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Economic and social circumstances have heightened the need for the European 
Union’s (EU) policy to use the EU Structural Funds as efficiently as possible and make 
programmes more result-orientated. As a result, in preparation for the programming 
period 2014–2020 the emphasis has been put on the importance of evaluation as a 
source of credible evidence of the benefits of EU interventions. In his report 2009 
“An agenda for a reformed Cohesion Policy”, Fabrizio Barca stated that evaluation of 
Cohesion policy lacked clear evidence of the efficiency, effectiveness and impacts of 
the policy, which did not contribute to the evidence-based management of assistance.

Evaluations of the EU Structural Funds carried out in Lithuania in the period of 2008–
2012 had two aims: (1) to improve the quality, efficiency and consistency of the use of 
the EU Structural Funds as well as the implementation of the Strategy and operational 
programmes, and (2) to strengthen competences of Lithuanian civil servants 
responsible for evaluation. Despite the increasing number and quality of evaluations 
and evaluation capacity building measures, these evaluations shared one common 
problem with evaluations of the EU Cohesion policy – they sometimes lacked “robust 
evidence” and were often dominated by recommendations of operational nature. This 
is why the impact evaluation based on rigorous approaches and methods, which should 
become a methodological backbone of the Cohesion policy in the programming period 
2014–2020, is one of the greatest evaluation challenges in Lithuania.

On the other hand, we need not only high-quality evaluation results, but also 
their successful use for improving programme management and accounting for 
implementation. When evaluations of the EU Structural Funds were first launched in 
Lithuania, issues such as the use of evaluation benefits and results, implementation 
of recommendations and monitoring were paid limited attention. Even though the 
implementation of evaluation recommendations was systematically analysed in 2007–
2013, there was no efficient system of recommendation management in place.

The Ministry of Finance, having in mind challenges of the new programming period and 
in attempt to increase the quality and benefits of evaluation, launched two thematic 
evaluations. They measured the quality of evaluations of the EU Structural Funds 
carried out in Lithuania and the use of evaluation results, also delivered proposals on 
how to improve the quality of evaluation as such and the implementation of evaluation 
recommendations. The object of these evaluations was 38 evaluation projects funded 
under evaluation plans for 2008–2012.

This publication presents key findings and lessons learnt from the Evaluations of the 
Quality of Evaluation of EU Structural Funds and the Use of Evaluation Results in 2008–
2012.

FOREWORD
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This section introduces the methodology and key findings of the Evaluation of the 
Quality of Evaluation of EU Structural Funds. The main focus is on factors that have 
the greatest influence on the quality of evaluation, namely relevance of evaluation, 
quality of the Terms of Reference, competence of service providers, financial value of 
evaluation services, as well as cooperation between contracting authorities and service 
providers.

1. QUALITY OF EVALUATION OF EU STRUCTURAL FUNDS

The quality of 
evaluation is a result 

of cooperation 
between contracting 

authorities and 
service providers

1.1. Methodology for determining the quality of evaluation of EU Structural 
Funds
The Evaluation of the Quality of Evaluation of EU Structural Funds was aimed at 
analysing the quality of evaluations, which, in fact, is a result of cooperation between 
contracting authorities responsible for evaluation planning, public procurement and 
evaluation quality assurance and service providers responsible for the preparation of 
evaluation reports. The use of evaluation results, however, depends not only on the 
supply of high-quality evidence, but also on the demand for this evidence when making 
political and administrative decisions (see Figure 1).

Figure 1. Basis of the analysis of the quality of evaluations

Source: drawn up by the authors.

