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Foreword

The report is written by the consultants for the use of the Commission. It includes our
recommendations for the Commission on a number of issues concerned with
evaluation. In preparing the report we have been mindful of two directly conflicting
pressures; on the one hand the pressure to simplify evaluation to enable it to be
operational and applicable to a diverse range of Objective 5b programmes and
programme administrators. On the other hand, the pressure to explain in a
comprehensive manner a complex exercise with many potential pitfalls to the unwary.
There is no easy way of ‘squaring this circle’s simplification can involve dangerous
compromises, detailed explanation can result in obfuscation and frustration. The final
format for evaluation of 5b services will be determined by the Commission Services
over the life of the proposed programme. We trust that this document is a fruitful
start.

To begin the process of extending evaluation to the Monitoring Commiittees, a separate,

condensed Explanatory Text has been developed for the Monitoring Committees in
collaboration with the Commission Services.






INTRODUCTION

1 Introduction

Evaluation or assessment is an often overlooked aspect of public policy. Those
concerned with policy analysis frequently encounter policy administrators whose criteria
for success is the uptake of any policy. Such a narrow (and naive) criteria is a totally
inadequate condition of success. Much more is required if we are to be clear that
public money and effort has been well spent. Consequently the Reform of the
Structural Funds was a major innovation in Community legislation. The Reform
introduced a rriandatory commitment to introduce policy assessment to monitor
progress towards objectives and a specific requirement for ‘'monitoring and assessment’
including both ‘ex-ante’ and ‘ex-post’ evaluations. The precise interpretation of the
legislation can be argued over, but here was a specific commitment to consider the
quality of policy arising out of concern over the implementation of previous structural
programmes.

The scale and the nature of the challenge of introducing evaluation into regional policy
is not to be underestimated. Assessing the impact of regional policy is well accepted
on a particularly difficult task, even when there is adequate data and full commitment
to its implementation. There are many methodological pitfalls and difficulties to be
faced {see Folmer and Nijkamp, 1985) and no study can ensure that those who
participate in the evaluation process for the Objective 5b regions can avoid all of them.

The aim of this report is to provide a practical and pragmatic approach to this for all
those involved in the partnership which the Reform of the Structural Funds has
initiated. In doing so it is aimed at two audiences. On the one hand, the overall report
meets specific requests of the Commission in relation to the evaluation process; on the
other, within the concept of partnership, there is a sharing of responsibility for
evaluation and consequently we have identified specific tasks and responsibilities for
the Member States and for the Monitoring Committees.

In most considerations of impact analysis of regional policy the issues discussed relate
to how to assess the effects of one set of instruments (ie, a programme) on one region.
Many possible approaches are feasible and the precise methodology adopted will
depend on the local circumstances, resources and the nature of the programme. In
general, it is well accepted that there cannot be one single technical methodology or
approach which can be adopted. Consequently, we do not (indeed, could not) produce
a technical methodological template which can be satisfactorily applied to all
circumstances; such an approach would be naive, and ultimately sterile.

However, this report provides a broad framework for monitoring and evaluation which
allows the Commission and Member States to meet their obligations under the terms
of the legislation. This represents an institutional methodological approach and in order
to do this we propose responsibilities for evaluation at various levels of the Reform and
procedures for the results at one level to be collated and assembled and related to
another (higher) level. Via these procedures the Commission will be able to draw broad
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INTRODUCTION

conclusions about the effectiveness and efficiency of the Reform for inclusion in its
formal reporting procedures to other Community Institutions. Thus, the approach
involves introducing an element of harmonisation in approach, and an element of
simplification to facilitate harmonisation.

In this report we provide a broad guide to the issues to be considered. This excludes
an exposition of how to cope with the technical methodological details. Clearly this
report cannot cope with all the detail necessary to evaluate a programme so diverse as
that covering Objective 5b areas. However, Monitoring Committees and those charged
with responsibility for evaluation must become familiar with these details. We suggest
that they refer to some of the standard Monitoring and Evaluation text books and, even
more important, take specialist advice from evaluation consultants.

