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1. Introduction: objectives, scope and structure of the working document

Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 laying dowmel provisions on the European
Regional Development Fund, the European Social Famdi the Cohesion Fund and
repealing Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999 strestdes role of the Commission in
providing guidance’ on future evaluations (Article 47[5]) This methodological
document should, therefore, serve as a referengerp®ember State authoritfeare
encouraged to use it flexibly, adapting the gui@atw their own specific information,
strategic and/or management needs.

EVALSED - the online and interactive resource for the @atbn of socio-economic
development (http://www.evalsed.com) - written aghalf of the Commission provides
complementary advice and good practice examplgsecedly as regards evaluation
methods and quality standards.

The document has been designed primarily for natjamegional and local authorities as
they manage Structural and Cohesion Fund assistark@07-2013, and in particular for
those organising, co-ordinating and carrying oul@ations. Managing authorities may
also want to share the document with external ewats, who should find it useful in
performing their tasks (section 5.1).

Regulation [1083/2006] identifies three types ofleation according to their timing:
before (ex ante), during, and after (ex post) tlog@mming period (Article 47[2]).

As for their function, Article 47[2] distinguishdgtween evaluations of a strategic nature
(“in order to examine the evolution of a programongroup of programmes in relation to
Community and national priorities”) and evaluati@misn operational nature (“in order to
support the monitoring of an operational programine”

This working document applies to evaluations cdrgat during the programming period
which could be either of a strategic or an operaionature The term ®n-going
evaluation"* will be used, although Regulation [1083/2006] daoes explicitly refer to
this expression. Ex ante and ex post evaluatioastla subject of separate working
documentd

In accordance with the procedure laid down iricfet103.

If not stated otherwise, all Articles in this warg document refer to the Council Regulation (EC)

No 1083/2006 of 11 July 2006 laying down generaljsions on the European Regional Development

Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesiod &nd repealing Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999.

If managing authorities or monitoring committéedose functions are considered in section 5.1jate

specifically referred to, the following terminolog/synonymously used to describe the role andites

of the Member States in general: “Member Statdglerhber State authorities”, “Member State
administration” or “decision-makers”.

* In accordance with Article 86 of the Council Riagion (EC) No 1698/2005 of 20 September 2005 on
support for rural development by the European Adtizal Fund for Rural Development (EAFRG), the
term "on-going evaluation" is used in a wider cahtind comprises mid-term and ex post evaluation.

® European Commission (2006): The New Programmaripg 2007-2013, Indicative Guidelines on

Evaluation Methods: Ex Ante Evaluation, Working Dotent No. 1.



This working document builds on Member State exge of the mid-term evaluation
and its update in the 2000-2006 period, while lgam mind the regulatory context for
2007-2018 and general rules on evaluation as referred tthénFinancial Regulatidn
(Article 27[4]) and its implementing rulgArticle 21).

The document is composed of four parts:

» The first partreviews past experience with the mid-term evatua@nd its update,
showing how the lessons learned have influencedatnale, guiding principles and
main features of the on-going evaluation in 200Z220

» The second parutlines the regulatory requirements for 2007ih8luding the roles
and responsibilities of Member States and the Casion with regard to the on-going
evaluation.

* The third partdescribes the focus of the on-going evaluation sughgests how the
evaluation process could best be planned and dabign serve the strategic and/or
operational needs of decision-makers.

* Finally, the_fourth parprovides guidance on managing the on-going evalugtrocess
and describes key principles and evaluation quatapdards.

2. Thenature of evaluation: from mid-term to on-going

The general ainof evaluating cohesion policy is to "improve theality, effectiveness
and consistency of the assistance from the Fundghenstrategy and implementation of
operational programmes with respect to the spegifiactural problems affecting the
Member States and regions concerned, while takiogoumt of the objective of
sustainable development and of the relevant Commulggislation concerning
environmental impact and strategic environments¢ssment” (Article 47[1]).

Regulation [1083/2006] provides for a shift fronsa@ncept of mid-term evaluation driven
by regulatory imperatives towards a more flexilletnand-driven approach to evaluation
during the programming periodn-going evaluation.

® Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 of 11 Jul® laying down general provisions on the European
Regional Development Fund, the European Social lumdothe Cohesion Fund and repealing Regulation
(EC) No 1260/1999.

" Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 1605/20025fJune 2002 on the Financial Regulation applicable
to the general budget of the European Communities.

8 Commission Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 2342/26023 December 2002 laying down detailed rules
for the implementation of Council Regulation (EQyr&om) No 1605/2002 on the Financial Regulation
applicable to the general budget of the Europeanr@anities.

