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Warum ein eigen% Handbuch fur
den Fischereifonds?

e Evaluierungserfahrung ist gering
e Regulative ist nicht deutlich genug

e Notwendige Harmonisierung der Evaluierungen
fur zukdnftiges:
e Evaluationssynthese

e Ex-post Evaluation
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background

This working paper on the evaluation of El.lrupean Mam:lrte and Fisheries Funds (EMFF) programmes was written to fil an infor-
mation gap and men

According to Article S of the Common Provisions Regulation® (CPR), Managing Authorities {MAs) “shall ensure tht evaluations,
inciuding eveluctions to assess effectiveness, efficiency and impoct are mrried out for each programme an the bosis of the eval
wotion pion and that eoth evsluation is subject to appropnote follow-up in cocomance with the Fund-specific nles.”

In for this the Fisheries and Evaluation Support Unit (FAME SU) conducted
2 needs assessment. The results showerl a clear demaned for a working paper thet contributes to 2 commonunderstanding of the
main aspects of the evalation process. It revealed that:
+  some Member States (MSs) have started EMFF evaluations:
there is no systematic approach among MSs to the questions asked in EMFF evaluations;
some MSs need
Sarme Evaluation Plans (EPs) cumently mdudad nthe Operational Programmes (OPs) do not give MAs adequate guidance.

Different i for future EU-wide ex-post evaluations, whose usefulness depends
on the degree o which ratonal EMFF evaluatir reailtsare comparable. This working paper is intended to help standantise and
improve the quality of future evaluations,

1.2 Who this working paper is for

This working paper is designed for MAs 2nd for the experts who evaluate EMFF programmes. It forses on evaluations curing
the programme implementation phase. The working paper supports MAs and evaluators in preparing the evaluation, contracting
experts, and guiding the evaluation process. It takes irto actount existing evaluation guides and papers developed by other
Directorates General {DGs) and extemal sources (sse Annex 1),

The working paper supparts MAs in:
spedifying the evaluation in terms of:
- processes for different types of evaluations;
- key evalation questions (KEQs},
- critenia and tenms of reference (ToRk
- methodology and data reguirements:
- timelines,
- communication; and
- resources.
i . consistency and of both the process and its outcome.

1.3 Structure of this working paper

The complets warking paper on EMFF evaluation comprises:
the working paper itself (this document), and
the EMFF evaluation toolbax

The working paper supports MAs in preparing process and impact evaluations (see Section 3 below). It explains the main steps
in preparing n evaluation, with references to the EMFF evaluation toolbox.

The EMFF evaluation working paper has five sections.
+  Section 1 is the introduction.
+  Section 2 supports the preparation phase with:
- 2 checklist of the main aspects to consider when planning an evakuation;
- 2 timeline for different evaluations, and
- an outline roadmap.

1 Reguletian (EU) Na 13052013

Toolbox

1. PROCESS EVALUATION

Process fiche 8 Effectiveness — monitaring system

c
i How effective is the monitoring system in collecting analysing and monitoring the output,
& financial, procedural and result indicators as defined by the programme?

official reports (progress reports 2nd AlRs) are on time 2nd fulfil the reparting requirements of the Commission

E The mortorig system 5 ‘able to collect, analyse 2nd monitar the required indicators 2s defined by the programme
fAn. 52 of the CPR)

Judgment | Evaliation

+ Infosys s set up and operztional
Mo FAME Art 371 error reports

Clartty of the definition of the nights of actess to the database of the relevant bodies

Dtz collection

Compatibility of the national systems with the EMFF system

Compatibility of the AIR with SFC2014

« Timeliness o the approfetion by the MCare the surission of the AR to the Commissin
. and clarity of the reports for the monitoring committee.

Key painits to
rsider

Durztion between subrmission nd admission of AIR
Art. 97.1 rumber of ermors

Accessibllity of catabase

Avallzble 2nd complete deta collection

Quality of the ceta callected

Murmber ane type of differences between EMFF systam and national monitoring system
Murmber ane type of differences between AR and SFC2014

Duration of approbation 2nd submission of reparts

Percetver clartty of the reports for MC members

indeators

Vss- naaanwgsmmmguwassmsm
W . Interviews wi
A8 . htavlausunlh Expens
& 'E « Interviews with MC members

Process fiche 9: Efficiency — OP implementation

-
question

How cost- and time-efficient are the OP implementation activities?