The approach also relies on the cooperation of the Monitoring Committees and Member
States in ensuring- that the procedures are implemented in the Objective 5b areas and
that they fully partic'i'pate within the framework of partnership in the evaluation activity.
This will mean allowing external evaluators to become involved in the evaluation.
However, an implicit underpinning of the approach suggested is that evaluation should
not be imposed and considered as an onerous chore; it should be recognised as an
essential part of the policy development and administration process. Evaluation is
primarily about learning and feedback and within the framework of partnership it is in
the interests of all, that there is a common assumption of responsibility for the quality
of policy and that policies can be improved with greater understanding through
evaluation. The hope is that all will participate in evaluation with a full commitment to
evaluation to help them strive for better use of the public funds for which they have
responsibility.

One major focus of this study is on objectives; the quality of the objectives are critical
to any evaluation exercise. If the objectives are inadequately defined, then evaluation
cannot make any contribution. Yet the nature of the goals of regional policy are often
a problem. They often aspire to some broad concept of equity (eg, reducing
disparities), yet they also often incorporate an element of efficiency in the use of
resources. From these goals it is possible to discern more tangible objectives such as
those related to employment, population levels, environmental characteristics, income,
etc. However, many of these objectives are very vaguely and imprecisely stated (eg,
improve economic well-being!) and these have to be converted into something much
more concrete if evaluation is to make a less ambiguous contribution. Also, it must be
acknowledged at the outset that the effects of policies are very varied and are not easy
to ‘capture’ comprehensively or to measure objectively. Consequently, there is always
an element of subjectivity to any evaluation conclusion; a feature which prompts critics
of the discipline to doubt its value. -

This general criticism is partially conceded, there is no perfect indisputable evaluation
process and no evaluation has ever unambiguously measured and weighted pros and
cons to produce a single, unique indicator of success. Irrespective of this, much is to
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INTRODUCTION

be gained from the evaluation process; both the outputs of evaluation plus the learning
from going through the process. In fact, we suggest that the discipline of implementing
evaluation contributes as much to improving policy as the evaluation output itself. This
is because the comprehensive implementation of the evaluation process ensures that
those involved think very deeply about the regional programme and what it is trying to
achieve and how to achieve it.

There is one vitally important point about any evaluation activity. It must begin as soon
as possible; preferably during the planning phase of the programme. This report
provides the basis for implementing evaluation at as early an hour as possible in the
current phase of the Reform, and, most important, providing a framework for
implementation at the next phase of the Reform. It is to be hoped that at the next
stage of the Reform, evaluation will figure even more prominently and will be given
every encouragement to be initiated during the very first phases of the policy cycle.

Finally, we should enter a comment about the resources used for evaluation. There is
always competition for resources in any pragramme, and where resources are
constrained there is a tendency to say why bother to devote resources to evaluation
when this will reduce the amount of money available for projects. Indeed there is a
temptation to pose the question for some of the smaller programmes, why bother with
evaluation at all? Whilst we sympathise with this view we do not concur with it.
Clearly, evaluation costs must not be excessive. However, forethought can greatly
reduce the cost of evaluation and a credible evaluation procedure can be introduced
relatively cheaply (for example, by ensuring that appropriate data are collected on
application forms). In any case, ex-ante evaluation, one of the most potent forms of
evaluation, should involve no extra cost if it is correctly positioned at the programme
planning stage. The disciplines of an ex-ante evaluation bring benefits at little cost
because it places emphasis on improving the clarity of thought about the concept of
the programme, its relevance, consistency and coherence. We would Urge that
adequate funds are made available for evaluation and that the procedures which we
suggest will enable an improvement in the policy-making and implementation process.