Interim evaluation mentioned here refers to assessing and examiminguman and financial resources
allocated to a programme and the results obtaimedder to verify that they were consistent wité th
objectives set. It has to be carried out periotligalaccordance with a timetable which enables the
findings of that evaluation to be taken into acddonany decision on the renewal, modification or
suspension of the programme. While the approach-going evaluation takes account of this flexible
timetable, it provides for further flexibility aggards evaluation scope and design, adapted toahte
demands, and has to be seen in a wider contexaofipg and managing the evaluation process (sectio
2).



Past experience and the lessons learned have gaveay for laying down the proposed

approach.

Box 1: Lessonslearnt from the past experience

Evaluation of the Structural Funds carried out migiforogramme implementation is not a new concep|
was introduced - as a mid-term evaluation (MTEprthe 1994-1999 period and applied again in 20
2006.

The 2003 mid-term evaluatiohsvere organised and managed in many different walgey encountereg
widely diverse ways of thinking and concepts whadpended very much on institutional traditions
different Member States. Although some solutionsaweore effective than others, the general treadsal
an improved quality of evaluation reports (maimyrélation to the analysis of the process-relaggbets of
implementation) as well as increased involvementesponsible authorities. This exercise demonstr
growing evaluation capacities and knowledge amomgnldler State administrations and marked a fur
step in partnership with the Commission. Neverttglsome weaknesses were identified:
» The rigid deadline, leading to evaluations haviegtblaunched too early in many cases (nhotably w
operational programmes started late), and creatswge in demand in the evaluation market;
» The requirements beirtgo broad, covering all operational programmes\artbus/complex evaluatiof
guestions, ranging from strategy, to effectivenass, to implementation issues.

Consequently, some evaluations were lacking anepthd analysis of important evaluation questio
especially as regards the results achieved, and imsufficiently adapted to address the specifterimal
demands of the Member State administrations.

The main lesson drawn from the experience of theEMias a need for shift towards a more flexil
approach, driven by the operational and/or strategeds of decision-makers.

This approach was tested out - to a certain extehtring the MTE update exercise in 2005. Whildding

on the work of the MTE, the update allowed Membiaités to narrow the evaluation scope and to foou
areas which were not sufficiently examined in thEBV{especially in relation to the results achieyeather
than to deal again with all the components requingdhe 2003 exercise. In line with the Commissio
commitment to subsidiarity and proportionality, minm core content was specified in this respecth v
managing authorities identifying additional evaloatneeds they wished to have addressed in theteuf
and which could add value to better delivery ofragienal programmes.
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Some Member States decided — on a voluntary basisraparallel with the update exercise — to laupch

issue-specific evaluations focussing on stratediemies such as, for example, innovation or
environment.

Despite the fact that there was no requirementttiernew Member States to undertake a MTE of
Structural Fund assistance during the 2004-200®gethe majority of them decided to participatéivady
in this exercise. The underlying idea was to dgvekvaluation capacity and knowledge with
administrations as well as to identify examplegi@bd practice in managing evaluation in accordavitie
the internal demand, e.g. by establishing evaloatlans.

In general, evaluations undertaken in the EU25nduthe 2004-2006 period provided some import
information on how to further increase the addellie’af cohesion policy and improve its operatiam.
particular, the analysis of the results achievetashas significantly contributed to future progwaing.

On the basis of the above lessons learnt and d@sadeveloped in 2000-2006, as well as taking aecof
the existing and forthcoming challenges, the apghhda evaluation carried out during the programm
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period has been appropriately modified within t882-2013 regulatory framewdfk

°® European Commission, (2004): The Mid Term Evadueof Structural Fund Interventions: Summary
Report of the Activities in the Member States.

19 Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 of 11 Julp@Qaying down general provisions on the European
Regional Development Fund, the European Social lumdothe Cohesion Fund and repealing Regulation

(EC) No 1260/1999.



On-going evaluation is a_processaking the form of a series of evaluation exesidts
main purpose is to follow on a continuous basisithelementation and delivery of an
operational programme and changes in its externalrament, in order to better
understand and analyse outputs and results achewvedrogress towards longer-term
impacts, as well as to recommend, if necessaryedehactions.

The proposed approach emphasises the need fogstrbnks between monitoring and
evaluatiori’ on the one hand, and on the other, between thesénterlinked exercises
and decision-making (sections 3 and 4).

Regular monitoring should provide some of procgsfational information (mainly on

outputs and results achieved, financial absorpaiod on the quality of implementation
mechanisms) that allows for evaluation to be umdtern, for example, when actual or
potential difficulties arise.

