this on ther results and
reception.

Drawing on discussions during the day of exchange, the proceedings set out an
explicit work programme to improve Structura Fund evauation in France.
Among the resolutions were:

» to undertake a study of the employment effects of Structura Fund
interventions (now complete);

» todigribute a short guide to Structural Fund evauation (done);
» to establish an Intranet exchange forum (underway); and

» to organise inter-regional workshops to support programme managers in
writing their terms of reference for fina evaluations.

Among the perceived benefits of such events are the following:
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> a patnership-based approach, where al the main actors involved in
evaluation meet to draw lessons and establish recommendations to move
forward, ensures that resolutions reflect the interests of al key actors and
have their commitment;

» those procuring evaluations can meet a wider selection of active evaluators
with relevant expertise, and discuss their work with organisations which
have aready used their services;

» evauation comes to be seen as a part of awider process, in which follow-
up, feedback and lesson-learning are integra parts; and

» dl regions benefit from the lessons learned in individua regions.

Building on this experience, a series of training seminars has been scheduled up
until June 2004 to assist those commissioning and steering evauations of the
2000-06 programmes.

The need to consder dissemination may be more pressing where a sngle
evaduation is covering multiple programmes. For example, in Flanders, where
a dngle study, steered by a group with redricted membership, will cover
severd separate programmes, active dissemination to programme partners and
adminigtrators  will be important. Indeed, the Kempen progranme
management  unit (responsble for one of the programmes) views
dissemination as one of the mogt critica parts of the evauation process.

How the evaluation findings can be used

As dready discussed, the mid-term evduations ae more complex this time
around because they must fulfil a larger number of gods. The two key uses of
the evdudion findings ae in dlocaing the peformance reserve and
recommending improvements to the programmes. In addition, though, it is
worthwhile highlighting how evauation results are being used by programmes
in comparative benchmarking.

The evaluations and the performance reserve

Digtribution of the performance reserve and the mid-term evaluations are
closely linked, but separate exercises. The Commission has made the link
explicit:
“The mid term evaluation forms a key input into the decision on the
allocation of the performance reserve. It provides the most up to date

information available against the indicators agreed for effectiveness,
management and financial implementation.”

The point was aso emphasised in Working Paper 4?2, where it was stated:

“It should be noted that the two processes, the performance reserve
and the mid-term evaluation, are designed as separate exercises but
underpin one another... The meeting point between [the two] will be
the evaluator’s assessment in particular of the level of the targets

22 DG Regio (2001) Implementation of the performance reserve, Working Paper 4, European
Commission, Brussels.
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attained at mid-term and especially those linked to the performance
reserve, thereby contributing to the identification of successful
programmes. In addition, the recommendations made in the mid-term
evaluation report could direct the actual appropriation of the amount
of the reserve allocated to these programmes towards potentially more
successful programmes.

Indeed, the qudity of the evduations themsdves is one of the management
indicators which will be congdered in dlocating the performance reserve. As
a whole, in its conaultetion with the Member States, the Commisson has
renforced the importance of how the mid-teem results feed into the
performance reserve.

Arrangements for dlocating the performance reserve have been discussed in a
previous 1Q-Net paper to which partners are directed for more detail.>® In
brief, under the peformance resarve, four percent of totd financid
gopropriations are held back for digtribution when the performance of each
programme is reviewed in the firs quarter of 2004. Performance will be
asessed againgt three bundles of indicators - as above, programme
effectiveness, management and financid implementation - which have been
lad out in the Programme Complements with appropriste targets for the
programme to achieve a& mid-term (although many of these targets have been
subsequently revised in advance of the evauaions and in consultation with the
Commisson). Member States are responsble for deciding on frameworks
which will determine:

» how ‘success is to be defined in rdation to the performance of the
programmes againg these criteria; and

» how (or whether) resources should be distributed between successful and
‘unsuccessful’ programmes and priorities.

These frameworks are to be discussed with the Commisson before find
decisons are reached on how the performance reserve is distributed.

On the firg point, the Commisson has argued in Working Paper 4 that
programmes should be consdered successful a mid-term if, under each of the
three sets of criteria, they have achieved a ‘vdue of 75 percent or more of
their corresponding standards. Many Member States have not yet set out their
own procedures for how ‘success can be judged from the evauation results,
dthough some have dready proposed their own approaches. For example, in
Italy, it is proposed that the performance reserve will be given to programmes
which have achieved 100 percent in the targets for a least five out of six
indicators and satisfied at least one indicator under each broad category.

