tHE scope and method for conducting evaluations joint for tHE implementation by operational programme managing Authorities

In compliance with the document entitled The Evaluation Plan of the NDP for 2004-2006 considered by the National Development Plan Monitoring Committee on the 7th December 2004 two major themes for on-going evaluations were foreseen to be executed by all programme's managing authorities within the particular operational programmes in the period of January - August 2005.

These evaluations are as follows:

· the analysis of functioning of the implementation system of a (given) operational programme (implementing institutions level)

· the analysis of the progress and efficiency in implementing activities within the operational programme and their probable impact on the social and economic situation.

The attempt to uniform the scope and deadlines for the implementation of the above-mentioned evaluations undertaken by the National Evaluation Unit in The Evaluation Plan (described in details below) follows the necessity to make the synthesis of research data from the fields common for all the operational programmes and to use them for The Report on the on-going evaluation of NDP/CSF. This will constitute the fulfilment of the European Commission's requirements, according to which this rapport after being considered by the NDP Monitoring Committee should be submitted to the European Commission no later than 31st December 2005. Simultaneously, the EC emphasised that it did not expect complete analyses of product indicators and results from New Member States by the end of the year 2005, being conscious of the fact that some programmes "get moving" slowly, thus the progress in their implementation will be only visible in the year 2006. Poland joins the works on this evaluation by commissioning the research of the implementation system functioning (atn the NDP/CSF and all OP levels) and the analyses of programmes implementation progress. The results of the completed evaluations (latest in October 2005) of the operational programmes will be gathered by the National Evaluation Unit in the collective report and submitted by the end of 2005 to the EC. The conclusions from the on-going evaluations lasting till the end of this year, will be gathered by the NEU next year. Then - i.e. at the end of the first quarter of the year 2006 - a comprehensive report will be prepared on the NDP/CSD level and it will be submitted to the EC as the supplementary evidence.

The conducting of the above-mentioned evaluations is the responsibility of institutions managing the operational programmes (including the OP evaluation teams), i.e. the SOP Managing Authorities: HRD, ICE, Transport, Fisheries, Agriculture and Integrated Regional Operational Programme
. However the major tasks of the Steering Group for the NDP/CSF Evaluation (later called the Steering Group) is the support of the whole evaluation process by the coordination of the scope and timetable form implementing 'sectoral' evaluations as the contribution to the evaluations carried out on the NDP/CSF level. In connection to that, during the meetings of the Steering Group:

· the representatives of the operational programmes managing authorities will inform on a regular basis about the progress of conducted evaluations (reports)

· the methodology for carried out research will be discussed (at the stage of inception report formulation)

· the results of conducted evaluations will be discussed (mid-term and final reports), including proposals for recommendations.

The key objective of carrying out these two on-going evaluations is the assistance for the operational programmes managing authorities in the improvement of the coordination and cohesion among the respective stages of the programme implementation by defining the most efficient structures, the best practice as well as the necessary changes and procedural (including legislative solutions) and organisational improvements of the current system. Furthermore these evaluations should contribute to raising the liquidity of information flows and the communication quality between the partners involved in the programmes' implementation. In addition, the evaluation results should be used - beside The Update of the Mid-Term Evaluation, the scope of which has been presented in the EC Working Paper No 9 link - also for the needs of the ex-ante evaluation of the operational programmes for the years 2007-2013, as well as the ex-post evaluation of the operational programmes (2004-2006).

To make these commissioned evaluations useful for the current activities of the institutions involved in managing the programmes, when designing the detailed schedules for their implementation the Monitoring Committees' meeting dates must be taken into account owing to the functions of these Committees in the evaluation process, i.e. discussing and approving recommendations based on the evaluations completed, and then monitoring their implementation done by the institutions to whom these recommendations relate.

In case the Managing Authorities commission the above-mentioned evaluation to the external independent evaluators not within two separate contracts but within one order, it is recommended to plan the schedule so the works are divided into two phases (the operation of programme implementation system and the analysis of achieved indicators (input and output) values with regard to the achievement of the programme objectives), and after the first phase the mid-term report on this phase should be prepared and discussed during the Steering Group meeting.

Evaluation:

The Analysis of functioning of the operational programme implementing system (Implementing Authorities level)
Recommended scope of the analysis

The assessment of the cohesion of programme implementing system functioning, that includes the particular authorities works efficiency, their effectiveness in task fulfilment, including the quality of the information flow between the authorities engaged in the programme implementation, should constitute the object of the analysis. Additionally, the coordination of conducted operations within the existing institutional system: the managing authority - the implementing authority/beneficiary (double role), including the division of competences and tasks (identifying the competence and task duplication phenomenon) should be analysed.