However, information on certain strategic aspestgh as socio-economic impact or
changes in Community, national or regional priesgti affecting an operational
programme, cannot be provided by the monitoringesgsand would require a regular
follow-up by evaluationIn this case, monitoring data could solely seagea source of
initial/additional information to be further prosesl and used for analysis and reporting
on strategic aspects dealt with by evaluation.

In the light of the above, evaluation will be untd&en and designed in accordance with
internal demands in the Member States. So, actuglotential difficulties (or other
information) as revealed by the monitoring sysferould invoke evaluation, or
evaluation could be undertaken when it would ensegeilar review of socio-economic
impact and other strategic aspects.

In this respect, Member States need to be pro&abin the one hand, in ensuring strong
links between monitoring and evaluation and, on tb#her, in defining the
periodicity/regularity of these exercises in order to guarantee contimdedsery of
information and analysis to be used for managermergoses. Establishment and further
development of evaluation plamsstrongly recommended in this respect (seesedti2,
annex 1).

A key challenge for the Member States and the Casion is to promote the overall
approach to on-going evaluation in the 2007-20X8dealescribed above, and to ensure
that it is consistently applied across the Stradtand Cohesion Funds.

Y For further information please refer to the follog/publication: European Commission, (2006): The
New Programming Period 2007-2013, Indicative Guided on Evaluation Methods: Monitoring and
Evaluation Indicators, Working Document No. 2.

12\t decided by a Member State, monitoring systemnsghe Structural and Cohesion Funds can contribute
to monitoring of the environmental effects in tlemse of Article 10 of the Directive 2001/42/EC loé t
European Parliament and of the Council of 27 JW# 2n the assessment of the effects of certairspla
and programmes on the environment.



Box 2: Member States are not limited to evaluations widehl with an operational programme only. |In
fact, they are also encouraged to undertake evwahsaby themes/priority axes/groups of actions/majo
projects or by policy fields (for ESF interventiprecross operational programmes, or within a sqmecif
operational programme, as well as of their NatioB#lategic Reference Frameworks (NSRFs),| as
appropriate. This helps avoid duplication of effamabling, for example, a single evaluation ofaapect
which occurs in several operational programmesh®uvaluations should be undertaken in situationsrevih
they can generate added value to management 8tithetural and Cohesion Fund assistance and/oiosupp
the coherence and/or relevance of the strategimsteds.

3. Responsibilitiesfor the on-going evaluation

In accordance with therinciples of subsidiarity and proportionality (Article 13),
Member States bear the responsibility for monirioperational programmes, for
carrying out on-going evaluations, and for takirggrective measures when problems
arise.

The Commission may also carry out on-going evabuation its own initiative, in
partnership with the Member States. However, ie vith the above principles, it will
only conduct such evaluations where necessarypandiere they are more effective than
evaluations undertaken by the Member States (&ategic evaluations having an EU-
wide dimension).

3.1 Member State responsibilities

Box 3: Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 of 11 July 2006 laying down general provisions on the
European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund and repealing
Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999

"Article 48

Responsibility of Member States

3. During the programming period, Member States sltaliry out evaluations linked to f
monitoring of operational programmes in particuhdtere that monitoring reveab significan
departure from the goals initially set or wheregmsals are made for the revision of operati
programmes, as referred to in Article. 3he results shall be sent to the monitoring cotemifol
the operational programme and to the Commission.”

"Article 33
Revision of operational programmes

1. At the initiative of the Member State or the Consios in agreement with the Member S
concerned, operational programmes may bexesnined and, if necessary, the remainder ¢
programme revised, in one or more of the followdages:

a) following significant socio-economic changes;

b) in order to take greater or different accountr@jor changes in Communityational o
regional priorities;

c) in the light of the evaluation referred to intidle 48(3); or

d) following implementation difficulties. "

13When an operational programme or operational jarogres are mentioned, the reference should be made
to this remark.



While Regulation [1083/2006] provides for flexiblrangements with regard to the
thematic scope, design, and timing of the on-gewajuation, there are two specific cases
in which Member States shall carry it out (Artidig[3]):

a) where the monitoring systems reveal a significagpaditure from the goals
initially set

Financial and physical data provided by the momtpsystems are crucial for examining
whether and to what extent an operational programsmet meeting (or running the risk
of not meeting) its objectives, e.g. expressedhinform of outputs and result indicatdrs
(section 2).

Given the specific features of operational prograsmparticularly the scale of the
operational programme in question, a range of 102086 measuring the departure from
the goals initially set could be provided as thgger for undertaking an evaluation. The
goal of this “early warning mechanism” would beidentify the problem and its causes,
and to facilitate the necessary corrections todgperational programme. It is, therefore,
essential that such evaluations be timely.