Appliztions are processed and funds provided to beneficiaries In 2 tmely mznner
The Feve been at cost to the

oosts of the from those of actvities In

-
Judgment | Evalation
criteria

The
the previous perid

-
Key pairits to

Cost per operation

Whether costs are higher o lower com pared to the previous progrmming period

Whether costs are higher o lower compared to similar Interventions funded by other national o regional
progrmmes

omsder

Cost (Le. expenditure for OF manegement. not for the opertion) per 2ppliction compared ta similzr actions In
the previous programiming penod or compared to other ESIF funds I the programming period 20142020
Average tme from application to decision

Average time from application to funds being provided for approved projects

-
Evaluation
indicators

Evaluation
methodalogy

of an

Process mapping (e g analysis of nthe
Costanalysis (=g, Cost Effectiveness Analyss, Cost-Benefit Analysis)
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QOCESS EVALUATION FICHES
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1.2 Implementation (management structure and processes)

INTRODUCTION

11 Background
12 ‘Whao this working paper is for

13 Structure of this working paper
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Datenmanagement im Fischereifonds

1CCl 2 Uniaque Ideriiffier of the 3 Marmne of the operation 5 NUTS code 18 Measure conoerned
Operation (1D)
2014DELAMFOPO01 NI12345678 Low-energy onboard freezer DEQH 122
for unwanted catches
2 Unigue Identifier of the .
14 Operation (D) 4 Vessel number ‘Community Fleet Register number’ [CFR)
Stand —l 2014DE1AMFOPOOL MI12345678 DEUS00520102
des Gender
Projektes
106l 2 Unigue Identifier of the 20 Operation implementation data 21 Value of the implementation
Operation (ID) data
F . |
2014DE1AMFOPOOL MI12345678 1 1
2014DE1AMFOPO0L MI12345678 2 54
| 20140E1AMFOPO0L MNI12345678 A 3 3
SChilg | Teesmoesv
kenn- =
24 val f It indicat
Zei Ch en 166 2 Unigue Identifier of the 22 Result indicator(s) related to 23 Indicative result expected by WT_:: ja|r':f;:ed|:ﬂi? o
Operation (D) the operation the beneficiary ! }
implementation
ﬁﬂlﬂDE 14MFOPOOL MI12345678 _\ 11 1,500
20140E1AMFOPOOL MI12345678 1.2 4 500
2014DE1AMFOPOOL MI12345678 13 1,000
TTAnELAMFOPOOL MI12345678 15 o
el MI12345678 1.7 o Ausbezahltes
Art des il MI12345678 18 3 Budget
Proj ektes n MI12345678 19.a
~P001 MI12345678 __A 190 |




Basis der Evalu

Table Annex|
2 Unique Identifier of the
1o Operation (ID) 3Name of the aperation 5 NUTS code. 18 Measure concerned
Low-energy onboard freezer
2014DEIAMFOPOOT NI12345678 o oot DESAH - 122

2 Unique Identifier of the
Operation (1D}

4 Vessel number "Community Flest Register number’ (CFR)

. |

Ni12345678

DEUS00520102 |

1ca

2 Unique Identifier of the
ratiol

200peration implementation data

21Value of the implementation
data

Table Annex il

n (1D}
ST 112345678 1 1
2014DE1AMFOPO0T HI12345678 2 58
2014DELAMFOPO0L 112345678 3 3

Table Annex iV

iea 2Unique identifier of the | 22 Resuit indicatar(s) related to | 23Indicative result expectsd by ":‘,:::,;::‘:,'r:::mr
Operation (1D} the operation the benefi
14DELAMFOPO0T 112345678 11 1,500
2014DE1AMFOPO0T HI12345678 12 4,500
2014DEIAMFOPO0L NIL2345678 13 1,000
2014DELAMFOPO0T NI12345678 15 0
2014DE1AMFOPO0L NI12345678 17 0
2014DE1AMFOPO0T HI12345678 18 3
2014DEIAMFOPOOL NIL2345678 19
14DELAMFOPOOL 112345678 Lob
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1. PROCESS EVALUATION

Process fiche 8 Effectiveness — monitaring system

c
i How effective is the monitoring system in collecting analysing and monitoring the output,
& financial, procedural and result indicators as defined by the programme?