On the issues of dlocation systems, to date, nearly all of the Member States
have made decisons on the overall sysems for distributing the
performance reserve (see table below). In generd, the mid-term evaduations
are expected to provide the evidence for measuring dl three sats of the
performance indicators. Among the roles of the mid-term evaudtions is to
support decisonrmaking about the dlocation of the performance reserve by

23 Bachtler J and Michie R (2001) Programme Review: November 2000 — May 2001, 1Q-Net Thematic
Report 9(1), European Policies Research Centre, University of Strathclyde, Glasgow..
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providing (and verifying) rdevant information about programme progress and
determining whether the peformance reserve indicators give an accurate
impresson of the management and deivery of the programmes. It is not the
remit of the evauations to make recommendations or judgements about the
dlocation of the performence resarve itsdf. Ingtead, this responghility fdls to
the Member States, which will make proposds to the Commisson which will
then be discussed in inter-services consultation, before being agreed in
negotiation with the Member States.

Table 5.1: Methods for distributing the performance reserve

Austria Digtributed within programmes.

Belgium (Flanders) | Distributed between programmes.

Denmark Distributed between measures within individual regions.

France Distributed between programmes.

Germany Distributed within programmes.

Italy Distributed between programmes.

Spain Distributed between programmes.

Sweden Distributed between programmes.

UK Disgtributed within territories — but decision has not yet been
taken as to whether it will be within or between programmes.

Another link between the evauation and the performance reserve is the
Commisson’s suggestion that any group edtablished to set the framework for
evaduation should dso condder the didribution of the performance reserve —
ie. there should be clear organisationd continuity between the evauations and
the performance reserve. It recommends that the group should assess progress
under dl the performance reserve indicators and make recommendations on
digributing the performance reserve on the bads of the evauations and other
andyses, which will then be discussed in consultation with the Commission.

Nonethdess, while the Commisson has given clear atention to the issue in the
mid-term evaluation guidance and consultation, the importance of the
performance reserve in Member State deliberations on the evaluations
has been mixed. For some Member States, the issue has been seen as of
centrd dgnificance in the desgn and ddivery of the mid-term evauations.
This is paticulaly the case in the UK, where the contribution of the
evauations to determining the performance reserve dlocation is interpreted as
one of the primary gods of the evauations. Smilarly, the performance reserve
means that Itdian Managing Authorities are focusng more dtention on the
mid-term evauations than previoudy — and that the exercise has become more
relevant to alarger number of actors.

Neverthdess, for the mogt part, the performance reserve requirements of the
evauation have not dominated Member State debates over how they should be
conducted. Indeed, the links between the performance reserve and the mid-
term evauation have been downplayed in some cases. The Spanish example
illugrates the limitations of the evduations to the performance reserve
exercise. The man evaduation task of relevance to the peformance reserve
exercise is assessng progranme peformance in terms of how far programme
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outputs, results and impacts have progressed relative to the targets that
programmes set themselves. However, this information will be just pat of the
wider performance reserve assessment. A separate exercise led by nationd
authorities will look a the broader picture of performance reserve indicators
(induding congderation of the quality of monitoring systems) to decide how
resources should be dlocated. To ensure true comparability of results, it is
believed to be important for the peformance reserve that the same
organisation undertakes the assessment for al programmes. The mid-term
evaludions, however, will be conducted on a programme-by-programme
bass, as separate but parale exercises.

Smilaly, in Sweden, there has been little debate or unease about the
performance reserve for several reasons.  Fird, there has been consderable
pressure in other aress, paticulally in the light of the very high commitment
levels in dl the programmes, and thus the performance reserve has not been
high on the agenda. Second, no red concern has been expressed that the
programmes will not meet the dated targets. This is particularly true for the
output targets which, given the high levd of project commitments over the
firg two years, are dready more than fulfilled in most programmes.

Regardless of the importance placed on the peformance resaerve in different
Member States, al will have to underteke common, key tasks. These have
been laid out by the Commission in Working Paper 8. They should:

» present the results on the agreed indicators and compare them with the
targets origindly set out in the Programme Complement (or recently
revised);

» assessthe quality and accuracy of the indicator data;

A\

comment on any changes in the targets Since the programme was initiated;

> judge whether the effectiveness indicators for the performance reserve dill
cover a least hdf of programme expenditure; and

> decide whether the results for the indicators to date ae a far
representation of programme performance as awhole.

