
[image: image2.emf][image: image3.png]


[image: image4.jpg]



[image: image5.png]t& e
e‘“ 00,7

REﬁECo

/SAep \e\>





This project is financed from the ESF, OP HRD, project reg. No.CZ.04.1.03/5.2.00.1/0057
[image: image6.jpg]EUservis.cz



[image: image7.jpg]GLELII




OBSAH

21.
Summary Evaluation of the Operational Programme Human Resources Development


52.
Summary of the Evaluation Results for Themes 2 - 6


52.1
Evaluation results summary for theme 2


52.2
Evaluation results summary for theme 3


62.3
Evaluation results summary for theme 4


62.4
Evaluation results summary for theme 5


62.5
Evaluation results summary for theme 6





1. Summary Evaluation of the Operational Programme Human Resources Development 

The summary evaluation of OP HRD (hereinafter referred to as “the Programme”) is based on a set of standard criteria – relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability and on the summary evaluation of individual Programme priorities.
The standard five-grade scale 1–5
 has been used for the purposes of the summary evaluation of priorities. According to this classification scale, the success rate and performance of each priority have been evaluated. The final assessment is shown below:
Table 1: Overview of summary evaluation according to priorities

	Priority / criterion
	Relevance
	Effectiveness
	Efficiency
	Impact
	Sustainability

	P1 – Active employment policy
	3
	3
	2
	3
	4

	P2 - Social integration and equal opportunities 
	3
	3
	2
	2
	3

	P3 – Development of lifelong learning
	2
	3
	2
	3
	4

	P4 – Adaptability and entrepreneurship
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3


The overall Programme relevance
 is rated to be adequate. The Programme has essentially supported projects and activities which were consistent with the specific objectives of the respective priorities. However, specific objectives of some priorities (e.g. P2) were formulated rather broadly and therefore the link between the project activities and specific measure objectives is rather unclear. On the other hand, not all specific objectives will be met as the implementation of certain types of supported activities or of certain system projects was not successful.
The MA (Managing Authority), IBs (Intermediate Bodies) and FBs (Final Beneficiaries) are generally aware of the needs of target groups (TGs) but – with some exceptions (e.g. NROS – Civil Society Development Foundation) – the developments in client demand are neither regularly and systematically monitored, nor evaluated. Therefore, calls for proposals are usually not tailored to clients’ current needs; rather they are formulated generally and broadly.
The calls for proposals are partially focused by using specific criteria for projects assessment, however the actual significance of these criteria is rather low (max. 15%). We must also note that the project assessment and selection system in general lay more weight rather on the technical quality of projects than on their content.
The overall Programme effectiveness is assessed to be adequate. The effectiveness of the Programme implementation system was weak especially in the initial stage of the implementation process. The main cause of the low effectiveness of implementation was a too complicated implementation structure. The lengthy approval procedures negatively affected particularly the project financing and therefore caused serious problems. The implementation of grant schemes (GS) and national projects was mostly more effective than the implementation of system projects.

Besides administration, the effectiveness of the programme is significantly influenced also by the effectiveness of individual projects. However, the absence of transparent rules and of a unified methodology for the evaluation of effectiveness can be seen as a problem across all priorities without exception. We miss a consistency in project evaluation methods and procedures which opens place for a subjective assessment by individual evaluators. Moreover, the absence of binding limits for indirect costs has negatively influenced the effectiveness of most projects (with the exception e.g. of innovative projects, projects aimed at support and development of social economy etc.).
The overall Programme efficiency is rated to be good. The implementation of the Programme has helped improve the situation of the target groups; the situation of disadvantaged population groups has improved notably. In this regard, the Programme undoubtedly has met its objectives.

The Programme significantly helped to improve the level of information of target groups as well as the level of information of the general public. The Programme also supported communication with clients and helped increase the awareness, e.g. of the need for further education. Within all supported topics, the Programme has notably broadened the range of various educational, retraining and other programmes and courses. Furthermore, the Programme considerably supported the development of institutional and administrative capacities of both the TGs (especially the non-profit sector) and the Programme administrators (MA, IBs, FBs).
The evaluation has showed that projects prepared by the clients themselves in order to address their specific needs and projects carried out “on the ground” (i.e. within the immediate reach of TGs) were the most efficient ones. Complex projects offering a wider scale of activities were also particularly efficient. 
On the other hand the predominance of excessively broad retraining programmes (P1) or those focused just on one specific area (particularly IT), the failure of full introduction of systemic changes in the area of employee training (P4) and a partial failure of some system projects influenced the Programme efficiency negatively. 
The monitoring and evaluation of efficiency has also been, generally speaking, adversely affected by the current system of monitoring indicators which does not reflect quality aspects sufficiently. 

