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CMEF 2007 - 2013:
Mid-term Review and Future Perspectives.

Experiences and Ideas from the Member States

14 March 2011, from 2pm to 6pm
Place: Permanent Representation of the Federal Republic of Germany to the European

Union, Rue Jacques de Lalaing 8-14, 1040 Brussels

Background to the event
Mr. Alois Bauer from the Permanent Representation of the Federal Republic of Germany to the
European Union and Mr. Gerhard Thissen form the Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Con-
sumer Protection welcomed the more than 30 participants from the Member States and the Euro-
pean Commission. They pointed out that the meeting is aimed at presenting and discussing the
experience acquired by the Member States in an informal setting – easy and straightforward: What
went well? Where did we encounter problems? Which approaches to address the problems were
developed?

In addition, it was pointed out that it is not a question of knowing whether monitoring and evalua-
tion are necessary or important, but rather of how it should be shaped in order to meet the different
requirements from the RDP Managing Authorities, the Member States and the EU level. All these
levels need different information. As a result a principal issue is to identify how the future CMEF
should be structured in order to meet the different demands made on monitoring and evaluation.

The exchange should also contribute to the preparations of the next programming period which are
running at full speed. This also includes the revision of the Common Monitoring and Evaluation
Framework (CMEF). The Member States have gained a wide variety of experience in the concrete
implementation of the CMEF over the past few years that should be incorporated in the revision.

Finally it was stressed that the meeting is regarded as a kind of "test" if a closer and direct ex-
change of views between the Member States is appreciated and a start of future joint activities.

Mr. Sebastian Elbe from the National Monitoring and Evaluation Network Agrarian Structure and
Rural Development Germany presented the broad range of topics for discussion: From simplifica-
tion of regulations and stronger focus on strategic approach, principles for a future CMEF to con-
crete problems and proposals (for details see Annex). The broad range was also represented by
the contributions send by Member States before the meeting (for details see Annex):
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� SE: Result and impact indicators for GVA and job creation, Deadweight problems and evalua-
tion of Leader

� FR: Containing principles for a future CMEF, allocation of responsibilities and proposals for a
better differentiation of evaluation according to territorial contexts, for a better definition of re-
sult indicators and a better harmonized calculation method for indicators

� ES: Short notice concerning simplification of regulations and programmes as well as indicators

� IT: Introducing four main principles, proposals for enhanced ongoing evaluation, evaluation
cycle, governance of evaluation and use of indicators

� GR: Proposals for the organisation of ex Ante, MTE and ex post as well as concerning the dif-
ferent types of indicators and the Common Evaluation Questions

� DE: Recommendations by the vTI evaluator team to the EU-COM

� DE: Ideas of the MEN-D office for a future Monitoring and Evaluation System “Future of Moni-
toring and Evaluation: Simpler, more transparent, more efficient“

In addition, the results of a short voting
done by the participants at the registration
desk was presented and discussed.

Nearly all participants support the aim of
Monitoring and Evaluation: They see a
benefit of the CMEF for the evaluation qual-
ity and of monitoring and evaluation for
RDPs. Furthermore the resources invested
for implementation of CMEF are assessed
the same: high to very high.
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Working Groups
To facilitate the exchange between the participants the plenary was divided into three working
groups. To structure the discussion three central characteristics were proposed: Which addressees
need which information? Which methods for an EU-wide application do exist? What timing is nec-
essary to feed the results of evaluation better into the policy cycle? The fourth characteristic, the
concrete content of a CMEF post 2013 was postponed, due to the fact that it is not possible to dis-
cuss concrete content (especially indicators, common evaluation questions) without knowing the
policy, in particularly the measures post 2013.

Nevertheless the working groups were free to discuss what the members wanted to discuss. Some
main aspects from the working groups are presented below.

Aspects from the working groups

Group A � What is the link between global and regional effects (e.g. LEADER)?
� Is it necessary to evaluate single actions or the whole programme?
� Is it possible to get data from the European Commission?

Problems respective tools and methodologies:
� It is difficult to find control groups to say something about the impact of measures;
� CMEF and policy;
� Common method for calculating indicators.

Problem respective the Timing:
� Guidelines haven’t been available in time

addressee

timing 

applicable
methods

concrete
content 



- 4 -

Group B Problems and proposals to improve Monitoring and Evaluation:
� Different hierarchy of stakeholders, different needs, different time and a lot of re-

sources are used for monitoring and evaluation;
� The Member States need to know what the information is used for, there is no suffi-

cient information;
MTE and Ex-Post Evaluation:
� Timing of the MTE: MTE value is limited; perhaps later and the value would be

higher;
� Ongoing evaluation and the annual progress reports could be a basis for the MTE;
� Ex- Post Evaluation is almost too late: Results should be used for the new funding

period.
CMEF-indicators:
� A lot of quantity and no room for quality;
� Two ideas to improve the CMEF: Reduction of the indicators and introduction of

common methodologies;
� Less objectives and group of measures;
� The Member States should be free to choose from this group of measures;
� Evaluation of “key actions” (as bundle of measures) and not indicators and common

evaluation questions for each measure;
� Choose representative areas (smaller individual regions) and show the impacts of

EAFRD.
Example: Research project in the Netherlands: Best way to evaluate the RDP was a
mixed evaluation method (report of the pilot study will be finished in July 2011).