All of these ae rdativey draghtforward tasks, most of which would be
required in addressing the other gods of evaduation. However, centrd to the
completion of these tasks are decisons on which data to use in measuring
progress towards effectiveness-rdated targets (equating to the ‘andysis of
achievements task of evauation, as discussed in section 4.4.1). Decisons on
which data sets to employ (project gpplication, clams or survey data) will
affect the likelihood of programmes being able to meet ther peformance
reserve criteria. An illustration of how this debate has been conducted can be
seen in the case of the UK, as shown in the box below.
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UK: DATA SOURCESFOR
PERFORMANCE RESERVE INDICATORS

Within the different territories of the UK, there has been discusson o what
sources of data to use when assessing progress on the performance reserve
effectiveness indicators. Evaluators have a choice of three sources: figures cited
on the application forms; clams data stored on the monitoring databases, and
actual data, as reported in the survey of sample projects during the course of the
evauations.

The choices have important implications. On the one hand, there is a ‘rule of
thumb’ relating to the overdating of figures: application data are likely to have
higher estimates of outputs and results than claims data, which in turn are likely
to have higher figures than actual, survey-based data. In terms of the robustness
of the data though, it is the survey data which are likely to be the most accurate.
Consequently, in designing the evaluations, steering groups could face a trade-
off between accuracy and ease of meeting performance reserve targets.

The choices made differ across the UK. For example, in England, it has been
decided to measure progress on the basis of returns from the claims data and the
anticipated benefits assessed at the project application stage. Performance
against these targets are to be assessed on the basis of monitoring data up the
end of June 2003 with the evaluators making final updates on data up to the end
of December 2003.

In Scotland though, consideration was initially given to whether estimates could
be made on the basis of the actual data coming from the sample projects
examined by the evaluators. These could be used to make estimates on progress
towards the targets rather than claims data. This was prompted by area desire
among programme managers to measure the ‘red’ effects of the programme.
However, there are clear risks in this approach, as ‘real’ data are likely to show
lesser results than claims data. Moreover, the fieldwork involved means that the
latest data that can be used will be Spring 2003: unlike the English regions, no
updating was originaly envisaged for the end of 2003. As a result, a find
decison has been taken that performance reserve figures will be taken from
clams data in September 2003. The mid-term evaluation will gill have arole to
play in assessng the reasonableness and methodology used in setting
performance reserve targets and undertaking a sample check of claims data
against survey datato verify the robustness of claims reporting procedures.

5.3.2 The evaluations and recommendations for improved programming

In many ways, perhgps the most important application of the results of
mid-term evaluations will be in the impact that they have on the
individual programmes. As emphessed in the discusson of the ams of the
evauations (see section 4.4), the mid-terem evaluations have greater scope in
the current round to influence the direction of programmes. Any
recommendations relating to necessary adjusments to the programmes
(whether in terms of policy orientations or the digtribution of budgets between
headings) will be followed up. As a result, programme managers will be
looking to the evauations to produce the following:

» an independent assessment of their activities as an external
confirmation of performance: for example, in Nordrhein-Westfden, it is
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hoped that the evaduation will provide a more accurate picture of the
programme’ s contribution to the region’s economic Stuation;

> a deeper understanding of recognised problems and the identification
of hidden or future problems facing the programme: for example, in
the West of Scotland, it is hoped that the evauation will shed light on the
causes of low levels of project gpplications under certain priorities,

» inputs of new ideas into continuing discusson over how such problems
could be solved for example, the Lombardia evduation will review the
‘fund for public infrastructure, set up as a solution to the difficulties in
finding co-ffinancing for public infradructure projects and assess its
contribution to increasing project generation,;

» empirical backing for certain changes to programmes, especially
virement between priorities and/or changes to the scope of priorities
and measures. for example, West Handers is experiencing problems with
its ESF dlocation, while Turnhout is having difficulty in absorbing
funding dlocated to infrastructure — both wish the issues to be flagged up
in the evauation; and

» analyds which is beyond the scope of Annual Implementation Reports
and monitoring, such as confirming the direction of evolution of
relevant basdline indicators: for example, in the Swedish evauation of its
Objective 2 programmes, there have been discussons over whether to
asess the basdine indicators.