Primary research questions

	
	Issues to be analysed
	Evaluation questions

	1.
	The Programme implementation system from the point of view of involved authorities/institutions

	1.1
	Effectiveness and efficiency analysis of the fulfilment of tasks ascribed to the Managing and Implementing Authorities
	Do the authorities fulfil their tasks efficiently? If not, what are the difficulties/obstacles that occur during fulfilling the tasks by these authorities and what do they result from?

	1.2
	Assessment of the qualification level possessed by the employees involved in the programmes implementation
	Are the qualities possessed by the employees involved in the programmes implementation sufficient to fulfil properly their tasks? if not, what type of skills/knowledge do they lack (with regard to which group of employees)?

	1.3
	Assessment of the effectiveness and quality of actions taken by the Authorities (managing and implementing) that are to support the Programmes beneficiaries
	What actions are taken? Are the actions taken by the Authorities (both managing and implementing) suitable for the beneficiaries' needs? Do they support 

the preparation and the implementation of the projects co-financed within the frameworks of the Programme?

If not or if these actions are insufficient, what additional measures should be taken (by what institution and with regard to which beneficiaries group)?



	1.4
	Analysis of work methods in selected institutions and the range of obligations connected with the programme implementation, in comparison to the situation before the programme implementation (e.g. in pre-accession programmes).
	Have the work methods and the range of obligations (WHOSE) in particular institutions changed with regard to the SF implementation in Poland? If yes, what are the changes and what are they characterized by? (are those changes positive or negative?)



	2.
	Analysis of the operation of the institutions involved in the programme implementation, including the choice of projects

	2.1
	Assessments of the effectiveness of the Steering Committees activity (including Project Evaluation Commission/Experts' Panels) and the Programme Monitoring Committee


	In what way do the Steering Committees (Project Evaluation Commission/Experts' Panels) and  the Monitoring Committee fulfil their tasks within the programme implementing system? Do they appropriately realize their functions in compliance with the accepted procedures? If not, what tasks are not fulfilled? Have there been delays or competence problems, if yes, what are they and what do they result from?

	2.2
	Analysis of experiences of the implementing institutions/beneficiaries in contacts with the institutions responsible for the selection of projects
	How the institutions/beneficiaries judge their cooperation with the Steering Committee (the Project Evaluation Commission/Experts' Panels) at the stage of a project selection? Have there been any problems in contacts, if yes, what were they and what did they result from?

	3.
	Assessment of the role of the social and economic partners in the programme implementation 

What is the role of the social and economic partners in the programme implementation in the partners' opinion and in the opinion of other institutions involved in the implementation? Is it consistent with the admitted assumptions?



	4.
	Identification of the organisational obstacles and problems that occur within the institutions 

	4.1
	Assessment of the cooperation and coordination of the particular measures taken by the managing institutions and implementing authorities
	What is the cooperation between the managing authority and the implementation institutions? Is it satisfactory for parts involved? If not, what should be changed?

	4.2
	Assessment of the efficiency of the information flow between the institutions
	Do all institutions engaged in the implementing of the programme have the proper access to information about the programme and is the exchange of the information efficient? If not, how can it be improved?

	4.3
	Assessment of the coherence of the managing and implementing system (defining the fields in which the functions of different institutions duplicate)
	Is the managing and implementing system coherent? Is the division of competences and tasks within the existing institutional system clear? If not, in what fields does the duplication of competence occur and what does it result from?


Recommended methodology:

· the analysis of the administrative data (e.g. programme documentation, legal acts, reports on the Committees meetings, information and notes about the progress in implementing the programme, etc.)

· questionnaires,

· individual interviews and focus groups (for ToRs the minimal number of interviews and groups to be interviewed should be defined)

Deadline: by September 2005 

(this research should be repeated in 2006 - the participants of the first research (from the year 2005) should be found, the repeated research is supposed to check if there was any improvement in the previously defined problem fields, the analysis from the level of beneficiaries of the assistance should be added)

Financial resources: the component of technical assistance within the operational programmes

Recommended selection criteria for external evaluators:
When selecting an evaluator it its indispensable to specify a contractor's profile and the expectations as far as the number and structure of the evaluation team is considered (e.g. defining the necessity to appoint a leader or employ experts in the field of specialisation covered by a given research).