The menitoring System is bie to collect, analyse and monitar the required Indicators 2s defined by the programme
The offical reports (progress reports 2nd AlRs) are on time 2nd fulfl the reporting requiraments of the Commission
(Art. 52 of the CPR)

Judgment | Evaliation

+ Infosys s set up and operztional

Mo FAME Art 371 error reports

Clartty of the definition of the nights of actess to the database of the relevant bodies

Dtz collection

Compatibility of the national systems with the EMFF system

Compatibility of the AIR with SFC2014

+ Timeliness of the approbetion by the MC 2nd the submission of the AIRs to the Commission
¥ and clarity of the reports for the monitoring committee.

Key painits to
rsider

Durtion between submission and admission of AIR
Art. 97 1 rumber of erors
Accessibility of catabase

indeators

Murmber ane type of differences between EMFF systam and national monitoring system
Murmber ane type of differences between AR and SFC2014

Duration of approbation 2nd submission of reparts

Percetver clartty of the reports for MC members

F § & - Dot analyss and plausibilty assessment
¥ . Interviews with MA
A8 . Interviews with experts
&'E « Interviews with MC members

Process fiche 9: Efficiency — OP implementation

-
question

How cost- and time-efficient are the OP implementation activities?

Appliztions are processed and funds provided to beneficiaries In 2 tmely mznner
The Feve been at cost to the

criteria

oosts of the from those of actvities In

-
Judgment | Evalation

The
the previous perid

-
Key pairits to

«  Cost per operation

Whether costs are higher o lower com pared to the previous progrmming period

Whether costs are higher o lower compared to similar Interventions funded by other national o regional
progrmmes

omsder

Cost (Le. expenditure for OF manegement. not for the opertion) per 2ppliction compared ta similzr actions In
the previous programiming penod or compared to other ESIF funds I the programming period 20142020

- Average ume from application to decision

Average time from application to funds being provided for approved projects

-
Evaluation
indicators

of an

Evaluation
methodalogy

Process mapping (e g analysis of nthe
Costanalysis (=g, Cost Effectiveness Analyss, Cost-Benefit Analysis)
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Process evaluation fiche

Process fiche 9: Efficiency — OP implementation

question

How cost- and time-efficient are the OP implementation activities?

critéria

Judgment | Evaluation

Applications are processed and funds provided to beneficlaries In a timely manner

The measures/schermes have been Implemented at reasonable cost to the administration

The administrative costs of the measures/schermes are different from those of comparable activities In
the previous perod

consider

Cost per operation

Whether costs are higher or lower compared to the previous programiming penod

Whether costs are higher ar lower cormpared to similar Interventions funded by other natlonal or reglonal
progranmimes

Cost {Le. expenditure for OF managerment, not for the operation) per application compared to similar actlons In
the previous programiming period or cormpared to other ESIF funds in the prograrmiming period 2014-2020
Average time from application to decislon

Average tirme from application to funds being provided for approved projects

-
Evaluation | Evaluation | Key points to

methodology | indicators

Process mapping (e.g. analysis of management systerms/workflows In the management of an Intervention)
Cost analysis (e.0. Cost-Effectiveness Analysis, Cost-Benefit Analysis)

Hilfe fur die
Ausschreibung
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Evaluierung der Effektivitat

[ Spezifisches Ziel J

_ Beitrag der
Evaluierungsfrage MaRnahme

Bewertuna der MalRnahme

Bewertung der Mallhahme

Bewertung der Mal3nahme

KEY EVALUATION QUESTION 1.3: To what extent has EMFF contributed to “ensuring a balance
between fishing capacity and available fishing opportunities”?

Bewertungs- Bewertungs-
kriterien indikatoren

Evaluierungsfrage
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Evaluierung der Effektivitat

Effectiveness evaluation fiche 2: Art. 38 — Limitation of the impact of fishing on the marine environment
and adaptation of fishing to the protection of species (including 44.1.c. Inland fishing)

P 4
==

Category

EMFF contributed to the reduction of unwanted catches, reduction of impact on environment and protection from
birds and mammals

Judgement
criteria

Investments in

a. equipment to improve size selectivity or species selectivity of fishing gear

b. equipment that eliminates discards by avoiding and reducing unwanted catches of commercial stocks, or that
deals with unwanted catches to be landed in accordance with Article 15 of Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013

c. equipment that limits and, where possible, eliminates the physical and biological impacts of fishing on the
ecosystem or the sea bed

d. equipment that protects gear and catches from mammals and birds

shall not be granted more than once during the programming period

Key points to
consider

11
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Beispiel MaBBnahme - Arterhaltung

Effectiveness evaluation fiche 2: Art. 38 — Limitation of the impact of fishing on the marine environment
and adaptation of fishing to the protection of species (including 44.1.c. Inland fishing)

Evaluation indicators (EI)

A. Total investment

B. Absorption rate

C. Progress in reaching the target of output indicators
D. Number of operations by type

E. Number and type of vessels

F. Number of fishermen benefiting;

G. Change (reduction) in unwanted catches.

H. Type of environmental protection (e.g. species

selectivity, size selectivity, reduction of impact on
seabed, reduction of bycatches, protection of catches
from birds and mammals etc.)