The Annud Implementation Reports (AIRS) which will be compiled after the
2003 mid-term evauations provide a forma mechanism to track the way in
which evduation results have been followed up. This is the intended gpproach
in Spain (as st out in a resolution on the AIRs issued in March 2002 by the
Spanish DG for Community Funds and Territoria Finance).

More widdy, the mid-terms will result in lasing impacts if a more mature and
redigic view of evaudion is taken which accepts two principles governing
the use of evauation results.

> Fird, evaluations are unlikely to generate wholly new information or
unexpected insights. In ealier mid-term evauations, partnerships were
sometimes disgppointed by the fact that evauations told them things they
fdt they knew dready. However, this is an important and useful function
of evdudion - confirming impressions, formdisng them and potentidly
providing better understanding of the causes of poblems and their possble
solutions.

» Second, it should be recognised that some issues of importance to the
programmes are beyond the scope of a mid-term evaluation. They are
limted exercises with a range of complex and often highly specified
requirements. Some key issues for programmes may require more detailed
andyss than is possble given the time and resources avalable, as for
example, the interaction of date aids regulations and the Structura Funds.
Neverthdess, the evaduations can be ussful in a lesst identifying issues for
future discusson and perhaps later andyss.
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5.3.3 The evaluations and compar ative benchmarking

One find use tha can be made of the evauation results is to compare
performance between different programmes. Programmes can benchmark ther
performance agangt that of other programmes by comparing the results of
their evduations againg severd criteria This gpproach has severd bendfits for

programme managers.
> reative performance: it highlights where individud progranmes ae
performing reatively well or have room for improvement;

» source of good practice: it draws out a larger range of good practice from
which programmes can learn;

» common problems: it identifies common problems in the new
programming round for which joint solutions can be found; and

» foundation for future cooperation: it can form the bass of longer-term
sharing of experience between different programmes.

Benchmarking will affect dl stages of the evduation. At the gart of such an
exercise, if it is to be caried out effectively, consderation will need to be
given by the participating programmes to desgning evaudions that are
comparable. For the mid-terms, evduations ae not being explictly linked
across different regions except where a single evaudtion is covering multiple
programmes. However, a the end of an evauation, some programmes ae
planning joint conferences and seminars to discuss the results and the
implications for the separate programmes.

Exanples of inter-regiond benchmaking ae limited, but ae worth
highlighting, as they offer ways of maximisng the vaue of the evdudions
For example, the nationd evauation of the Danish Objective 2 programme is
planning for the firg time to benchmark the five digible sub-regions. At an
international  level, the outstanding example is the cooperaion planned
between Nordrhein-Westfden and the Scottish Objective 2 programmes, as
described below.
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NORDRHEIN-WESTFALEN AND SCOTLAND:
BENCHMARKING EVALUATION RESULTS

The background to cooper ating on evaluations

As an outgrowth of cooperation within the 1Q-Net consortium, Scotland and
Nordrhein-Westfalen (NRW) have been exchanging information on Structural
Fund issues. This informal cooperation was given greater impetus by
comparative research by Scottish and NRW officials on a range of economic
development issues, including: land renewa and environmenta reclamation;
sustainable development and environmental technologies; and use and
management of the Structural Funds. With the prospect of the mid-term
evaluations, it was decided to expand on the latter area. Both territories realised
they could benefit from a more structured exchange of experience in Objective
2, usng the evaluation results of the one German and the three Scottish
programmes.

Deciding how to take joint evaluation forward

Linking the two evauation exercises together had considerable appeal to both
territories. The evaluations could achieve a deeper understanding of their
respective issues through collaboration. Such cooperation would be erhanced by
the differences between the territories (eg. Scotland and NRW have different
approaches to implementing the Funds) as much by their amilarities (eg. in
terms of programme budgets).

Several models of cooperation were considered. It was suggested that both
regions could work towards a close aignment of their evaluations, even having
a common evauation with a common set of contractors. Eventually, a less
ambitious proposal was selected. Two workshops are now planned as part of the
mutual evauaion exercise for the evaluators and steering groups in al the
regions. The first will take place at the start of the evaluation process to agree
on a work programme and joint evauation methodology (scheduled for the
autumn 2002). The second will be held ayear later for the presentation and
discussion of the results.