1.1 Terms of reference
This study was devised to assist in this process by providing guidance on the”
implementation of the commitment for monitoring and assessment to the Objective 5b
regions. The terms of reference established by the Commission are as follows:
The aim of the study is to establish an evaluation methodology with the aim of
determining the impact of the different CSFs and Operational Programmes
concerning the rural areas covered by Objective 5b.
The study should:

1. analyse the development priorities of the CSFs and the different Operational
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Programmes;

take into account the particular characteristics of the areas and in particular
their size;

analyse the use of indicators (identification and characteristics);

provide global indicators for all Member States and regional indicators for
the different areas concerned;

provide physical, socio-economical and financial indicators and impact
indicators for each type of measure as well as indicators for the follow-up;

take into account the methodological approach following the orientations
defined by the Commission services;

include in the evaluation the results of the application of Programmes of
Community initiative;

to establish a scheme for the annual evaluation reports on Community level
and a scheme for the final report. (NB after commencing the study it was
decided that this item should not be included).

1.2 The report

This report covers each of the elements itemised in the research brief. The report
comprises the following chapters:

2.

An analysis of the areas under Objective 5b This is based on an analysis of all
of the CSFs and a more detailed review of OPs for 12 regions.

The concepts of evaluation This chapter indicates the broad concepts involved
in evaluation and some of the issues associated with implementing a
programme of monitoring and evaluation.

The scheme of indicators This chapter elaborates the principles behind the
selection of indicators. It specifies some global indicators and refers to a wider
list of indicators in Appendix 1.

Ex-ante assessment This chapter provides a format for éonsidering the ex-ante
assessment in future stages of the Reform. The ex-ante assessment in the
current stage of the Reform is dealt with in a separate study.

Monitoring and on-going evaluation A format for implementing monitoring and
on-going evaluation is developed along with the appropriate tables.

4



INTRODUCTION

Final on-going evaluation and ex-post evaluation This chapter elaborates a
mechanism for meeting the requirements of an ex-post evaluation in the
context of the legislation. We recommend two separate evaluations. One
which is appropriate to the termination of the programme; the other which is
a genuine ex-post evaluation undertaken 5 years after introduction of the
programme.

Evaluation of the Community Initiatives This chapter meets the requirement of
our terms of reference by considering the application of monitoring and
evaluation to the Community Initiatives.
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THE AREAS UNDER OBJECTIVE 5B

2 Analysis of the areas under Objective 5b
2.1 Introduction

An essential preliminary before devising a set of evaluation procedures for the Objective
5b areas is to identify a very clear picture of the nature of the Reform for these areas.
A good starting point for developing an understanding of the major strategic aims and
orientation of the implementation of the Reform in Objective 5b areas may be achieved
by examination of the CSFs. Indeed, in itself, the process of deriving the CSFs and Ops
within the framework of partnership can be said to involve many of the components
of an ex-ante evaluation. Plans are put forward by Member States, a dialogue is
developed with the Commission and the CSF results. During the process of dialogue,
the Commission raises questions about the rationale of the proposal and its validity and
checks its compatibility with the aims of the Reform and of other Community
legislation. From the agreed CSF, the Operational Programme is developed, which
equally is subject to critical review from the Commission for its integration with the
overall framework of the CSF and objectives of the Reform.

Taken together, the CSFs show the underlying objectives and the stated priorities in
those rural areas included in the programme, as well as the allocation of funds by
priority axes and by institution. Individually, every CSF reveals much of the information
needed to check for its rationale and validity including the quality of its aims and
objectives.

In this context, knowledge about the areas’ characteristics allows one to analyse the
overall rural problems, the similarities and disparities among areas and highlights the
information deficiencies which require further development and study.

Unfortunately, in practice, the available CSFs yield only vague and general descriptive
material, with a limited indication of the true nature and substance of the problems of
the regions and of the actions foreseen as part of the Reform. Much of this analysis
is found in the Plans and in the Commission/Member State dialogue which took place
between Plans and CSFs by correspondence. Consequently, care must be taken in
analysing the CSFs and generalisations from these documents alone' can be
misleading.