The quality of evaluation was analysed using a mixed approach. It was defined by the 
objective method (meeting professional evaluation standards or guidelines) and the 
subjective method (perception of contracting authorities and service providers about 
the quality of evaluation). The evaluation was based upon meta-analysis of evaluation 
reports according to pre-defined questions, surveys of contracting authorities and 
service providers, and small-scope case studies. The application of all these methods 
(see Table 1) allowed for a comprehensive assessment of the quality of evaluations.
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Table 1. Methods used during the evaluation

1.2. Key findings of the Evaluation of the Quality of Evaluation of EU  
Structural Funds

Meta-analysis and surveys revealed a high quality of evaluation reports. The overall 
quality score received from meta-analysis was 0.81 (1 is the maximum score), and 86% 
of the contracting authorities considered evaluation services to be of a high or rather 
high quality. The majority of the surveyed service providers had also a positive but 
more moderate attitude to the quality of evaluation services in Lithuania (Figure 2).

Evaluation reports 
are characterised 
by high quality
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Figure 2. Opinions of contracting authorities and service providers on the quality of evaluation

Source: surveys of contracting authorities and service providers, October–November 2012.

The analysis determined a statistically significant medium strong association (p<0.05, 
Kendall’s tau-c 0.341) between the findings of meta-analysis and the opinion of 
contracting authorities on the quality of evaluation. This proves the existing links 
between the objective approach (based on the findings of meta-analysis) and the 
subjective approach (based on the results of surveys) to quality assessment as well as 
justifies the reliability of the results of this evaluation.

Even though the quality of evaluation reports is similar among evaluations of the same 
type (implementation reports scored 0.83, and impact evaluations – 0.80), the quality 
of evaluation still varies in the following aspects:

Evaluation reports. According to the findings of meta-analysis, the overall quality 
score of individual reports varies considerably (from 0.39 to 0.96), implying that 
there is still some room to improve the quality if major quality-related problems 
are addressed;
Evaluation of different periods. The analysis of changes in the quality of evaluation 
by year showed a slight improvement: from 2008 to 2011 the quality score increased 
from 0.81 to 0.85. This may indicate some learning from the implementation of 
evaluations;
Contracting authorities. It was determined that the quality of evaluation varies 
among contracting authorities. The quality of evaluation reports commissioned 
by the Ministry of Finance (which has an Evaluation Unit) was evaluated more 
positively than the quality of evaluations commissioned by other ministries 
and state institutions, which often do not have such units. It suggests that the 
institutionalisation of evaluation has some effect on the quality of evaluation 
reports;
Budget of evaluation services. Looking at the distribution of the quality of 
evaluations by budget showed an inverse relation, meaning that evaluations with 
a small or average budget received slightly higher scores in meta-analysis than 
projects with larger budgets (0.82–0.83 compared to 0.73);

The quality of 
evaluation still 

varies
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Table 2. Results of meta-analysis by report quality evaluation criteria

Note: the table presents average scores by meta-analysis evaluation criterion.

Quality evaluation criterion. Finally, the quality of evaluation varies from 0.71 
to 0.92 according to the report evaluation criterion. As the findings of meta-
analysis summarised in Table 2 indicate, the best aspect of evaluation was the 
formulation of aims, whereas the lowest score went to the application of the 
intervention logic and the design of recommendations.

The Evaluation of the Quality of Evaluation of EU Structural Funds identified the 
following weaknesses in the quality of evaluation reports:
Shortfalls of the intervention logic. Some evaluation reports contain incomplete 
intervention logic or no intervention logic at all, as a result of which evaluations 
often lack structuring and the validity of results;
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1.3. Relevance of evaluation of EU Structural Funds

The quality of evaluation and the use of evaluation results depend primarily on the 
need for evaluation. Evaluations that have a clear need, are relevant and necessary for 
commissioning bodies may not only be of a better quality, but also better exploited. It 
all depends on how much attention the contracting authority gives to the design of an 
evaluation project and the preparation of the Terms of Reference, also on how much it 
is involved in the evaluation process.