The process of extracting information from the nbamng system and using it for this
type of evaluation could be linked, as appropritdehe preparation of annual reports on
implementation of operational programmes as refeiwan Article 67.

b) when operational programme revisions are proposed

Article 48[3] provides for an explicit link betweeavaluation and the revision of
operational programmes (as referred to in Artidg 3

There may be different reasons to re-examine d@ndegessary, to revise operational
programmes (Article 33[1]), including significantogo-economic changes in the
programme environment, major changes in Communidyional or regional priorities,
implementation difficulties, or where the monitagiof operational programmes reveals a
significant departure from the goals initially skt.these four cases, the revision of an
operational programme should be preceded by aruavah. It is suggested that the
proposal for the revision of an operational progremstems, as appropriate, from a
regular monitoring process and/or a regular on-g@mwaluation exercise where specific
modifications might be recommended (see secticsi23.1 a).

The Commission suggests delivering evaluation exdeonly where proposals for
revision of operational programmes relate to mef@nges, which could be:

» financial (for example, reallocation of money between dédfdr priority axes, for
which the Commission’s approval is required);

14 satisfactory progress in achieving the expectepuis and results does not necessarily lead tsatiain
of the planned impact. Evaluation is needed to omeaand analyse this (section 2).



» content-related (for example, revision of objectives at the opersl programme or
priority axis level);

* or implementation-related (for example, establishment of new implementation
processes or major re-structuring of existing anes)

For small or technical revisions, it is not necegs$a provide evaluation evidence.

Besides the two cases laid down in Article 48[3] where evaluation is specifically
required by Regulation [1083/2006], the Commission encourages Member States to
carry out evaluations which, according to their scope, design and time-frame, meet
other strategic and operational needs of decison-makers. They could be defined by
the Member Statesin their evaluation plans (section 4.2, annex 1).

3.2 Commission responsibilities

Box 4: Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 of 11 July 2006 laying down general provisions on the
European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund and repealing
Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999

"Article 49

Responsibility of the Commission
1. The Commission may carry out strategic evalunatio

2. The Commission may carry out, at its initiatared in partnership with the Member State
concerned, evaluations linked to the monitoringpérational programmes where the
monitoring of programmes reveals a significant depa from the goals initially set. The
results shall be sent to the monitoring committeettie operational programme."

The Commission may Iinitiate the evaluation of dartgperational programmes (or parts
of them, e.g. priority axes or major projects), white monitoring system reveals a
significant departure from the goals initially s€his exercise will be carried out in time
for the results to inform any adjustments to theraponal programme which may be
required. Moreover, the Commission will work in pership with the Member State
concerned to ensure exchange of information (inotuthe monitoring data) and proper
consideration of recommendations.

In addition, the Commission may carry out on itsnowitiative strategic evaluations of
certain operational programmes (or parts of theradional strategies or strategic themes
which have, for example, a particular importancetha context of implementing the
Lisbon and Sustainable Development Strategies. fdseilts may be used by the
Commission for strategic reporting as referrechtéiticle 30.

The Commission — besides the responsibility forytag out its own evaluations - has a
role to play in providing guidance on evaluationtinogls, techniques and data analysis
(section 1). Moreover, it will continue to suppadpacity-building and exchange of
experience between Member States in designing aadagng their monitoring and
evaluations systems, both at strategy and opesdtpyogramme levels.



4. Planning the on-going evaluation process
4.1 Focus of the on-going evaluation

The rationale and focus of on-going evaluationsegatlepending on the specific needs of
the Member States and the Commission. Two mainufgz®f needs" can be identifféd

(i) strategic needs, which will produce more_policy-oriented evaluaigo and (i)
operational needs, generating more performance-related evaluatfons

Box 5: Depending on the specific needs of decision-makieesCommission suggests referring to and/o
focusing on one or more of the following key evéilom issue¥”:

— Therelevance of the Structural and Cohesion Fund assistanceshndovers analysis of the objectives|of
a strategy or an operational programme and theiqaaty in relation to changes in the social, econam
and environmental context during the programmingople It addresses issues such as concentratign on
the most important needs, on some segments ofiadtiolicies or on elements of innovation, compared
to policies implemented at the national and/oraegi levels.

— The consistency of the Structural and Cohesion Fund assistancachwhims at analysing the
relationships and complementarities between thieréifit priority axes and their contribution to the
objectives of an operational programme. The colwren the assistance and its synergies with Member
States' and/or regions' policies, as well as witleoCommunity policies, could also be assessed.

— The effectiveness of the Structural and Cohesion Fund assistancechwinvolves the analysis of
outputs, results and impacts and the assessmémintompliance with the expected objectives itheor
to understand why there are or may be varying @ésgod success in this respect. Particular attention
should be placed on the variables explaining thectf of interventions and/or deviations from the
objectives, including the analysis of processesianmdementation mechanisms.