For further details of the nature of the operations and their cohesiveness, a detailed
review of a sample of the OPs was also carried out. In summary, twelve OPs?2 among

! However, the critical importance of these documents is underlined in the legislation. They are central to articulating
the general character and nature of the implementation of the Reform and are therefore of fundamental importance in any
evaluation exercise,

2In every case we took the latest version of the OP although in many cases they were unapproved and therefore not
the final version. Also, for some of these regions where pluri-fund OPs were prepared, some OPs had not even been
submitted.
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those available were chosen and studied in greater depth. These covered Bayern and
Nordrhein-Westfalen in Germany, specified islands in Denmark, parts of the Grand
Duchy of Luxembourg, the Highlands and Islands region of the UK, Wallonne region of
Belgium, Catalufia and Pais Vasco regions of Spain, Bourg'ogne and Lozere of France
and, Toscana and Trento regions of Italy. Thus, the analysis in this section is based
upon all of the existing CSFs as well as the results obtained from the case-study
analysis of the twelve OPs.

2.2 Characteristics of the areas

The eligible zones under 5b Objective programme were enumerated by the Commission
in May 1989. Final presentation and approval of the CSFs in November 1990 grouped
them into 44 areas in nine countries (see Table 2.1).

The criteria for defining homogenous areas and grouping them into single programmes
differed between Member States and even between regions depending on the
administrative organisation and on the decision of the authorities of the country.
Sometimes, CSFs are divided into several OPs, either by sub-areas such as in Spain and
Languedoc-Rousillon, or by structural funds, such as in Highlands and Islands of the
UK, the Walloon region of Belgium and the Netherlands. This explains why the number
of OPs is higher than the 44 CSFs. The diversity of administrative arrangements at this
fundamental level is a clue to the substantial variation between the Member States in
the way in which they have chosen to develop and implement their programmes. This
diversity makes generalisation difficult.

Table 2.1: Number of CSFs by countries
Countries Number of CSFs

United Kingdom 4

Belgium 2

Luxembourg 1

Denmark 1

Germany 8

The Netherlands 1

France i 18

Italy 8

Spain : 1

Total 44

The areas included in the CSFs vary significantly in size and characteristics. The
Spanish CSF is, by far, the largest in terms of area and population. However, only

8



THE AREAS UNDER OBJECTIVE 5B

Aragon, of the Spanish regions, (39,563 km?), exceeds the Highland and Islands, the
second largest in surface (38,700 km?). On the other hand, the Grand Duchy of
Luxembourg and Hageland are the smallest (164 km? and 530 km?, respectively)
(although the Luxembourg programme applies to only a small part of that area).
According to population, the largest areas apart from Spain, are Auvergne, Veneto,
Dyfed, Gwynedd and Powys, Lazio and Devon and Cornwall, each of which exceed
600,000 inhabitants. At the other extreme, the population covered by the Grand
Duchy of Luxembourg programme does not reach 8,000 inhabitants (see Table 2.2).

In addition to the population and area, other data and features of the regions are
necessary in order to fully understand the programme evaluation procedures. Among
these are the type of employment, unemployment rate, income per capita and other
characteristics. Unfortunately, for several regions these are not quoted in the CSF or
oP3,

The degree of detail in the OPs varies considerably; some include an excessive amount
of detail (even down to the project level), for others some of the measures are
elaborated in fairly broad terms, although some of this imprecision may be removed
after further discussion with the Commission.