Most of the evaluations carried out in 2008–2012 were launched to improve the use 
of EU assistance: to obtain the opinion of independent evaluation experts on how to 
refine operational programmes or to account to the Ministry of Finance and/or the 
European Commission for the use of assistance. As the survey conducted during this 
evaluation showed, the object of most of the evaluations represented the key issue in 
the contracting authority’s agenda and a relevant issue for socio-economic partners 
(see Figure 3). It all goes back to the evaluation planning process: evaluations are 
initiated by specialists of responsible ministries and other state institutions in order to 
receive the necessary knowledge. Impact evaluations stood out in the EU and national 
political agenda by their relevance. This type of evaluation usually measures impacts 
that the EU Structural Funds on the achievement of aims and objectives of the Strategy 
for the Use of the Structural Funds 2007–2013 and of operational programmes.

Impact evaluations 
were more relevant 
at the political level

Figure 3. Opinions of contracting authorities on the importance/relevance of the evaluation 
object and questions at the time the evaluation is being carried out and within one year after 
the evaluation (% of all the respondents)

Source: survey of contracting authorities, October–November 2012.

Rare application of rigorous and quantitative evaluation methods. Evaluations 
rarely employ rigorous evaluation methods (counterfactual analysis, theory-based 
evaluation, modelling, etc.) which deal with causal relations among interventions, 
other factors and changes. Quantitative methods that help to quantify the impacts 
of interventions are also rather rare;
Poor quality of evaluation conclusions and recommendations. Conclusions lack 
accuracy and compliance with evaluation criteria, while recommendations are not 
clear, effective and feasible enough.
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Even though 
contracting 
authorities view 
the drafting of the 
Terms of Reference 
as a simple process, 
service providers 
think that they are of 
the average quality

Evaluators’ 
competence has a 
major effect on the 
quality

Figure 4. Opinions of contracting authorities on the qualification of experts who carried out the 
evaluations (N=26)

1.4. Quality of the Terms of Reference for evaluation of EU Structural Funds
The quality of the Terms of Reference, which is the key evaluation document, plays 
an important role in carrying out high-quality evaluations. According to the service 
providers surveyed, the Terms of Reference are important for the provision of more 
qualified evaluation services. Moreover, the results of interviews additionally illustrated 
just how important well-defined Terms of Reference are for quality control.

The survey of contracting authorities revealed that institutions responsible for 
evaluation view the definition of evaluation aims, objectives, object and schedule as 
a relatively simple procedure. Half of the service providers surveyed, however, noted 
that some parts of the Terms of Reference were not clear enough and therefore they 
considered the quality of these documents only average.

Another important shortfall of the Terms of Reference is a too wide object of evaluation, 
the risks of which are well reflected in several comments made by service providers: 
“when the object of evaluation is too wide, only a macro-level analysis can be carried 
out, reviewing other similar studies, which, in fact, does not create any high value-
added” or “the Terms of Reference set too wide objects of evaluation and raise too 
many evaluation questions, which often leads to too many small and insufficiently valid 
recommendations”.

Sometimes, vague and wide Terms of Reference prevent from making high-quality 
evaluation questions and operationalising them in evaluation proposals and inception 
reports. As a result, the quality score of evaluation questions (0.78) was a little bit lower 
than the average quality score of evaluations (0.81). Evaluation questions lack links 
with evaluation criteria, operationalisation and information on the methods to be used 
in answering these questions.

1.5 Competence of service providers

The quality of evaluation services is highly dependant on service providers’ competence, 
work ethic and project management skills. In cases where evaluation experts with 
insufficient competence are selected, even the requirements set in the Terms of 
Reference or quality control measures may be not enough to assure the quality of 
services. 79% of the contracting authorities thought that evaluation experts were of 
high or very high qualification (Figure 4). The service providers surveyed also confirmed 
that growing work experience and competence result in better evaluation services.