— The efficiency of the Structural and Cohesion Fund assistanceghwtompares processes and effgcts
with respect to the means and resources mobilisgghrticular, the costs of the assistance in igatio
its effectiveness. These analyses can be carriebyoaomparing the costs of operational programmes
observed with the costs of other similar intervemsi and by focusing on areas of implementation
difficulty that indicate scope for efficiency imprements.

Policy-related evaluations (strategic needs)

A priority of the new approach to evaluation in th@07-2013 period is to assess the
contribution of cohesion policy to the achievemehthe Lisbon goals and to make that
contribution more visible.

In this context, the on-going evaluation may asséssexample, the macro-economic
impact of the Structural and Cohesion Fund assistamd the continuing relevance and
consistencf of strategies at the national and programme leeslsvell as propose their
adjustments in line with changes in the socio-eounoenvironment or/and in
Community, national and/or regional priorities.

15 please refer to Article 47[2] and section 1 whielscribe the nature of the on-going evaluation.

' Depending on the scope and design, an evaluajmrircan serve both strategic and operationalsmeed

" For more information please refer to the followipyblication: European Commission, (2006):
EVALSED: the online and interactive resource foe thvaluation of socio-economic development
(published on the Internet atww.evalsed.com).

18 For more information please refer to box 5 antheofollowing publication: European Commission,
(2006): EVALSED: the online and interactive res@ufor the evaluation of socio-economic development
(published on the Internet at: www.evalsed.com).

10



It may also focus on specific themes which areti@tsgic importance for an operational
programme (e.g. innovation, the information soGi&ylE development) or on horizontal
priorities (equal opportunities, environment). Itgeation of good practice examples
should provide support to improving the strategiculs of operational programmes.

The results of the policy-related evaluations coptdvide recommendations for the
revision of an operational programme (section &4)well as contribute to strategic
reporting requirements, as referred to in Artid8sand 30.

Performance-related evaluations (operational needs)

In addition to the strategic needs discussed altveemanaging authorities will have to
measure, assess and analyse the effectivenes§fiaimhey of the assistante

This type of evaluation should ainmter alia, at reviewing the quality and relevance of
the quantified objectives, analysing data on fim@nend physical progress and providing
recommendations on how to increase the performahea operational programme, e.g.
as regards the achievement of the targets.

When focusing on efficiency, the evaluation mayoatsfer to the different ways of
reaching the same socio-economic objectives andewdnly the same impact. Such
broader considerations of efficiency should prityatie dealt with in the ex ante
evaluation. Nevertheless, they could be furtherettged in the on-going evaluation,
especially where proposals are made for the revigib an operational programme
(section 3.1).

In this context, i.e. when examining the socio-esnit impact, both in terms of
effectiveness and efficiency, evaluations will hawaore strategic dimension.

The performance-related evaluations should alsoohented towards assessing the
functioning of the administrative structure andlgyaf the implementation mechanisms,
which have a significant impact on the absorptiapacity and overall performance of an
operational programme.

Finally, such evaluations require that the indicaamd monitoring systems are well
designed to be able to provide relevant quantidfiath. The interface between monitoring
and evaluation should be planned in advance torershigh quality of information and

analysis to influence management decisions (secficand 3.1).

4.2 Evaluation plans

As has been said already, the evaluation carridddatng the programming period
should serve — as far as possible - the needs cbide-makers in implementing

9 For more information please refer to Box 5 anth®following publication: European Commission,
(2006): EVALSED: the online and interactive res@ufor the evaluation of socio-economic development
(published on the Internet at: www.evalsed.com).

11



Structural and Cohesion Fund assistance. In tget, planning is crucial to ensure that
this overall objective is met during programme ieméntation.

Box 6: Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 of 11 July 2006 laying down general provisions on the
European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund and repealing
Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999

"Article 48

Responsibility of Member States

1. The Member States shall provide the resourcesssary for carrying out evaluatiomsganise th
production and gathering of the necessary datauaadhe various typesf information provide
by the monitoring system.

They may also draw up, where appropriate, undeCihvevergencebjective, in accordance w
the principle of proportionality set out in Article3, an evaluation plan presentitige indicativi
evaluation activities which the Member State intemal carry out in the differérphases of tt
implementation.”

The main purpose of establishing an evaluation aiw provide an overall framework
for the on-going evaluation and ensure that it flectively used as an integrated
management tool during the implementation phase.

