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Recommendations by the evaluators to the EU-COM Reactions to these
recommendations

Evaluations of different funds

The evaluation systems between the CAP and the cohesion policy have
drifted further apart in the current funding period. In this way, neither a
link between evaluation results nor a fund transcending discussion about
relevance and effectiveness of funding is supported even in the same
intervention areas.

The systems should be harmonized in their requirements regarding
main statements, methods and reporting duties in order to promote
the complementarity of the (European) funding policies strategically
and with regards to content.
Monitoring and Evaluation: Dates, deadlines and time frames

Frequent changes in the requirements for monitoring and evaluation lead
to a significant expense for all concerned.

The requirements for monitoring and evaluation should be
available at the same time with the implementing regulation. The
necessary data required (including data formats, time of data etc.) is
to be set at the beginning of the funding period. Where there is a
need for further development this is to be documented so that the
corresponding systems can be flexibly designed accordingly.
Monitoring

Less is more. So far, a lot of information asked for without its purpose
being clear.

In the future, it should be concentrated on the essentials, which are
consistently collected for EU-wide aggregation purposes. Below this
level, MS should be allowed to develop their own categories and to
present them accordingly in the annual reports.
In the case of the result indicators, neither their definition nor the
responsibility for collection has been clear.

In the future, the monitoring should be limited solely to the
acquisition of inputs and outputs.
The federal states have invested time, personnel and financial resources
in the building of database systems. This applies equally for the SFC.

It should be checked, which parts of the monitoring system can be
continued in the new funding period. It makes sense to timely
involve the of expertise from the MS.
Institutional framework: Evaluation - Help desk

So far, the help desk is very busy with building capacity within the
COM.

The help desk should to a greater extent organize the exchange
between evaluators, for example with workshops on the
methodology or the results of the mid-term evaluations.
With the methodological development of the CMEF, the help desk takes
over an ongoing task where continuity is important.



Long-term tasks of the COM should not be outsourced but should
be dealt with within the area of responsibility of the COM.
Institutional framework: Evaluation Committee

The role of the Evaluation Committee is unclear, since many discussions
are held either in the RDC or in other fora (e.g. the Rural Network). In
addition, the evaluation committee is overstrained to discuss in-depth
specific topics because its expertise is missing (for example about the
HNV-Indicator or LEADER).

The role of the Evaluation Committee must be more clearly defined
as distinct from the other bodies. It should focus on organizational
and cross-disciplinary issues.
CMEF (1)

The variety of reporting duties and the extensive requirements
concerning the structure of the reports lead to a saturation of evaluation
and an overload of the administration (in the MS and the Commission).

The evaluation summaries in the annual reports should be
dispensed with. The evaluation framework should always be
checked with regard to the usability of its products.
The clarification of the purpose of evaluation for the different levels
(COM, MS, administrative, tax payers) should precede a review of
the evaluation framework.
The intention of the CMEF was to improve the evaluation quality and
comparability between the evaluation reports. In both areas progresses
have been achieved, but the reports are too different in methodology and
database to allow a robust aggregation. At the same time, the evaluation
reports are only to a very limited degree useful for policy advice due to
quality problems and volume.

A general discussion and review of the CMEF is recommended. The
aim should be to empower the evaluation to fulfil its core mission: to
provide the information needed for a further development of the
RDP.
Without neutral quality control, it is not possible for the programme
planning authorities to classify the strength of the findings and
recommendations.

Analogous to the evaluation of the first column a quality assessment
of the evaluation reports should take place by the COM and
published online together with the evaluation reports.
CMEF (2)

So far there is no transparent procedure that documents the use of
evaluation results.

Analogous to the approach in development cooperation the
introduction of a "Fiche contradictoire” is recommended. In this
fiche, the most important evaluation recommendations are
presented for the different target groups. A response to the
recommendations is retrieved and at a later stage, the actions taken
place are documented.
The CMEF is an attempt to more closely coordinate monitoring and
evaluation requirements and to make the monitoring useable for



evaluation purposes. However, there are separated competencies at EU-
level. In particular the unclear competencies lead to problems. There is
the CMEF with its specific demands and separate instructions for
completing the monitoring tables that are not always compatible. Due to
the data structure, the usefulness of monitoring data for the evaluation is
only marginal.

The organizational structures and the CMEF must be coordinated.
That is, the CMEF in its current form requires a common
organizational responsibility. If sticking to the separate
competencies, the CMEF is only to be targeted towards evaluation
and monitoring is to be implemented separately.
Evaluation questions (1)

A clearer specification of the substantive issues seems necessary
because of the great interpretive latitude. There should be more
distinction between questions that can be more easily answered by a
pan-European thematic evaluation and those that can be
meaningfully answered at the level of each RDP.
The evaluation questions can be meaningfully implemented on the level
of priorities1 and the programme level. For the evaluation of the
individual measures they often do not constitute an appropriate
evaluation approach2. The questions relate to
problems/content/objectives that are often irrelevant for the measure
concerned.