Table 2.2: Data on the CSF areas under the 5b Objective

Code and name Area (km?) Population
Average Area Index Average Area Index
(Av. = (Av, =
100) 100)
100 Devon and 3,000 41 620,000 180
Cornwall i
101 Dyfed, i 14,300 186 ‘ 686,000 i 200
Gwynedd and i : H
Powys
102 Dumfries and | 2,402 33 i 52,300 | 15
Galloway i
103 Highlands and i 38,700 530 : 368,200 i 107
Islands of Scotland
Total UNITED 14,600 58,402 431,625
KINGDOM
200 Wallonne 3,596 49 173,908 51
201 Hageland 530 7 134,090 i 39
Total BELGIUM 2,063 o 153,999

3tis possible that these data may exist in the Plans (not all of which were available to us) or in the responses to the
questionnaires sent by the Commission to the Member States.
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Table 2.2: Data on the CSF areas under the 5b Objective

Code and name Area (km?) Population
Average Area Index Average Area Index
(Av. = (Av. =
100) 100)

300 Grand Duchy of 164 2 3,409 : 1

Luxembourg

Total LUXEMBOURG | 164 | 3,409

400 Bonholm and | i 1,750 107,039 31

other Islands

Total DENMARK i 1,750 § 107,039

500 Bayern i 25,443 348 ! i 2,339,500 681

501 Schleswig- 3,887 ! 53 i 285700 83

Holstein

502 Nordrhein- 2,152 29 179,223 | 52

Westfalen :

503 Niedersachsen | {11,851 158 { 1,116,000 | 325

504 Baden- {2,561 | 35 i 274000 i 80

Wurttemberg H ) H

505 Hessen 5,067 | 69 i 550,780 160

506 Rheinland-Pfalz 4,183 57 346,900 101

507 Saarland 1,031 14 190,900 56

Total WEST ! 6,984 660,375

GERMANY i

600 Friesland P 2,413 33 ! 4429781 129

Total THE Po2413 i 442,978

NETHERLANDS i

700 Poitou-Charente 7,800 : 107 H i 309,300 90

702 P. Loire 2,200 § 30 67,000 20

703 Midi Pyrenees | ! 29,830 408 | i 920,000 268

706 Massif du Jura | ! 4,540 62 165,000 i 48

708 Lorraine 4,993 68 178,000 | 52

709 Limousin 16,450 225 494,000 144

710 Bourgogne 15,700 215 { 385000 i 112

711 Sud-Berry 6,300 86 ! 168,000 49

712 Alsace : 828 11 {921,000 268

10
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Table 2.2: Data on the CSF areas under the 5b Objective
Code and name Area (km?) Population
Average Area Index Average Area Index
(Av, = (Av. =
100) ‘ 100)

713 Champagne- 3,026 a1 62,650 : 18

Ardennes rerrrnassinadsarisssasanssannise e i

714 Languedoc- ' 13,800 189 i 283,000 82

Rousillon ‘

717 Bretagne : 7,020 96 306,000 89

718 Auvergne i 20,530 281 877,000. 255

719 Basse 8,630 118 i : 502,000 | 146

Normandie i L

720 Rhone Alpes 9,057 124 287,366 84

724 Franche Comts | 1,370 19 ! 48,000 } 14

(Jussey) i

725 Aquitaine {22,200 | 305 626,000 182

727 Provence Alpes 12,474 } 171 i 222,400 65

Rl I

Total FRANCE 10,379 i 378,984

800 Lesic | 7,360 96 677,696 186

801 Bolxano - 6,898 20 245,992 67

802 Marche : 4,400 57 535,000 147

803 Veneto : 3,423 45 i 727,055 199

804 Umbria i 4,020 52 i 271,232 E 74

805 Toscana ........... 5,402 74 265,956 17

806 Piemonte ' 961 13 36,476 11

807 Trento R 2,298 31 166,238 48

Total ITALY 1,732 117,167

900 Aragon 39563 | 541 i 464400 | 135

901 Baleares : 2,361 32 200,300 58

902 Cantabria ' 3,233 44 51,200 15

903 Catalufia 9,100 125 " 155,500 45

904 Madrid - 1,569 21 26,400 8

905 Navirra 4,154 } 57 70,900 21

11


















































































































































































































































































































































































