Source: survey of contracting authorities, October–November 2012
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The fact that evaluators’ competence is of crucial importance for the quality of evaluation 
was proved by other findings of the thematic evaluation. A statistically significant weak 
association (p<0.05, Kendall’s tau-c 0.322) was found between the results of meta-
analysis and the opinion of contracting authorities on evaluators’ competence. The 
analysis also identified a link between the evaluators’ experience and experts’ high 
work ethic. Among other factors that have a considerable effect on quality, contracting 
authorities indicated deep knowledge of a service provider on the object and context 
of evaluation; matching attitude of contracting authorities and service providers on the 
execution of evaluation and its key results; timely submission of evaluation reports and 
other deliverables; and conformity of evaluation reports to style requirements. This 
proves that the quality of evaluation depends on the competence of service providers 
in respect of the object of evaluation as well as on the quality of project management.

1.6. Financial resources allocated to evaluation of EU Structural Funds

Quality-related 
challenges are 

typical for large-scale 
projects and small 

projects with the 
largest differences 

in value

As mentioned in Section 1.2, the comparison of the quality of evaluations according to 
the value of evaluation service contracts revealed that evaluations with smaller budgets 
are of a slightly higher quality (Table 3). These results suggest that the planning and 
implementation of projects with larger scope and value are exposed to certain risks. 
When drafting and implementing larger evaluation projects, it may be more difficult 
to ensure that services are of a high quality (drafting high-quality Terms of Reference, 
selecting competent service providers capable of implementing large evaluation 
projects, collecting necessary data and carrying out an in-depth analysis to answer all 
evaluation questions, ensuring smooth management of such projects).

Table 3. The quality of evaluation by evaluation service contract value

Note: 1 is the highest quality score.

As a more detailed analysis showed, low-value projects where the difference between 
the initial preliminary value and the value offered by a successful service provider is the 
largest are of the poorest quality. It implies that significant deviations from the planned 
budget have a negative effect on the quality of small projects which, due to their scope, 
are highly sensitive to changes in financial resources.

Another factor that has a major effect on the quality of evaluation is effective 
cooperation between contracting authorities and service providers. Contracting 
authorities have positively evaluated their cooperation: implementation of around half 
of the evaluation projects faced no cooperation problems. 79% of their representatives 
indicated that the quality control measures employed were sufficient for proper quality 

1.7. Cooperation between contracting authorities and service providers

Cooperation 
between contracting 

authorities and 
service providers 

was rather smooth

Good project 
management skills 
are also important
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Figure 5. Project management tools applied during the evaluation (% of all the respondents, 
N=29)

Source: survey of contracting authorities, October–November 2012.

assurance. The service providers surveyed, on the other hand, were more moderate in 
their assessment of cooperation.

According to the survey of contracting authorities, the contracting authorities often 
produced comments and proposals for evaluation reports and maintained direct 
communication with service providers in meetings, by e-mail and/or phone. The quality 
of evaluation reports, however, was measured only in around half of all the evaluation 
projects (see Figure 5). Moreover, looking at the findings of the surveys of contracting 
authorities and service providers, it is obvious that certain problems are mutual. Thus, 
for instance, the lack of data required for evaluation limits the evaluators’ ability to 
produce high-quality reports, and the collection of such data puts an administrative 
burden on contracting authorities.

The importance of the involvement of bodies responsible for evaluation in the evaluation 
process is proved by a statistically significant medium strong direct association 
between the overall quality score of the evaluations carried out and the involvement of 
contracting authorities in evaluation processes. The quality of evaluation reports that 
received comments from the body responsible for evaluation or any stakeholder on 
evaluation results, conclusions and recommendations received higher scores.
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2. THE USE OF EVALUATION RESULTS

This section introduces the methodology and key findings of the Evaluation of the 
Use of Results of Evaluation of EU Structural Funds. The use of evaluation results was 
examined from the instrumental perspective, i.e. how 478 recommendations contained 
in evaluation reports were being implemented.