Group C Criticism of the CMEF and MTE:
� MTE is too early, because there is hardly any implementation at this time;
� Ongoing Evaluation should be sufficient;
� Too much Evaluation questions;
� Link between the indicators and the evaluation questions is missing;
� Ex-ante evaluation is very essential;

Proposals to improve the Monitoring and Evaluation:
� Ongoing evaluation should be strengthened;
� Reduction of the common evaluation questions  (5-7);
� Using data that has been already collected by the EU;
� A strategic plan should be designed together with the programme;
� Minimum obligatory part of central indicators/questions that have to be comparable

and aggregable;
� Scope for flexibility (strategic measures);
� Reporting on the achievement of the programme and just mainly results;
� Use of one methodology (especially for the impact indicators) developed by the EU
� Ex-post Evaluation at EU-level;
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Final plenary session and next steps
Three questions were formulated to structure the final plenary session:

� Is a more intensive exchange between Member States desired?

� How could this exchange look like?

� What could be the output?

All participants supported the first question. This is also documented by the results of the second
voting at the end of the meeting (see below). The exchange should be take place in co-ordination
with the Evaluation Expert Committee (EEC) but in the way like the 1st meeting: informal setting as
well as easy and straightforward. The participation of DG Agri1 and the EU-Evaluation Helpdesk
was appreciated in the 1st meeting and would be also appreciated within the next steps. In addition,
it was stated that the Commission is in the process of reform and that the input of the Member
States is important.

Next steps

The first idea for the 1St Meeting of the Members States (MMS) was to combine it with the EEC to
save costs and time and to “test” the need for exchange and this test was successful. Due to the
fact, that the EEC was postponed to June the 1st MMS has taken place without co-ordination with
the EEC: To have the 1st meeting in June was considered as too late from the viewpoint of the
host.

The 2nd Meeting of the Member States will be combined with the new date for the EEC in June (the
day before or after the EEC). It was proposed to define topics for the exchange before the meeting.
This will be done with the registration for the 2nd MMS (organised by Germany). First proposals and
possible topics for the next meeting are:

� Number of 7 to 10 topics and working in small groups;

� What are the requests for the new Funding period? What is the minimum of obligatory things to
evaluate? What is desirable, what is feasible?

� What is the best timing of the evaluation reports?

� What is needed, concept of evaluation, use of Midterm Review? How can the Member States
combine or link the Ongoing and the Ex- Post Evaluation?

� Evaluation follows policy framing: We know the aims of CAP 2020 – we can discuss about im-
pact indicators. We know the priorities and measures – we can discuss about result and output
indicators as well as common evaluation questions. Not vice versa.

                                                
1  DG Agri participants came from the following Units:

� G.1 - Consistency of rural development
� G.3 - European network and monitoring of rural development policy
� F.3 - Austria, Germany, Slovenia.
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It was agreed that the contributions of the Member States as well as the minutes will be send to all
members of the EEC and make it available at www.men-d.de.

Final Voting

The results of the final voting done by the
participants were positive: The event met
the expectations of the participants and they
voted clearly for a 2nd meeting as well as for
the need of CMEF revision.

Responsible for the minutes:

Dr. Ute Middelmann (MEN-D)

Dr. Sebastian Elbe (MEN-D)

Contact: info@men-d.de
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Annex: Programme of 1st Meeting
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Annex: Contributions of Member States attached in a .zip-file
� SE: Result and impact indicators for GVA and job creation, Deadweight problems and evalua-

tion of Leader for a better differentiation of evaluation according to territorial contexts, for a
better definition of result indicators and a better harmonized calculation method for indicators

� FR: Containing principles for a future CMEF, allocation of responsibilities and proposals

� IT: Introducing four main principles, proposals for enhanced ongoing evaluation, evaluation
cycle, governance of evaluation and use of indicators

� GR: Proposals for the organisation of ex Ante, MTE and ex post as well as concerning the dif-
ferent types of indicators and the Common Evaluation Questions

� DE: Recommendations by the vTI evaluator team to the EU-COM

� DE: Ideas of the MEN-D office for a future Monitoring and Evaluation System “Future of Moni-
toring and Evaluation: Simpler, more transparent, more efficient“


