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1. Summary Evaluation of the Single Programming document for objective 3 (SPD 3) programme
Programme evaluation based on standard criteria:

· relevance;

· effectiveness;

· efficiency;

· impact and 

· sustainability 

is connected to and proceeds from the results of the summary evaluation of priorities. 

The standard five-grade scale 1–5
 has been used for the purposes of the summary evaluation of SPD 3 priorities. According to this classification scale, the successfulness and performance of each priority have been evaluated
. The final programme 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
	4
	3
	4
	4

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

	P3 – Development of lifelong learning
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3

	P4 – Adaptability and entrepreneurship
	2
	3
	2
	2
	3


Programme relevance
 is in total evaluated as very good. Within the SPD 3 programme (hereinafter referred to as the Programme), projects the objectives of which are consistent with the specific objectives of the respective priorities have been essentially supported. However, with some priorities (e.g. P1 or P2), specific objectives are formulated rather broadly and therefore the interconnection between project activities and specific objectives of measures is determined rather vaguely. But with most priorities we may expect the projects implementation to fulfil the set objectives (nevertheless, with P1 it is probable that not all specified objectives or their sub-objectives shall be achieved).

Not everywhere was the knowledge of the target groups’ needs on a comparable level. In general, the MA (Managing Authority), IBs (Intermediate Bodies), and FBs (Final Beneficiaries) are usually aware of the target groups’ (TG) needs but – with certain exceptions (e.g. NROS – Civil Society Development Foundation, The City of Prague Municipal Council) – the developments in client demand are neither regularly and systematically monitored, nor evaluated. Therefore, invitations to lodge applications are usually not aimed towards the clients’ current demand; rather, they are formulated generally and broadly. As far as grant schemata are concerned, the situation is somewhat better because FBs usually closely cooperate with final recipients and therefore better reflect their specific and current needs.

Invitations to lodge applications are partially focused through the specific criteria for project assessment but the significance of these criteria is low (max. 5%). We must also note that the projects assessment and selection system generally puts more emphasis on the project’s technical quality rather than on its content and needfulness.

The Programme effectiveness is in total evaluated as acceptable. The effectiveness of the Programme implementation system was weak especially in the initial stage of the implementation. This was caused also by the lack of experience of implementation bodies participating in the Programme administration. The Programme publicity was also insufficient in the initial stage and, therefore, potential applicants showed little interest. With most of the priorities, the time demandingness of approval procedures negatively affected particularly the project financing and caused serious problems.

As the implementation of the Programme went on, its quality increased. It was proved that the higher efficiency of the Programme management and the achievement of good results were influenced, above all, by the managing structure stability and a close cooperation with applicants and subsidy receivers. In this context, especially the activities organised by The City of Prague Municipal Council and the NTF (National Training Fund) can be given as examples of successful practice.

Besides administration, the efficiency of the programme is significantly influenced by the individual projects’ observation of the economy principle. However, the absence of transparent rules and a unified methodology for the evaluation of project economy is a problem that affects all priorities without exception. The project evaluation method is not consistent and therefore makes it possible to assert the evaluators´ subjective points of view. The economy of the projects was also adversely influenced by other factors, such as the absence of hard-and-fast rules for the determination of the indirect cost limit.

Programme efficiency is in total evaluated as very good. The implementation of the Programme helped improve the situation of the target groups; the situation of disadvantaged population groups improved notably. In this regard, the Programme undoubtedly fulfilled its objectives.

Further, the Programme considerably supported the development of institutional and administrative capacities of both the TGs (especially as regards the non-profit sector) and Programme administrators (MA, IBs, FBs). It also increased the awareness of all topics the Programme focused on. Within all supported topics, the programme notably broadened the range of different educational, retraining and other programmes and courses.

The evaluation has proved that the most effective were projects prepared by the clients themselves to address their particular needs, projects carried out directly “in the field” – that is, within the immediate reach of TGs. National projects and projects implemented within grant schemata were particularly effective.

On the other hand, the Programme efficiency was negatively affected by, for instance, the systemic incompatibility of the national Active Employment Policy and the European Social Fund. Other adverse factors included: the predominance of excessively broad or one-sided retraining programmes (P1); the fact that the implementation of system changes in employee training failed (P4); or the fact that suitable projects were not found for certain activities (P3).

The monitoring and evaluation of efficiency is also, generally speaking, adversely affected by the current system of monitoring indicators, which does not cover quality aspects sufficiently.