2.1. Methodology for evaluating the use of results of evaluation of EU Struc-
tural Funds

The evaluation was aimed at determining how and to what extent evaluations contributed 
to the better use of the EU Structural Funds. For this purpose, recommendations 
contained in evaluation reports were analysed under the chain principle. The first task 
was to examine how recommendations were formulated, considered and disseminated. 
At a later stage, the quality of evaluation recommendations was measured, and 
finally the implementation of evaluation recommendations provided in 2008–2012 
was scrutinised: 1) statistical data helped analyse how many recommendations have 
been implemented; 2) the data provided by bodies that commissioned evaluations on 
changes promoted by evaluation recommendations served as a basis for examining 
practical benefits of the implementation of evaluation recommendations in different 
fields.

In order to assess the use of evaluation results, a number of methods were used (see 
Table 4).

The analysis is 
based on the 

implementation of 
recommendations 

under the chain 
principle

Table 4. Methods used during the evaluation
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Figure 6. Implementation of evaluation recommendations 2008–2012

Source: drawn up by authors in accordance with the 
information received from contracting authorities on 
the actual implementation of recommendations.

2.2. Key findings of the Evaluation of the Use of Results of Evaluation of EU 
Structural Funds

There are several ways to use evaluation results. Most of the evaluations are useful for 
the new knowledge they create. Evaluations collect relevant information from primary 
and secondary sources, systemise data, perform economic calculations and draft 
methodological documents, which is all new knowledge. New insights and findings are 
used by contracting authorities and other bodies for strategic documents, progress 
reports, accounting for the use of the EU Structural Funds. Evaluation results, namely 
insights and proposals, may also be used in the decision-making process and justifying 
actions that are already being taken, for example, withdrawing failed measures, 
launching new programmes or redistributing funds.

Another way to use evaluation results involves the implementation of evaluation 
recommendations. Monitoring the implementation of recommendations helps measure 
the direct effect of evaluations and proposals they provide on decision-making and the 
use of the EU Structural Funds. Moreover, it is a rather formal criterion which ensures 
monitoring of the implementation of evaluation results as well as informs the general 
public, national and EU institutions on the benefits of evaluation. The Evaluation 
of the Use of Results of Evaluation of EU Structural Funds is mostly focused on the 
implementation of recommendations provided by evaluations carried out in 2008–
2012.

Recommendations contained in evaluation reports 2008–2012 have been rather 
actively used. 63% of all the recommendations approved for implementation have been 
implemented (see Figure 6). The implementation period has not finished yet, some of 
the recommendations are intended for 2014–2020 and therefore will be implemented 
later.

Ways to use 
evaluation results

The implementation 
of evaluation 
recommendations is 
rather successful
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Other factors that had an effect on the non-implementation or delayed 
implementation of recommendations:

Lack of political support in bodies responsible for the implementation of 
recommendations (insufficient communication of evaluation recommendations 
to high ranking officials from ministries and other institutions);
Absence of a formal mechanism for monitoring the implementation of 
recommendations (lack of formalised procedures for monitoring the 
implementation of recommendations and accountability measures);
Evaluation coordinators’ limited interest in the implementation of 
recommendations;
Viewing recommendations as a side-product of evaluations (not all evaluations 
must produce recommendations);
The type of recommendations that does not require implementation measures 
(knowledge-based recommendations);
Recommendations are often forgotten and put aside.

Following recommendations delivered in evaluation reports, institutions have been 
improving the use of the EU Structural Funds in specific fields. All the recommendations 
delivered in evaluations 2008–2012 and implemented were divided in 13 groups by 
topic. The implementation of recommendations have brought some practical benefits 
and mostly addressed:

Administrative changes: improving administrative procedures, revising 
administrative documents, establishing new functions, etc.;
Investment/financial changes: redistributing funds among different programmes 
or measures, setting financial proportions for assistance, etc.;
Improvement of monitoring: revising the description of monitoring indicators and 

The implementation 
of recommendations 
has brought practical 

benefits in specific 
fields

Only a small 
share of the 

recommendations is 
not implemented

The unimplemented recommendations from evaluations carried out in 2008–2012 
account for 11% of all the recommendations approved for implementation. This is a 
small share compared to the total number of recommendations provided and approved 
for implementation. The Evaluation of the Use of Results of Evaluation of EU Structural 
Funds is based on the assumption that the quality of recommendations is one of the 
key factors in determining their implementation. According to the surveys of evaluation 
coordinators and meta-analysis, the recommendations delivered in evaluation reports 
2008–2012 were of insufficient quality and therefore certain recommendations of 
relatively lower quality have not been implemented.