The anticipated overall impact of the Programme is rated to be adequate. However, it will not be possible to evaluate the actual impact of the Programme sooner than 1–2 years after its completion; therefore we should consider the evaluation results as preliminary. It will be necessary to compare these results with changes that took place on the labour market in 2006–08. When evaluating the impact, it is also necessary to take into consideration the fact that a number of the system projects were pilots.

In general the implementation of supported projects was oriented towards the achievement of global objectives of Programme priorities. The institutional capacity of TGs and of other actors involved has been strengthened. With many TGs, the situation has improved thanks to Programme interventions and this positive effect can be expected even over a longer term. For instance the implementation of grant projects in the field of education contributed to broaden the offer of various educational programmes (P3) which may also have a positive impact in the long term. A similar conclusion applies also to the Priorities 1, 2 and 4.     
On the other hand, the implementation of system measures which bring usually a long-term effect (e.g. within P1 or P3) has failed. It seems to be unclear to what extent the Programme contributed to the introduction of systemic changes. Therefore, it is not possible to predict its impact at this time more precisely.

The anticipated overall sustainability of the Programme is assessed to be poor. The sustainability of results of system projects (P1) is questionable as their future application has not been properly planned yet. Furthermore, the “slimming” of Labour Offices will unfortunately result in the loss of the experience and the know-how gained through the Programme.

Moreover, the financial resources necessary to ensure the sustainability of project results are often quite uncertain – this is a problem especially with regard to the non-profit sector (which results in a staff reduction in some NGOs -P2).

For many projects it is not clear how the achieved results will be used. For example, in Priority 3, it is important to maintain existing project teams to ensure the sustainability of the results. In many cases this has unfortunately failed due to the delays in the follow-up activities.
On the other hand, it is probable that the results of system and complex projects will have a good chance in terms of longer sustainability. Partnerships created among employers, labour offices (LO), educational organizations and the non-profit sector are definitely positive results and contribute to the sustainability of the Programme.  

Based on the summary evaluation of the Programme priorities the overall “success” of the Programme measured the respective evaluation criteria is as follows:
Table 2: Overview of the Programme summary evaluation

	Criterion
	Relevance
	Effectiveness
	Efficiency
	Impact
	Sustainability

	Evaluation
	3
	3
	2
	3
	4


2. Summary of the Evaluation Results for Themes 2 - 6

2.1 Evaluation results summary for Theme 2 

Although the situation in the labour market gradually improved during the 2004 – 2008 period, it is currently impossible to establish exactly the impact rate of the OP HRD. It is evident that positive impacts of Measure 1.1 have included the implementation of national projects and grant schemes in regions. Main benefits of the ESF-funded active employment policy support have included increasing its specific targeting, strengthening individual approach to clients as well as introducing a new concept for the support of individuals, mainly specifically disadvantaged groups (incl. the long-term unemployed), namely through comprehensive projects. Significant benefits have also issued from the broad involvement of job-seekers in ESF projects resulting in benefits in the sphere of unemployment prevention. On the other hand, efforts to introduce some other new or innovative approaches (e.g. the support of new forms of employment) have stayed behind expectations due to the lack of market demand. Thanks to Measure 1.2, the quality of services provided through labour offices has increased, namely due to the ITP project (Labour Market Institute) - despite its imbalanced geographic distribution (only in selected LOs). It will be decisive whether the attained results can be sustained, i.e. whether a follow-up for the ITP project will be ensured, together with its rolling-out to all LOs. If considering its budget, the efficiency of the ITP project remains, however, questionable and should definitely be further assessed; the Evaluator has not been provided detailed data on this project.
2.2 Evaluation results summary for Theme 3 

Priority 2 has met its pre-established objectives to a significant degree; it has attained them though the implementation of 458 projects with the aggregate budget amounting to CZK 1,263,805,997.70. Considering its targeting at “decreasing the number and share of persons at risk of social exclusion through an integrated approach and the removal of barriers hampering their involvement in the labour market, incl. discrimination based on sex“, projects (grant schemes) of non-profit organisations and public institutions (system and national projects) have been implemented under 3 measures. None of the projects faced bigger problems but there were some difficulties of a rather administrative nature. Target groups and the selected activities have reflected the Programme Dossier and complied with the global and specific objectives of the priority. 

Measure 2.1 “Integration of specific groups of population at risk of social exclusion” has provided background for the implementation of numerous projects aimed at integrating specific population groups. It has involved the implementation of large numbers of training activities mostly backed with further individual support, which has often enabled specific groups to integrate better in the society. Measure 2.2 “Equal opportunities for men and women in the labour market” has offered opportunities for the implementation of projects supporting men and women in taking care for their children. The implemented projects were mostly aimed at providing this target group access to education and training, including supplementary activities, especially childcare. The time and funds available were, however, insufficient for implementing system changes. Projects have therefore contributed to the support of employment of individuals but have not significantly impacted the overall conditions ensuring equal opportunities for men and women. Measure 2.3 “Strengthening the capacity of social service providers” has been implemented through a global grant earmarked for the development of capacity in organisations providing social services and supporting projects up to CZK 1 million. The measure and the form of its implementation have been evaluated as highly beneficial for small NGOs. 