Type of fishery (e.g. type of gear used, type of vessel,
location of fishing grounds, target species etc.)

Source

Infosys code of me

Infosys code of
AlIR table 4

Total eligible expers =
the MA/total budget

AlIR Table 2 milestones and
cumulative value

Number of operations/milestone value
Number of operations/target value

eas

Datenbank

Infosys code of measure 1.15.1: Whether the operation
relates to sea or inland fishing or both
Infosys code of measure 1.15.2: Type of investment:

a. selectivity of gear

b. reduce discards or deal with unwanted catches

c. eliminating impacts on ecosystem and sea bed

d. protecting gears and catches from mammals and birds
e. fish aggregating devices in ocutermost regions

Infosys Annex Il field 4
Community Fleet Register

Infosys code of measure 1.15.3: Number of fishermen
benefiting from the operation

Rl 1.4.a Change i
Rl 1.4b Ch

MA, be

Befragung
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Effektivitatsbewertung pro SZ
Beispiel Aquakultur

Bewertungs-
kriterien

~

Verdeutlichung

-

Y

Bewertungs-
indikatoren

-

EMFF Beitrag zu Innovation in der Aquakultur

MalRnahme Artikel 47 EMFF

Relevanter Text aus der Verordnung: e.g. Entwicklung von
technischem, wissenschaftliche oder organisatorischem Wissen im

Bereich der Aquakultur

Geplante Investitionen

Tatsachliche Investitionen
Anzahl der Projekte
Art der Projekte

Einfluss der Innovation auf die
Verbesserung der Umwelt

Verwendung der Innovation
nach dem Projektende

Anderung der Produktion durch
die Innovation

Infosys Feld 10

Infosys Feld 10
Infosys 11.1.1
Infosys I1.1.1

Interviews mit VB und anderen
Experten

Interviews mit VB und
Begunstigten

Ergebnisindikator: Anderung
des Produktionsvolumens
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Wirkungsanalyse pro Prioritatsachse
Beispiel Aquakultur

Bewertungs-

kriterien

Anderung im Sektor

Verdeutlichung insgesamt
Kontextindikator

Verbesserung der
Umwelt

Ressourcen-
effizienz

Wettbewerbs-
fahigkeit

Wirtschaftlichkeit

Innovation

Beitrag des

Programmes
Bewertungsindikatoren

Investitionsvolumen

Rgeciste Produktionsvolumen
Effizientere Kontextindikator:
Wassernutzung in der Produktionsvolumen fir
Aquakultur Zirkularsysteme
Verbesserte Prozesse, Nettoprofit im Sektor
Kosteneffizienz, Wert der Aquakultur

Neue Jobs, Jobs erhalten, Jobs in der Aquakultur

verbesserte insgesamt
Arbeitsbedingungen g
Innovative Infrastruktur, Innovative Trends im Sektor
innovative Prozesse insgesamt

Programmeinvestition
In zertifizierter Aquakultur

Produktionsvolumen im
Bereich der Zirkularsysteme

Programmeinvestition
Produktionsvolumen

Anzahl neuer Jobs

Zusammenfassung der
Bewertung der MaRnahmen
die zur Innovation beitragen.



Kontakt

FAME Support Unit
Boulevard de la Woluwe 2
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FAME@fame-emff.eu

4

15


mailto:FAME@fame-emff.eu
mailto:FAME@fame-emff.eu
mailto:FAME@fame-emff.eu

EMFF evaluation

Article 56 of the Common Provisions
Regulation (CPR),

Managing Authorities (MAs) "shall ensure that
evaluations, including evaluations to assess
effectiveness, efficiency and impact, are carried
out for each programme on the basis of the
evaluation plan and that each evaluation is
subject to appropriate follow-up in accordance
with the Fund-specific rules.”
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