It is recommended that the evaluators team consists of minimum 3-5 persons (depending on the research extensiveness) and they should possess qualifications and experience in carrying out evaluation, particularly:

· in preparing the analysis and conducting the research in the field covered by a programme/project

· in carrying out ......(number of surveys should be specified) evaluations of programmes co-financed with the EU or other institutions funds worth not less than ....(the minimal value should be defined),

· have experience in the application of evaluation methods and techniques,

· possess the knowledge of the EU funds functioning,

· know the institutional context of the operational programme implementation,

· possess the capacity to work within defined time frameworks.

In addition, no member of the evaluators team can participate in the works of the Steering Group responsible for evaluation of the operational programme (if such a group has been appointed) nor be an employee or a consultant in the institution involved in the programme managing or implementing nor be a beneficiary of the programme.

Furthermore it is necessary to specify in the contract if, and in case of need which, tasks could be commissioned to subcontractors. Their task can be e.g. conducting the field research, when a selected group of interviewers having received research tools carries out the survey on the whole territory of the country.

Evaluation: 

Analysis of the progress and efficiency of the measures implementation within the operational programme and their probable impact on the social and economic situation 
Recommended scope of the analysis:
Taking into account the information from the programme implementation reports on the progress in the measures undertaken with reference to the planned schedule of expenditure, the analysis should serve to assess the progress of implementing the measures within a programme and estimate the efficiency of using resources in the context of achieving the programme objectives. Moreover the analysis of fields (activities) of little beneficiaries' interest will be helpful in identifying the reasons for which the provided resources within a given project are not used as well as the obstacles and absorption problems.

The analysis results will be useful for the operational programmes managing authorities to initiate the informative, advisory and training measures to generate projects in the questionable fields as well as to make the decision about legitimacy of the resources relocation between the implemented measures within the Programme.

The analysis should include the following issues, answering the question to what extent the programme objectives are implemented:

1
Analysis of data obtained from the monitoring system, including the quarterly/annual reports on the programme implementation (input, product and output indicators as well as the information about the planned/forecasted impact)

2 
Interpretation of the above-mentioned indicators taking into account the qualitative data, to provide the answer to questions:

2.1
what are the reasons for the biggest and smallest beneficiaries' interest in the particular activities

2.2
what are the problems and absorption obstacles of the resources foreseen in a programme.

Recommended methodology:

· quantitative analysis of the input indicators taking into consideration elements like: used resources, resources contracted + the expenditure forecasts

· quantitative analysis of the product indicators including: types and number of projects, regional localisation of projects, beneficiaries' (projects providers') types, the characteristics of the assistance beneficiaries (projects participants),

· quantitative analysis of the output indicators on the basis of data available during research,

· qualitative analysis (e.g. interviews) - (for ToRs the minimal number of interviews and groups to be interviewed should be defined).

These can be the individual interviews with people who e.g. in implementing or managing institutions answer the beneficiaries' questions - thus they possess a kind of  "integrated" knowledge about the potential beneficiaries opinions (what the beneficiaries ask about) as well as with the representatives of the social partners in the MC etc. In order to find out why a project is not so popular, it is necessary to come at persons who e.g. considered applying for a given project but for some reasons they have withdrawn (and ask them about these reasons).
Deadline: by October 2005 

Financial resources: the component of technical assistance within the operational programmes

 UP-DATE OF MID-TERM EVALUATION - Main stages

The results of the above-discussed evaluations will be used in The Report on updating evaluation of NDP/CSF. Furthermore the on-going evaluation results concerning the efficiency in functioning the NDP/CSF implementing system and the assessment of the EU funds influence on the objective fulfilment, including the socio-economic situation and labour market, will be taken into consideration in this Report.

	Stage
	Scope of activity
	Deadlines

	I
	Commissioning to external evaluators the on-going evaluation of the NDP/CSF and OP implementing system
	January– September/October 2005

	II
	Collecting the results of surveys (in the form of reports) from the authorities managing operational programmes
 that will constitute the sectoral input for The Report on updating evaluation of NDP/CSF 
	September -October  2005

	III
	Preparing The Report on updating evaluation of NDP/CSF 
	November -beginning of December 2005

	IV
	Approval of the Report project by the NDP/CSF evaluation Steering Group
	Mid December 2005

	V
	Submitting the Report for the discussion of the NDP Monitoring Committee
	November 2005

	VI
	Submitting The Report on updating evaluation of NDP/CSF, considered by the NDP Monitoring Committee to the European Commission
	by the 31st of December 2005


� Evaluations that concern Technical Assistance Operational Programme are carried out by the National Evaluation Unit.


� SOP MA: HRD, ICE, Fisheries and Fish Processing, as well as IROP