The evaluation of the measures should be done along the classic
evaluation questions (relevance, appropriateness, effectiveness,
efficacy, efficiency, alternatives).
The questions are to be more aligned towards the objectives of the
measures according to the EAFRD Regulation and less towards a
(formal) affiliation to specific priorities.
Evaluation questions (2)

For compensation payments related to external regulations (e.g. Natura
2000) an assessment of direct effects of the measure is not plausible and
not comparable with impact measurements3.

The question catalogue should include a systematization of funding
according to compensation/additional regulations. In the case of
compensation payments questions and indicators for output
quantification should be dispensed with.

                                           
1 Generally speaking, the priority structure of the RDP, with its rigid allocation of measures should be dissolved,
as it often leads to a break between the target systems at the programme level and level of measures. A
designation of (European) target areas to which the measures are allocated according to their respective
orientation and intervention logic would be more appropriate.

2 Thus, for example in axis 2 it is asked consistently for environmental effects, although some measures (e.g.
211, 212, 213, in part 226) are not intended to or cannot incur any environmental effects due to their basic
conceptual design.

3 E.g. the effect of Natura 2000 payments can only be alternatively measured by the frequency of violations
against the conservation area regulations.



The horizontal evaluation questions are unstructured and give the
impression of a “brain storming collection”.

In the future, the horizontal evaluation questions are to be broken
down clearer into output and implementation batteries.
Redundancies among the questions and different terminologies
between measure related questions should be avoided.
Terms that have a central importance in the evaluation questions,
such as quality of life, governance and endogenous potential, should
be defined and limited to aspects relevant to the RDP.
The horizontal objectives of sustainability and equal opportunities are
reflected only in the horizontal evaluation questions. At the level of
measures and priorities, they are not substantiated by indicators.

These objectives are either to be consistently integrated into a target
and measurement system or should not be evaluated at RDP level.
Indicators (1)

The binding character of the indicators through being enshrined in the
implementing regulation does not correspond to the maturity or the
information value of various indicators (e.g. indicators to measure the
climate effects).

The so-called programme-level impact indicators do in part not reflect
conditions (states), but factors (pressures). Not always do changing
pressure indicators incur envisaged changes in the state. Examples are
nutrient balance and water quality or the production of renewable
energy and greenhouse gas emissions.

Therefore, a classification of indicators in "1: informative, proven,"
"2: in principle suitable, to be further developed" and "3: immature
or inappropriate" is recommended4. Indicators can only be defined
if they are classified in category 1 or 2. For the areas in which
indicators are so far only available in category 3, increased
resources for the development of indicators should be used.
The development and collection of new indicators (e.g. HNV) can be
very complex and involve a trial stage. Processes to exploit synergies
with other systems (FFH and WFD monitoring) need time.

The development of promising indicators (e.g. HNV) and the
structure of the collection system should be supported by signalling
that these indicators will remain in place also in the next funding
period.
Indicators (2)

In some areas there are relevant indicators available that are easy to
be collected and could be bindingly added to the CMEF.5

The focus on quantifiable indicators misleadingly implies an objectivity
and comparability of evaluation results that is not given on the basis of
different methodological approaches.

                                           
4 Example for 1: N balance, for 2: HNV indicator, for 3: Production of renewable energy
5 In priority axis 4 these are for example the proportion of women in decision-making fora and a breakdown of
members by their institutional background (government, business, civil society).



In the reports, the database and methodology is to be presented
comprehensibly in order to evaluate the robustness and
comparability of the indicators.
The aggregatability of the indicators across all MS is currently not
possible, but is still sought in synthesis reports.

For an EU-wide comparability of results either own studies would
need to be commissioned by the COM or the requirements for the
calculation of indicators would need to be enforced which would
ensure a consistent methodological approach.
Indicators (3)

The indicators often do not cover relevant evaluation aspects. More
important than the absolute level of the indicator (e.g. number of jobs
created) is e.g. to evaluate whether the job creation at local, regional or
national level has contributed to the solution of employment problems
and the effectiveness of this contribution.

For some areas indicators have been requested that do not fit to the
measures funded within the framework of the programme, so that no
causal relationship between measures and indicator development exists
(e.g., generation of renewable energy for measures that reduce
greenhouse gas emissions through increased resource efficiency).

The indicators are to be reviewed in terms of their relevance for an
assessment of the measures/programmes. For example, the indicator
of gross value added can be omitted for axis 4.
The differentiation in result indicators on the level of measures and
impact indicators at the programme level is not conclusive. Also on the
level of measures net effects need to be captured.

The requirements for the evaluation of measures (net effects) should
correspond to those of the programme evaluation.