Insufficient logical mutual links among specific objectives of individual measures and the supported activities have been assessed as problematic and possibly contributing to the failure to attain more systemic changes. Another problematic issue is the inadequate setup of criteria for the evaluation of project efficiency, success rate, impact or sustainability at the start of programme implementation which is indispensable for a sound final evaluation of this area.
2.3 Evaluation results summary for Theme 4 

Priority 3 of the Programme aimed at the development of life-long learning has managed to contribute to attaining the bulk of specific measure objectives. It has successfully contributed to extending the offer of initial and further training programmes (incl. further professional training and further training of pedagogical staff). National and system projects have also succeeded in supporting the reform of initial education; system activities have been followed up by a whole range of regional and local initiatives supported from the ESF or funded from other sources. High demand for the support of university activities targeted at research, development and the upgrading of pedagogical competencies of staff in the sphere of tertiary education has also been evaluated as very positive. Let us also highlight the number of supported grant projects which have strongly supported interest in further professional training in regions and contributed thus to extending the offer of products within further professional training and increasing the competencies of trainers and staff in this area.
2.4 Evaluation results summary for Theme 5 

Priority 4 has been implemented through two measures supporting 16 (14 + 2) grant schemes, 6 national projects and 1 system project. We have considered that this is the first Structural Funds (SF) programming period in the CR and can therefore state in the summary evaluation of this priority that its implementation has been successful. This priority is somewhat specific because Measure 4.2 has been targeted at thematically rather diverse areas (environmental education and training, support of education in the CR and specific training in businesses) and has therefore included rather diverse specific objectives and activities. This has somewhat complicated the evaluation, both of this measure and of the whole priority.

We can rate among main achievements the fact that monitoring indicators have been attained and in many cases several times exceeded, that projects have mostly adhered to their commitments formulated in grant agreements and – last but not least – the fact that both programme beneficiaries and its implementing structure mostly evaluate the impact of the implemented projects on target groups and beneficiaries as positive.
Main problems in the implementation of the priority have included the administrative complexity and difficult and continuous clarification of rules, which has clearly issued from the fact that this is the first implementation period. As for grant project and GS level, we can state that effecting more systemic changes was somewhat difficult and projects have thus rather achieved partial effects. The Evaluator assesses the insufficiently logical links between specific objectives of individual measures, supported activities and monitoring indicators as problematic; they could – to a certain degree – have caused the failure to achieve more systemic changes. An inadequate and insufficiently exact setup of criteria earmarked for assessing the efficiency of projects at the start of programme implementation, without which final evaluation of this area cannot be soundly formulated, is another problematic issue.
2.5 Evaluation results summary for Theme 6 

Results of the executed research and analyses have proved that the OP HRD implementation system and structure are inefficient. Large numbers of the involved implementing entities with various institutional structures and the inadequate initial formulation of some of the specific methodologies, including complicated and inadequately specified financial flows have required strong central-level methodological management and coordination. This pre-requisite has not been fully met during the implementation especially due to the high turnover of labour in all links of the implementing structure but mainly at the central level in the MA OP HRD and Community Support Framework where whole specialised teams were exchanged. Methodological continuity could thus not always be sustained. Another important factor reducing the quality of methodological management was the insufficiently transparent definition of responsibilities of the MA and IBs which has lead to ambiguous interpretations of rules. These shortcomings have also impacted the quality of communication between implementing entities. Amendments of methodological documents were also rather frequent. The methodological, technical and personnel capacity required for the administration of large system and national projects was also insufficient. Further weaknesses in the implementation system have been identified especially in the sphere of IS MONIT and in the setup and delivery of technical indicators.

This fact has lead to inadequate administrative and time loads exerted on implementation bodies at lower implementation levels, addressing numerous methodological problems by themselves. The lack of efficiency of the implementation system has consequently impacted especially project implementation. Delays were witnessed in the launching of projects but also in other administrative processes, linked namely to the controls of project financial settlements and delayed payments to beneficiaries. Some payment delays were alarming and in some cases lasted six months or even longer. This negative experience can discourage numerous beneficiaries from submitting further projects which can negatively impact the absorption capacity new 2007 – 2013 programmes.
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� 1 = excellent; 2 = good; 3 = adequate; 4 = poor; 5 = unacceptable 


� It is the “internal” relevance of the programme – see detailed description in the summary evaluation of priorities.
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