The anticipated impact of the Programme is in total evaluated as acceptable. However, it will not be possible to evaluate the actual impact of the Programme implementation sooner than 1–2 years after its completion.

Generally we may assume that the implementation of supported projects was oriented towards the fulfilment of global objectives within Programme priorities. The institutional capacity of TGs and other entities participating in the implementation was strengthened. With many TGs, the situation has improved thanks to Programme interventions, and we may anticipate that this positive effect shall have an impact in the long term as well.

The anticipated sustainability of the Programme is in total evaluated as acceptable. The sustainability of outcome of system projects (P1) will mainly depend on the success of its implementation in practice. Generally speaking, we may anticipate that the sustainability of outcome of projects offering comprehensive support will surely be higher than in the case of projects oriented on one topic.

Unclear financial resources needed to ensure the sustainability of outcome also represent a problem (especially as regards non-profit NGOs). Projects in the non-profit sphere often lack information about ensuring the sustainability of outcome in the future.

On the other hand, it is probable that the sustainability of project outcome will be ensured in places where functional partnerships and functional cooperation networks have been established. Legislative support is another guarantor of sustainability (e.g. with P3 – Act No. 179/2006, on the verification and recognizing of results of further education).

The sustainability of positive outcome in SPD 3 should also be guaranteed by securing the continuity and succession within programmes in 2007–2013. 

Based on the summary evaluation of priorities, and seen from the viewpoint of the respective evaluation criteria, we may in total evaluate the successfulness of the SPD 3 Programme as follows:

Table 2: Overview of the Programme summary evaluation

	Programme / Criterion
	Relevance
	Effectiveness
	Efficiency
	Impact
	Sustainability

	
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3


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

2.1 Evaluation results summary for Theme 2 

Among SPD 3 priorities, Priority 1 has availed of the lowest weight, primarily because Prague labour market has not tackled significant problems. The implementation of Priority 1 within SPD 3 was problematic especially at the beginning; its onset was markedly the slowest of all priorities. Grant projects were mostly launched only in 2007. Only one national project was implemented. Very slow disbursement within the Priority could be speeded up only after the extension of the Labour Offices (LO) capacities and an information campaign. Final recipients of 3rd and 4th calls for proposals stated that they had not submitted their projects earlier because they had not been aware of potential support. Problems during the implementation of this priority have also been caused by the fact that it includes only one measure and the reallocation of funds from one – insufficiently effective, slowly disbursing measure facing low demand of the target groups of potential project promoters – into another measure is thus impossible. There was lack of time for reallocations of funds among priorities because the procedure was excessively time-intensive for the shortened programming period. The MA does not expect a full disbursement within this priority, namely due to the incomplete disbursement in ITP project (Labour Market Institute), which is almost sure at this moment. The overall weight of the priority will therefore further decrease and fall below the current 16 %, which reflect the share of the contracted funds. 

Another significant problem of this priority is the delayed launch of the ITP system project which – apart from the Call Centre – is a scion of a project financed from the Operational Programme Human Resources Development (OP HRD). As its allocation exceeds one third of the overall allocation, the project significantly influences the evaluation of the whole priority in all its aspects. 

Main aspects which can be evaluated within Priority 1 as positive include mainly high involvement rates of job-seekers in projects, more precise targeting of individual instruments and launching the efforts for a comprehensive support of individuals. In the future, the extent of applying the acquired experience and transferring it to other entities will be of crucial importance. 

The indicator values planned for some of the partial objectives of the Priority (e.g. the support of new jobs or new forms of employment) were, on the other hand, unrealistically high; it is quite sure that they are not going to be attained. The failure to meet them has however reflected the reality of Prague labour market and the overall background conditions (incl. legislation) and cannot therefore be rated among negative results. 

The overall impacts of Priority 1 on Prague labour market are still minimal and positive developments can rather be attributed to the overall economic development. 

2.2 Evaluation results summary for Theme 3 

Priority 2 has attained the planned objectives to a significant degree through the implementation of 221 projects and the contracting of funds amounting to CZK 728,135,409. Due to its targeting at social integration of disadvantaged groups, the development of institutions and the quality of services aimed at social integration and ensuring equal opportunities for women and men in the labour market, projects were implemented mostly by non-profit organisations, namely within 4 grant schemes. Public institutions implemented projects within 5 regional projects, the contents of which reflected the targeting of the priority. Project implementation progressed without larger difficulties; problems, if any, were rather of administrative nature. Target groups and selected activities complied with the programme dossier and global and specific objectives of the Priority. Priority 2 has been implemented within 3 measures:
Measure 2.1 Integration of specific population groups at risk of social exclusion: This measure has enabled the implementation of numerous projects with the aim of integrating specific population groups. Large numbers of training activities have been implemented, mostly with further individual support often enabling specific groups better to integrate in the society. 