Giving focus to cooperation by concentrating on the horizontal themes

Evauation results will be shared on a variety of topics. It is planned that a
synthesis chapter will be prepared, drawing out the man findings from
comparing the programmes. Suggestions for further thematic concentration were
made, including: community economic development; SME innovation; and
capital access for SMEs. However, it was decided that the particular focus
should be the horizontal themes of sustainable development and equa
opportunities. The evaluators in Scotland and Nordrhein-Westfalen will work
together to develop a common methodology to enable comparison between the
different programmes, drawing out the strengths and weaknesses of the
approaches taken to the horizontal themes in each programme.

Rather than being an ad hoc addition to the evauations, it has been placed
explicitly within the terms of reference for the relevant programme evaluations.
This is underlined by the fact that evauators are expected to quote costs for
undertaking cooperation with the evaluators of the other programmes.
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6. CONCLUSIONS

The mid-term evauations of the 2000-06 programmes are due to be ddivered
at the end of 2003. Over a year and a half before the deadline, these studies
were already preoccupying Structural Fund actors across the EU. This -
perhaps exceptional - preparedness is not in practice surprisng, snce, as
highlighted by this paper, there is a great deal at stake for every programme
this time The outcomes of the mid-teerm <udies have red resource
implications, feeding into the dlocation of the performance reserve fund,
which will have dear finandd - and, potentidly, prestige-related - impacts.

In addition, the evauation task has been more specifically and tightly
defined than before through the Structural Fund regulations and
additional EC guidance, such that there are drict parameters within which they
must be ddivered, and which should help to ddiver more consistent outputs.
Notably, they now have to be completed by an immovable deadline and satisfy
specific qudity thresholds which will be verified by the EC. They have dso
become more extensve in terms of the ams to be achieved.

An additiond contextud factor is that the studies do not in practice have a
gngle st of ams, but are responding to the multiple agendas of different
sakeholders, from the EC through Member State authorities to the diversity of
actors a the programme level. The implication is that they will have to be
relatively extensive, methodologically rigorous, carefully co-ordinated and
professionally managed exer cises.

This may be the round of evaduations where core parameters have most clearly
been lad out in advance. Nonetheless, as the overview of preparations so far
has demondirated, the mid-term evaluations cannot be seen as either a
routine or standardised exercise. They are not routing, in the sense that they
congtitute ‘special operations which are additional to, although closely
linked with, the ongoing functioning of the programmes. They will require
mobilisation in order to edtablish the necessary sructures and design, manage,
undertake and respond to an appropriate set of tasks.

Even though the forma requirements of evaudion have been more tightly
defined than before, the studies aso cannot be described as standard, in that
the responses to core expectations will be shaped by a range of unique
parameters. These incdlude the programme to be evauated (including not just
its policy mix but aso its magnitude); the inditutiona and governmenta
gystem in which it is implemented; the economic and policy context in which
it operates, the background, experience and approach of the individuas
involved; the avalable resources, and, reaing more specificdly to evaduation
itelf, the avaldble evduator pool; the sdected evaduators prevaling
philosophies of evduation (incduding those reinforced through previous
Structurd Fund evduation activity); the baance between the multiple ams of
evduation; and, avalable progranme data and the influence of this on
methodologica choices.

Although they have made good progress in their preparations, most
progranmes are in redity a an ealy stage in the evauaion process diill
planing the exercise and going through the formad dages to contract
evduaors and edablish dructures. At the time of drafting this paper, many

1Q-Net Thematic Paper 11(2) 70 European Policies Research Centre



Mid-term Eva uation of the 2000-06 Structural Fund Programmes

decisions about the evaluations had ill to be taken - and, of course, the
actual execution and followrup of the studies also lay ahead. To enable
contributors to the mid-term evauaion exercise to postion ther efforts, this
paper has highlighted the distinctive features and requirements of the
current studies, and reported on the preparations which have been made
so far to undertake them. The review has addressed the motivations and
contributions of actors at EC, Member State and programme levels, and drawn
out commondlities and contradts in terms of the organisationad choices which
have been made.