To this end, an evaluation plan defines the linksMeen monitoring and evaluation as
well as the overall periodicity/regularity of thesgo exercises (also in the context of
fulfilling the regulatory requirements, as refertedn Article 48[3] - sections 2 and 3.1).
In order to best meet internal demands, it leahes Mlember States a great deal of
flexibility to identify areas where evaluatidfisnight be necessary, as well as to decide on
their thematic scope and time-frame. In additi@me Member States might find it useful
to include in their plan other elements such asuatimn capacity-building (e.g. a training
programme), the budget for evaluation activitied #re deployment of human resources
necessary to ensure proper management of the \phugess.

Against this background, the Commission calls fdoravard-looking approach: drawing
up evaluation plans in parallel with the prepamatod national strategies and operational
programmes.

It is suggested that evaluation plans cover thelevhmgramming period. However, they
may also include annual sections, updated anda@\ascording to the needs of decision-
makers and/or where specific evaluations are requinder Article 48[3].

The establishment of an evaluation plan is reconteémot only under the Convergence
objective (as referred to in Article 48[1]) but@lsnder the Regional competitiveness and
employment objective and the European territorialoperation objective, taking into
account the proportionality principle (Article 13).

The evaluation plan is intended to be drawn up agteed by the Member State
authorities in charge of specific operational pemgmes, or those in charge of the NSRF,
as appropriate. The Commission suggests that gi@lyalans be developed:

2 Certain evaluations may be included on an ad laséshin accordance with the emerging requirements
(e.g. some of the evaluations referred to in Aeti¢8[3] - section 3.1).

12



 at the national levefor evaluation activities covering the whole &gy or carried out
across the operational programmes, by themes aritgraxes;

and, as appropriate (in accordance with the prapulity principle as set out in Article
13)

» at the programme levietovering all or selected activities of an openadil programme.

Box 7: The Commission recommendstablishing steering groups for evaluation plans, drawn up at the
national level or covering major operational pragnaes. Such groups should consist of varipus
stakeholders (e.g. representatives of civil socigtinistries and other administrative bodies) atal/ @n
advisory role (for example, by helping develop ewasibn plans or reviewing them regularly). Thiserol
could also be played by inter-ministerial or intxpartmental evaluation networks existing withie th
Structural and Cohesion Fund administrations invileenber States.

A suggested outline of an evaluation plan is pressem Annex |.
5. Managing the on-going evaluation process
5.1 Management roles

The managing authorities in each Member State should play a leading roledn
ordinating the on-going evaluation process, i.&idie in consultation with the steering
group (box 7), on the structure and content ofeteuation plaft (section 4.2 and annex
1) and ensure the existence of an administratiamémwork for its implementation. In
particular, they should ensure that the monitodata on financial and physical indicators
is collected and available (sections 2, 3.1 angl 4hty should guarantee that evaluation
aims are respected and its quality standards obdgtivey should provide resources from
the technical assistance budget necessary foriegrout evaluations; and they should
submit evaluation results to the monitoring comesitand the Commission.

In undertaking their evaluation tasks, the managmghorities should use, where
appropriate, external expertise through evaluation contracts or their own internal
evaluation capacity (e.g. evaluation uffits

External expertise can be contracted in differemgsyv Two of the possible scenarios are:

» The managing authorities may decide to establistamework contract for carrying
out on-going monitoring and evaluation of an operatl programme by independent
evaluators, covering the entire programming pewodts major part. However, the
framework contract should not be a substitute lier tsks and responsibilities of the
managing authorities in implementing the operatigpnagrammes.

2L With regard to the European territorial co-openatbbjective, it is recommended that the monitoring
committee draws up and agrees on the evaluation pla
22|t is suggested that in carrying out evaluatidhsy act independently from the managing authority.
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* On the other hand, they may stipulategle contracts for specific evaluations to be
carried out in accordance with the regulatory regqaents (section 3.1), and/or the
evaluation plan (section 4.2, annex 1), or whend#econ an ad hoc basis to meet
specific internal demand.

Past experiences have demonstrated the importdndeveloping evaluation capacities

within managing authorities. Respect for the ppieiof evaluation independence can be
better ensured if the use of third parties to camuy evaluations is complemented by
strong internal capacities to plan and steer tlauetion process, as well as the ability to
analyse and use the evaluation results in currahfweture operational programmes.

Box 8: To support the evaluation process, the Commissonmmends establishirgjeering groups in

charge of actual evaluations®. Their role would be largely technical and coutddefined as “guiding th
evaluation process”. Such a steering group shoeldédsponsible, for example, for initiating a spiec
evaluation in accordance with the evaluation plandeveloping the terms of reference, for idemtifyand
managing any risks associated with the evaluationgss, and for providing relevant information dviae
which may by used by the evaluators. The membetiseo$teering group should include all stakeholdérs
the operational programme being evaluated, sucHoasgxample, the representatives of the managing
authority (including the evaluation unit, which y$aa co-ordinating role here), other ministriesoiwed,
regional/local authorities, and civil society.