Measure 2.2 Reconciling family and work lives: This measure has provided opportunities for the implementation of projects supporting men and women in taking care of their children. The implemented projects have mostly enabled education/training of this target group including supplementary activities (especially childcare). Larger system changes could not, however, be attained within the time available and the allocated funds. Projects have therefore rather contributed to the support of employment of individuals but have not influenced the overall conditions for equal opportunities of men and women. 

Measure 2.3 Strengthening the capacity of social service providers: Within this Measure, one grant scheme targeted at the development of the capacity of organisations providing social services has been implemented based on the global grants mechanism based on projects up to CZK 1 million. This grant scheme has been evaluated as very beneficial for small non-profit organisations. 

Insufficiently logical links between specific objectives of individual measures and the supported activities appear to be problematic. This fact could also to a certain degree have caused the failure to attain more systemic changes. Another problematic issue is the inadequate setup of criteria for the evaluation of efficiency, success rate, impact or sustainability of projects at the beginning of programme implementation, which hampers the provision of a sound final evaluation of this area.
2.3 Evaluation results summary for Theme 4 

The absence of a baseline analysis does not allow an objective evaluation of the benefit of activities implemented within projects aimed at meeting specific objectives in Priority 3. As of the date of final report, IS MSSF MONIT had registered only a small number of projects in the “final settlement” or “implementation completed” stages. The hitherto research has proved, that physical implementation has been completed in the majority of projects (94 % of respondents of a questionnaire research stated that they had completed project implementation). From the research it follows that the implementation of regional and grant projects has lead to attaining a major part of Priority 3 objectives; the attained results can be evaluated as positive, the activities have shown relatively effective impacts on target groups. Lack of projects required for meeting some of the specific objectives, or activities has been experienced. In general, we can state that the implementation of projects in Priority 3 has formed a sound basis for the implementation of activities in the forthcoming programming period, namely in the sphere of initial and further education. The implementation of Priority 3 projects faced complications linked to the functionality of IS MSSF BENEFIT and MONIT, to frequent turnover of staff in implementing structures and grant beneficiaries´ entities, the irregular flows of eligible project cost refunds and the issuing delays in project implementation, etc. 

2.4 Evaluation results summary for Theme 5 

Priority 4 has been implemented through three measures implementing grant schemes as illustrated in the following table.
Table 3: Priority 4 Measures

	Measure 4.1
	GS Adaptability and the support of competitiveness of firms and other organisations 

	
	GS Competitiveness

	Measure 4.2
	GS Co-operation of research and development institutions with business sphere; support of innovation

	Measure 4.3
	GS Development of human resources in tourism in the City of Prague


If we consider the fact that it was the first period of programmes funded from EU Structural Funds when formulating a summary evaluation of this priority, we can state that it has been implemented successfully. 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 included the administrative complexity and difficult and continuous clarification of rules, which clearly issued from the fact that it was the first implementation period of EU Structural Funds in the Czech Republic. As for grant project 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 implementation system has been functional (after initial corrections) but complicated and administratively intensive. Its efficiency has been compromised by insufficient preparedness of internal procedures within organisations playing the role of implementing entities, especially the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs (MoLSA) and Prague City Hall. The administrative complexity and time intensity of internal procedures in the MoLSA have lead to numerous delays in the approval of documents. In Prague Town Hall, there were significant delays in the phase of project approval and the provision of payments to beneficiaries. The three-tier implementing structure in combination with a high turnover of staff in all links of the implementing structure (except the IB at the City Hall) have decreased the quality of co-operation and communication among implementing entities and showed negative impacts on the quality of methodological management. Further weaknesses of the implementation system have been identified especially in the sphere of IS MONIT and in the setup and delivery of technical indicators.

The above described finding has unduly increased the administrative and time intensity of processes in the whole implementation system. There were delays in procedures and payments to beneficiaries, which in their final result have negatively affected project implementation success rate and efficiency. This negative experience could in the future discourage numerous beneficiaries from submitting further projects, namely in the new Operational Programme Prague - Adaptability. 
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� Detailed description: see Summary evaluation of priorities methodology.


� Different importance level of individual priorities from the viewpoint of financial allocations and the presumed final drawing was taken into account during the summary evaluation.


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