Among the key obsarvations from the review is that, while planning is going
wel a an outline levd, and programmes ae potentidly in an excdlent
postion to succeed in the evduation chdlenge which awaits them, it may be
that deeper consideration of some of the tasks and choices which lie ahead
- and some of the risks which might present themselves during the
exercise - could now be beneficial. Taking just one example, steering groups
have been edablished to help to improve the qudity of evaudion exercises,
but further planning now could help to optimise their contribution. Exploring
their role quickly darts to unfold a whole range of questions to be addressed,
and potentia risks which, & wordt, might impede the ability to meet mid-term

obligations:
> Wha will ther tasks actudly conss of and how exactly will they
undertake them?

» How will they compare bids from evaduators in a sysematic way to choose
the best option in terms of vaue, qudity and feasibility?

» How will they judge that the dudies findly submitted have satisfied the
relatively quditative MEANS criteria? And what will be done if the study
falsto meet expectations?

» Wha mechaniams will they in practice use to communicate progress in the
Study to the wider partnership?

> Wha will happen if there are differences of opinion on the steering group,
or if the working relationship with the chosen contractor bresks down?

Given that programmes are ill in the process of making choices, it may be
useful a this dage, rather than unpacking the detall of the choices avalladle to
programmes and the steps to be taken to ensure good management, to draw the
paper together by making sense of the rich tapestry of obligations, aspirations,
condraints and opportunities which will be shgping the design and conduct of
the mid-term evauations. To do this a set of diagrams can be used to
explore how partners will make ther evaluation choices by linking
together:

» theovedl vison of evdudion;
» the condraints and obligations which influence this vision; and
» the evduation choices which partners can make as a result.

At the heart of preparing for the mid-term evauations is a vison about what
the evauation is expected to achieve. As this paper has suggested at different
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points, there is a continuum (illugtrated in Figure 6.1) between two prominent,
co-exiding visions of evaluation: ‘reporting’ and ‘learning’.

» Where reporting is more important, the principad gods of evaduation will
be to fulfil accountability and transparency requirements and provide
information to a range of other actors (such as the Commisson). The ams
of evauation, as wdl as its outputs, become focused on externd,
regulatory requirements with few additiond ams contributed by the
programmes themsdves.

» Where learning is the main task, evauation can dlow key programme
issues to be opened up and provides opportunities for exchange and
devdopment within the programmes. By concentraing on the benefits
which programmes themsdves derive, evduation can be concerned not
just with generating results, but the ways in which those results can feed
back into programme operation and development.

The potentid tendon between these two functions has been a recurrent theme
throughout the paper. Different programmes occupy different postions on the
continuum, but wherever they are, the nature of the current framework means
that dl programmes ae pursuing both reporting and learning ams.  the
difference liesin the emphasis placed on each and the balance between them.

Figure 6.1: Visions of evaluation

LEARNING

REPORTING

- i

This baance between the reporting and learning functions of evaudion is
shaped by the different issues covered by the paper, including the overdl
context of the mid-term review, how it will be organised in different Member
States, the design and underteking of evauation, and the ways in which the
findings will be used. Moreover, a progranme's postion on this continuum
can, of course, change over time, and will at dl times be the aggregate view of
those with an influence on the process, rather than necessarily a unanimous
view. (For example, recent lively debates in Audria about the role of
Structurd Fund evduation have helped to place Audrids podtion and show
how a single State can contain avariety of different attitudes.)

The course of the mid-term review in each country will be governed by this
baance of functions Taking the continuum illusirated above and placing it a
the heart of a diagram describing how evauation choices can be made Figure
6.2 beow), the different options for meeting the chalenges and exploiting the
opportunities in evauaions become clear. At the top of the diagram, the
atitudes to evduation hed by programmes are influenced by a series of
condraints and obligations, acting on dl programmes but in a variety of ways.
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Thexe in tun will shape the way the programmes respond to the specific
evauation choices avalable to them

Figure 6.2: Factors affecting evaluation choices

CONSTRAINTS AND Regulatory obligations of CONSTRAINTS AND
OBLIGATIONS evaluation and EC guidance OBLIGATIONS

PGSBS Evaluator

G capabilities

Structural Fund
implementation REPORTING Performance
mechanisms reserve

e e———

EVALUATION CHOICES

Organisation of evaluation

Overall approach to evaluation

Context of evaluation

Style of evaluation

Scope of evaluation

Tools of evaluation

Evaluation

How do prevaling atitudes to evauaion emerge? Exploring the diagram, it
can be seen that a range of factors influence the relative importance of

reporting and learning, ether by limiting particular responses, or by
encouraging them: ie the congraints and limitations of the programme.
Theseinclude

» the regulatory context of the evauations and the role of EC guidance (see
Section 2);

> programme ‘evdudbility’ (such as the qudity and robustness of
monitoring systems and data gathering, as explained in Section 2);

» Structurd Fund implementation mechanisms (particularly whether they are
‘differentiated’ or ‘subsumed’, described in 4.4.3);

» evduator capahilities (3.5); and
> the performance reserve requirements (5.3.1).