D

=N

The monitoring committees should be actively involved in analysis of the lea#ion
results and recommendations, as well as using tbfectively as a contribution to
decision-making.

5.2 Key principles

As laid down in Regulation [1083/2006], there amerfmain principles that govern on-
going evaluation:

Proportionality

This principle (Article 13) should be reflectedr example, in the evaluation plan, by the
number and scope of evaluations proposed duringrgnome implementation. These
should always be in proportion to the scale anduees of an operational programme or
"potential risk areas" associated with its impletagan.

Independence

In order to ensure the credibility of the resudtgaluations shall be carried out by experts
or bodies (internal or external) that are functlpnandependent of the certifying and
audit authorities (Article 47[3]).

The Commission suggests that their activities shaigdo be independent from managing
authorities.

3 |t should be noted that these groups are diffexadfor additional to steering groups for evaluaptans
(box 7).
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The interactive nature of the evaluation procesgsiires evaluators to work closely with
the Member State authorities in charge of planrang/or managing strategies and/or
operational programmes. However, it is important fevaluators to retain their
independence throughout the process, giving expégements on different elements of
the strategy or the operational programme. Moreaber responsible authorities should
respect the fact that the evaluator's role is coosve criticism, with a view to improving
the quality of the assistance.

Partnership

Partnership is essential for planning, designind earrying out evaluation. It relies on
consultation and participation of stakeholders pravides a basis for learning, openness,
and transparency during the whole process.

Consultation with a wide range of stakeholders eepnting, for example, civil society
and regional and local authorities should form parthe methodology of evaluation
reports. These stakeholders often have valuabighitss on which the evaluators should
draw, especially in assessing the relevance anlityqjo&the strategy or the performance
of operational programmes.

In this context, regular communication and inforimat exchange should also be
maintained between the Commission and the Memiad¢e Suthorities.

Transparency

It is good practice to publish evaluation reporisthe interests of transparency, and in
order to stimulate public debate on evaluationifigd. The easiest way to do this is to
place the entire evaluation report on the webditae NSRF, the operational programme,
or the managing authority.

5.3 Quality standards

The Commission invites the competent Member Statleosities to ensure the quality of
on-going evaluation. As already mentioned, EVALSEDRhe online and interactive
resource for the evaluation of socio-economic dgwalent (www.evalsed.com -
provides quality standards for both the evaluatieports and the evaluation process,
which may be useful.

While the quality standards for the evaluation répdocus on the quality of the final
product, the quality standards for the processigeoa useful checklist of good practice
examples for Member State authorities managinganeggevaluation. Their use can help
build evaluation capacity within administrationsargcularly in those with limited
experience of managing evaluations.

The quality standards are set out in Annex II.
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ANNEX 1.  Suggested outline of an evaluation plan

The evaluation plan may consist of two main parts:
|. Co-ordination

Evaluation plans should propose and explain theativeo-ordination arrangements of the
on-going evaluation process, such as, for exantpée)inks with the monitoring system
(sections 2, 3.1 and 4.1), the establishment ahatuation plan steering group, division
of human resources tasks as well as a mechanisengdossible revision of the evaluation
plan. Some Member States may wish to include atkialuation-related activities which
also need to be planned in advance, such as tgamiogrammes for evaluation co-
ordinators and/or evaluators.

For plans developed at the national level, the ipteséinks and complementarities with
the operational programme-related evaluation pkhmild be demonstrated. Evaluation
plans drawn up at the operational programme legaldcbe included as annexes to the
national evaluation plan.

I. Specific evaluation activities

This part could cover the following items:

1. Indicative list of evaluations to be carried outidg the programming period (titles);

2. Scope of each evaluation exercise, for example:
» policy- or performance-oriented evaluation;
» covering an operational programme, a group of ameral programmes, specific
themes, etc.;

» covering “potential risk areas” identified on thasis of past experience in specific
intervention fields;
3. Main evaluation questions to be considered,;

4. Potential use of each evaluation (publication avallability of evaluation reports,
presentation and distribution of results, monitgrine use of recommendations);

5. Indicative timetable;
6. External or internal evaluation;
7. Financial resources planned for each evaluation;

8. Management structure (including an evaluation stgegroup, and consultation of:
civil society, regional and local partners, etc.).
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ANNEX 2.  Quality standards®

Quiality of the Evaluation Report

Quiality of the Evaluation Process

M eeting Needs. The evaluation report adequately addres
the information needs and corresponds to the tefmeference.

ses Coherent objectives. The strategy or the operation
programme(s) objectives were coherent and cleaugindo
facilitate evaluation.