Certain problems related to the quality of evaluation recommendations were 
programmed in the formulation and consideration process, which was not based on 
the involvement of all responsible bodies, proper assessment of resources required for 
the implementation of the proposals received or the feel of responsibility. Institutions 
were more active in implementing recommendations provided in evaluations they 
coordinated as they felt more responsible for the use of evaluation results. A more 
general problem is related to the fact that evaluation recommendations were 
insufficiently communicated to heads of institutions and other managers, even though 
their involvement would have been highly useful in promoting the implementation of 
certain recommendations (especially of a strategic nature).
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2.3. Statistics of evaluation recommendations

Evaluation reports 2008–2012 delivered 478 recommendations, of which 92% were 
approved for implementation. One evaluation report provided 13 recommendations 
on average. As a rule, recommendations indicated the direction of actions rather than 
specific steps to be taken. 28% of the recommendations were intended for the period 
2014–2020. The number of such recommendations considerably increased in 2011 
and 2012, when institutions started more active preparations for the coming financial 
perspective.

Institutions 
tend to use 
recommendations 
delivered in 
evaluation reports

calculation methods, refining monitoring data collection, elaborating planning of 
target values for indicators, etc.;
Improvement of the organisation of services/measures: improving the provision 
of public, administrative, health, social integration, information and other services, 
improving or withdrawing unsuccessful measures of operational programmes, 
including new measures into operational programmes, creating new instruments 
(e.g., macroeconomic models designed for measuring impacts of EU assistance), 
etc.;
Promotion of project selection methods/management/implementation control: 
selecting proper project selection procedures, strengthening project management 
capacities, executing project management control, etc.;
Promotion of more active coordination: developing inter-departmental 
cooperation, involving socio-economic partners, improving organisation of 
consultations with potential applicants, setting up working groups and committees, 
etc.;
Strengthening of administrative capacities/improvement of methodological 
knowledge: strengthening capacities of responsible bodies in the implementation 
of EU measures; implementing administrative capacity building projects, raising 
qualification of civil servants, drafting methodological recommendations and 
guidelines, etc.;
Promotion of studies/evaluations/in-depth analysis, improvement of their 
organisation and implementation process: improving the initiation of studies 
and evaluations, centralising the planning and performance process in the public 
sector, improving the organisation of public tenders, etc.;
Improvement of strategic planning: using strategic planning documents during 
strategic planning and programming, strengthening regional strategic planning, 
reinforcing the implementation of the Guidelines for the Improvement of the 
Strategic Planning System, etc.;
Legal changes: drafting amendments to legislation, signing or supplementing 
contracts, drafting legislation related to the absorption of EU assistance, etc.; 
Technical changes: implementing new functionalities in the information system 
for management and supervision of the EU Structural Funds, integrating the 
system with other databases, promoting exchange of electronic documents, etc.;
Promotion of publicity: using publicity measures for the EU Structural Funds more 
effectively, improving the implementation of information campaigns, creating 
new sources of communication, creating databases of project results, etc.;
Improvement of control and risk management measures: implementing 
verification activities, verification process for control procedures, applying risk 
management measures in the control system, etc.
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Figure 7. Statistics of evaluation recommendations 2008–2012

Source: drawn up by the authors according to tables on the implementation of evaluation 
recommendations and information provided by contracting authorities in a consolidated 
document on the actual implementation of recommendations

The evaluation established that strategic and on-going evaluations in 2008–2012 were 
very similar in number. Still, they vary in the number of recommendations: strategic 
evaluations provided 36%, and on-going evaluations – 64% of all the recommendations. 
Strategic proposals are usually more complex, sometimes require political decisions and 
are more difficult to implement. This is why recommendations delivered in strategic 
evaluations were fewer in number. The recommendations from strategic evaluations 
and on-going evaluations that have been implemented account for 37% and 63% of all 
the recommendations implemented in the reporting period, respectively. It may be 
claimed that the majority of the recommendations, both provided and implemented, 
from evaluations carried out in 2008–2012 addressed current issues related to the use 
of the EU Structural Funds rather than promoted strategic changes.

