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RDP evaluation: Comparing
| theory and practice

Recap: the theory, CMEF and guidance

Reflections on evolving practice (Work
Package 6 of RuDl)

RuDI case study findings and lessons for
evaluation

Towards an enhanced approach —
suggestions for discussion
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| The role of evaluation

Policy learning : to provide lessons on how
well the programme Is working and identify
scope and ideas for improvement

Audit / accountablility : to demonstrate to
taxpayers / stakeholders / the public, what
the policy Is achieving (or not)

‘Evaluation is a process by which society learns
about itself’ (Crombach)
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Formal RD Policy Evaluation

Ten years of the CMEF, 2000-10

A comprehensive & still evolving approach,
detailed guidance, ongoing evaluation, expert
support

Emphasis upon quantification of indicators
of Impact — deductive ‘intervention logic’
approach:

Funding

outputs, results, impacts

Implicit assumptions of:
Simple, linear relations

Single measures with a common purpose / application ‘o
Somewhat context-independent behaviour R u Dl



Treatment of evaluation in RDPs /
ex-ante reports

Sections on monitoring and evaluation brief,
similar wording (Art. 86)

Different views on the use and value of
CMEF indicators

Many at early stages of developing a
system, clearly find it a challenge to meet
CMEF requirements

Limited information on evaluation and
Indicators, very few additional ones
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Views on evaluation —
stakeholders

Assessment of impacts is of concern to most

Many believe economic and social partners’
roles should be given more weight

Results of evaluations under-used due to, e.g.

problems of timing (too early/late; too tight schedules)
low readability of reports

Informal assessment of impacts occurs through other
routes, so formal evaluation is less ‘needed’

unwilling to open results to public scrutiny?
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Opinions on CMEF

Clearer & more workable than in 2000-06,
copious guidance

BUT also, substantial criticism

Common approach/indicators doesn’t ensure common
methods — similar measures may not be comparable

Too narrow and demanding: distracts from capturing the
specific impacts of the RDP

For some goals, no impact indicators (e.g. Quality of life, soll
protection)

Approaches to evaluation of some measures/goals (esp
LEADER) are inadequate to capture full impacts
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Other iIssues — causal relations

Improving the environment and the countryside — not just the
preserve of axis 2 measures

e

@vironment and land management

—

preservation of natural envornment,
biodiversity, Natura 2000, water & soil,
climate change mitigation

@QOQJ@@OO

- these can all work together to enhanced effect, if so designed :
how to capture this?

'
- how to attribute causality, if impact indicators show change? RU Dl




| Other concerns (cont.)

Under-valued / too much a ‘heavy
obligation’ for implementers & stakeholders

— can undermine data quality and timeliness

Ambivalence — this is a political exercise

Tension between EU and national
Interest

Doubts in administrations: will benefits be
greater than costs?
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RuDI case studies —
lessons from practice

Territorial analysis can show
causal chains more
clearly

Stakeholder views —
especially understanding
beneficiaries — are central
to evaluation

There are interesting new technigues
for ‘process-effects’ comparison

Triangulation & iteration are key
elements for quality evaluation

Several ‘problem cases’ would look
like CMEF successes
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Lessons from practice (2)

Measuring impacts is only a part of
determining how successful a policy has
been

How to calibrate performance? Opinions/perceptions often
matter as well as measurables

Diagnostics (understanding why: how things work):
stakeholder / beneficiary experiences are key

Considering relative efficiency, coherence, synergies & side-
effects (+, -): these are systemic relationships which need to
be understood, to be analysed



Lessons from practice (3)

Context is all-important  for understanding measures
and outcomes

Other ‘evaluations’ - campaigns of NGOs, media;
Internal reviews; external auditors; political inquiries
— can also provide useful insights

Policy learning can come at any time in the
policy cycle

Mixed methods allow one to draw from all
sources



Suggested enhancements

Promote a stronger ‘culture of evaluation’, by
more, early and ongoing stakeholder involvement

good (personal, open) relationship between MA &
evaluators, regular public reporting

well-conceived methodologies drawing upon best
practice, experimenting with new approaches,
Incorporating quality standards and peer review

ensuring the readability and wide promotion of reports
Use new communication processes & learning

arenas - committees, events, in-field seminars,
exchanges

Apply both quantitative & qualitative approaches
figures should not take precedence



| Suggested enhancements (2)

Facilitate policy learning at regular intervals:
reflexive practice, stakeholder involvement,
open discussions

Keep the ‘data game’ Iin proportion
Establish longer-term ‘impact’ measurement

Use thematic, territorial & longitudinal
studies (case-study & wider) to clarify causal
Interlinkages



| Possible questions to discuss:

Is it meaningful to attempt EU RDP
performance comparablility / summation, in
guantitative terms?

What scope to compare qualitative
performance in a robust way?

What steps could best increase interest In,
and usability of, evaluation findings?

How can ongoing evaluation help us?
Should a territorial approach be mandatory?

Does timing matter, and if so, when should
we evaluate?