Relevant scope: The rationale, outputs, results, impag
interactions with other policies, and unexpectei@at$é have bee
carefully studied (depending on the evaluation scapd specifio
evaluation questions).

ts, Adequate terms of reference: The terms of
nreference were weltlrawn up, proved useful, and did n
need to be revised.

Open process: The interested parties (e.g. the stakehold
have been involved in the design of the evaluatiow in the
discussion on the results, in order to take intoaat their different
points of view.

ers) Tender selection: This was well-conducted and tf
chosen tenderer was able to undertake the evatu#tioa

good standard

Defensible design: The design of the evaluation w
appropriate and adequate for obtaining the resaézied to answe
the main evaluation questions.

as Effective dialogue and feedback: An inclusive
rforum and process was created that provided feédhad
dialogue opportunities with decision-makers and agens, sq

improving the quality of the evaluation

Reliable data: The primary and secondary data collecteg
selected are suitable and reliable in terms of #agdected use.

| or Adequate information: Required monitoring an
data systems existed and were made available/veerssed
by administrations and partners.

Sound analysis: Quantitative and qualitative data we
analysed in accordance with established conventiang in ways
appropriate to answer the evaluation questionscty:

re Good management: The evaluation team was we
managed and supported.

Credible results: The results are logical and justified
the analysis of data and by suitable interpretateomd hypotheses.

DYy Effective dissemination to decision-makers: The
evaluation reports/evaluation results were dissatath to
steering group members, programme managers, aret
decision makers, who responded appropriately withely
feedback/comments.

Impartial conclusions. The conclusions are justified and

unbiased.

Effective dissemination to stakeholders: The
evaluation reports/evaluation results were  suitd
disseminated to all stakeholders and where targetedays
that supported the learning of lessons.

Clear report: The report describes the context and goa
well as the organisation and results of the styateghe operationa|
programme(s) in such a way that the informationvigied is easily,
understood. A comprehensive executive summary énafrihe main
working languages of the Commission promotes digsaion of
evaluation results and exchange of good practicevdsn the
Member States.

, as
[

Useful recommendations. The  report
recommendations that are useful to decision-makeursd
stakeholders and are detailed enough to be impleaien

provides

D

ot

ne

o

oth

bly

4 Quality standards are in line with the Communimafior the Commission from the President and Mrs
Schreyer, C (2002) 5267/1 of 23 December 2002, Usimn Standards and Good Practice.
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ANNEX 3. List of background documents

Council Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999 of 21 June9R§ing down general provisions
on the Structural Funds

Directive 2001/42/EC of the European Parliament ainthe Council of 27 June 2001 on
the assessment of the effects of certain plangpeygtammes on the environment

Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 1605/2002 of BRfe 2002 on the Financial
Regulation applicable to the general budget oBhmpean Communities

Commission Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 2342/20023December 2002 laying down
detailed rules for the implementation of CouncipgRlation (EC, Euratom) No 1605/2002
on the Financial Regulation applicable to the gandiudget of the European
Communities

Communication for the Commission from the Presidand Mrs Schreyer, C (2002)
5267/1 of 23 December 2002, Evaluation Standardszood Practice

Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 of 20 SeptemP@05 on support for rural
development by the European Agricultural Fund faraR Development (EAFRG)

Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 of 11 July 08ying down general provisions
on the European Regional Development Fund, the geamo Social Fund and the
Cohesion Fund and repealing Regulation (EC) No [1Z8®

European Commission, (2006): The New Programmingo®e2007-2013, Indicative
Guidelines on Evaluation Methods, Ex Ante Evaluatid/orking Document No. 1

European Commission, (2006): The New Programmingo&e2007-2013, Indicative
Guidelines on Evaluation Methods, Monitoring andalation Indicators, Working
Document No. 2

European Commission, (2004): The 2000-2006 ProgiamrReriod, Methodological
Working Papers: Working Paper No. 9: The Updatethef Mid Term Evaluation of
Structural Fund Interventions

European Commission, (2004): The 2000-2006 ProgriamrReriod, Methodological
Working Papers: Working Paper No. 8: The Mid Terwaldation of Structural Fund
Interventions

European Commission, (2004): The Mid Term Evaluatiof Structural Fund
Interventions: Summary Report of the Activitieslve Member States

European Commission, (2006): EVALSED: the onlinel amteractive resource for the

evaluation of socio-economic development (publishesh the Internet at:
www.evalsed.com)
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