The quality of evaluation recommendations were measured against approved quality 
criteria (validity, clarity, timeliness, feasibility and effectiveness). When being surveyed, 
evaluation coordinators indicated that the recommendations were of a limited quality 
in respect of different quality criteria. As the main quality-related problems, they 
identified the feasibility and effectiveness of recommendations as well as the clarity of 
the proposed implementation actions.

The results of the contracting authorities’ survey confirmed in part the findings of 
meta-analysis carried out during the Evaluation of the Quality of Evaluation of EU 
Structural Funds, where the quality of recommendations received one of the lowest 
scores (0.7 of 1) compared to other parameters. It suggests that the recommendations 
delivered in evaluations 2008–2012 were of insufficient quality, while specific quality-
related problems led to their non-implementation or delayed implementation. Still, it 
is important to stress that the quality of recommendations is one of the major factors 
but not the only one affecting implementation. The “incompliance” detected between 

Strategic 
recommendations 
that are delivered 
and implemented 

are fewer in number

Evaluation 
recommendations 

were of a limited 
quality due to 

problems of 
enforceability and 

effectiveness

2.4. Quality of evaluation recommendations
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the primary and the secondary evaluation of the quality of recommendations (when it 
is time to implement proposals, the recommendations that were recognised as fit are 
later called unfit and unfeasible) shows that the quality “card” is sometimes played 
when institutions do not want to disclose underlying reasons for non-implementation.

Main problems related to the quality of recommendations delivered in evaluation 
reports 2008–2012:

Feasibility. The institution responsible for implementation decides that 
recommendations are inappropriate; the administrative and financial resources 
available at the institution responsible for implementation are not adequate for the 
implementation of recommendations; the implementation of recommendations 
is time-consuming, the benefits are out of proportion to the costs.
Effectiveness. The proposals do not always lead to the solution of the problems 
identified during the evaluation.
Clarity. Recommendations are vague and do not propose any clear implementation 
actions, for instance, how to “increase financing”, “simplify administration”, 
“strengthen administrative capacities”, etc.

2.5. Formulation and dissemination of evaluation recommendations.  
Monitoring of the implementation process

Evaluation reports were usually based on a practice where recommendations are 
formulated by the service provider, while the contracting authority only provides 
written comments for improvement. As a rule, the formulated recommendations were 
discussed by heads and specialists of the unit responsible for the evaluation service 
contract and, in certain cases, representatives from other institutions. Socio-economic 
partners and members of the academic community were rarely involved in this process. 
More than one third (35%) of the contracting authorities surveyed indicated that they 
had paid little attention to the formulation of recommendations and if the procurement 
could be re-launched, they would have been more active in drafting and considering 
recommendations.

All evaluation reports produced in 2008–2012 were published on the Internet. Most of 
the evaluation results were communicated within the institutions that commissioned 
evaluations and among other stakeholders, presented in public events, conferences in 
Lithuania and abroad. It should be noted that the dissemination of evaluation results 
made a considerable progress in the reporting period. This is due to the fact that all 
contracting authorities were obliged to publish evaluation reports on the Internet 
and to present evaluation results. Although results of individual evaluations were 
communicated to policy-makers, such communication should be organised more 
often to introduce evaluation recommendations to top management of ministries and 
other institutions. 31% of the evaluation coordinators surveyed noted that they would 
disseminate evaluation results more actively in a new procurement.