The table bedow illusraes how these factors can influence the rddive
emphasis placed on reporting and learning functions in evauation
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Table 6.1: Factors affecting the balance between the learning and reporting
dimensions of evaluation

Reporting

L earning

EC guidance: where EC expectations of
evauation are extensive, then smply
demongtrating to the EC that all of these
have been met may become the first
priority, and consume dl available
resources.

‘Subsumed’ Structural Fund
implementation mechanisms. where
programme ddlivery islargely
‘subsumed’ into the mainstream
operations of arange of funding
agencies and government departments,
rather than being undertaken through
dedicated structures, then thereisonly a
limited mandate for learning-oriented
evauation.

The performance reserve: the
introduction of the performance reserve
mechanism may mean that greater
emphasis now has to be placed on the
reporting function of evaluations, even
in systems which might otherwise have
been positively disposed towards
learning-oriented evaluation.

Evaluability: where programme targets
are lacking or monitoring data poor or
insufficient, then it may be necessary to
substitute more robust analysis with
work to improve processes and systems
and thus increase programme
evauability.

‘Differentiated’ Structural Fund
implementation mechanisms. where
programme delivery is undertaken
through dedicated structures, then the
evaluations may provide akey
opportunity to examine the functioning
of these structures and make
improvements.

Evaluator capabilities: in some
contexts, the learning dimension of
evaluation has grown as aresult of

precedents set by evaluation studies
undertaken by enthusiastic proponents of
interactive, learning-oriented evaluation.

Findly, the evaluation choices made by programmes will be influenced by
the prevaling vison of evdudion as shaped by the condrants and
obligations under which they are undertaken. As the diagram shows, it can be
seen that there is scope to make choices about a range of different aspects of
evauation:

» the organisation of evauation as a whole as, for example, in terms of
whether a ‘one evauation, one programme gpproach is being taken, or if
multiple programmes ae being covered by a dgngle evduaion (as
consderedin 3.1);

> the overall approach taken by programmes paticulaly the didinctive
contributions of different actors to the definition of the scope and methods
of evduation (4.1);

> the context of evduaion: especidly whether the evauations are being
conducted as sdf-contained, periodic exercises or part of more responsve
continuous evduations which can span the lifetime of the programme
(4.2);

> the style with which evduation is caried out: such as whether the
evduations ae ‘expet-oriented or involve more ‘paticipative
approaches (4.3);
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> the scope and content of evauation: with respect to the mixture of ams
and objectives in the programme, the importance of thematic or cross-
cutting issues (3.1.2 and 4.4) and the balance between an anayss of
programme context, programme achievements and programnme processes
and systems (4.4) ; and, ladtly,

» thetools, techniques and methodologies used for evaluation (4.5).

Taking the more specific example of the style of evauations, a more reporting-
oriented context might favour an ‘expert-oriented evadudion, where
evauators scrutinise a programme, its activities and systems in a detached way
to deliver a report containing conclusons and recommendations.  In contrast, a
leamning-oriented context might be more likdy to favour ‘participative
evduation, where the evduators act as fadlitaors, encouraging the
engagement of programme actors in an active process of debate and reflection
throughout the evaluation process.

In concluson, more than on previous occasons, the outcome of this evauaion
will be ingrumental in influencing the dlocation of resources, the content and
form of programmes and the processes by which they are delivered. Given the
invesments that many regions have made in preparing for the evduations, the
mid-term review will be a good opportunity to judge the vaue and relevance
of the new proganmmes. This paper has drawn attention to the range of
choices avalable to programmes a every dage of the process, the
complexities of the different tasks to be undertaken, and the red opportunities
for creaive engagement and maximisng the potentia of the evduations. It
has adso highlighted tensons, which mugt be managed by programmes,
between reporting and accountability functions of evauation, which appear to
be riang in prominence, and the function of evaudion as an active leaning
tool at the programme level.
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