The formulation 
and dissemination 
process plays an 
important role in the 
implementation of 
recommendations 
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The main problems identified during the evaluation in respect of formulation and 
dissemination of recommendations:

Insufficiently interactive formulation of recommendations and consultations with 
all responsible bodies targeted by recommendations (e.g. with implementing 
bodies);
Limited attention of contracting authorities to the feasibility of recommendations; 
Insufficiently active dissemination of evaluation recommendations to higher 
ranking officials (department directors, vice-ministers), even though their political 
will is a key to the implementation of strategic and complex recommendations.

The formal monitoring of the implementation of recommendations in 2007–2013 is 
fragmented. 34% of the contracting authorities surveyed indicated that the monitoring 
was usually a responsibility of a unit that had coordinated that particular evaluation. 
Only information on the recommendations approved for implementation (not the 
recommendations that have been actually implemented) is collected in a centralised 
manner, i.e. in a form of tables on the implementation of evaluation recommendations. 
Information on the actual implementation of evaluation recommendations is systemised 
by thematic evaluations carried out on the initiative of the managing authority.

Following the European Commission’s requirements to account for the use of 
evaluation results, the application of “more formal” monitoring measures in 2014–2020 
(e.g. formal individualised responsibility for the implementation of recommendations, 
establishment of accountability procedures) is being considered. On the one hand, 
more formal measures could be conducive to more effective implementation of 
recommendations, but on the other hand, the element of obligation could reduce the 
number of evaluations.

Implementation of 
recommendations 

in the period 
2007–2013 

is monitored 
through thematic 

evaluations
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CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS FOR THE PERIOD 2014–2020

Link between the quality of evaluation and the use of results

The findings of the thematic evaluations served as a basis for a complex examination 
of the link between the quality of evaluation and the use of evaluation results. As 
determined in Section 1 of this publication, the quality of evaluation primarily depends 
on the adequate need for evaluation, high-quality Terms of Reference, competent 
evaluation experts and adequate resources. The involvement of the contracting 
authority in the evaluation process is also important since the contracting authority can 
provide necessary information and, in cooperation with the service provider, control 
the quality of evaluation services.

These evaluation planning and execution factors affect the quality of evaluation as well 
as the implementation of recommendations and other ways to put evaluation results 
in use (see Section 2). The analysis found a statistically significant moderate positive 
correlation between the quality score and the share of the recommendations approved 
and implemented (Spearman’s rho 0.385, p<0.05) and, similarly, an inverse correlation 
between the rejected recommendations (recognised as unfit) and quality (Spearman’s 
rho -0.396, p<0.05). Even though a statistically significant link between the findings of 
meta-analysis of evaluation reports and the implementation of recommendations was 
not captured, it is evident that the implementation of recommendations provided in 
high-quality evaluations is smoother. It shows how important high-quality evaluation 
results are for the implementation of recommendations. If the evaluation is considered 
of a good quality, the implementation of its recommendations will be more successful 
(and vice versa).

There is a statistically 
significant link 
between the quality 
of evaluation and 
recommendations 
being implemented

Figure 8. Evaluation chain and links among different stages of the process

Source: drawn up by the authors.
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According to a more in-depth analysis of different stages of the evaluation process, 
once the evaluation is planned, every step made by the contracting authority and the 
service provider in relation to evaluation preparation and execution has an effect on 
further evaluation processes (see Figure 8 for key findings and the strength of statistical 
relations). The influence of the previous processes accumulates in the last stages, 
whose “wheel” rotation depends on the performance of other “wheels” in the whole 
evaluation chain.

The statistical analysis found that contracting authorities played a wider and more 
intense part in evaluations whose object or questions were important or relevant 
for the contracting authority’s agenda (e.g. the contracting authority set up steering 
committees or working groups, the responsible body was actively engaged into the 
data analysis). The accumulative effect of the importance of the need for evaluations 
is further proved by its relation with the overall quality score of evaluation reports 
and the validity of evaluation recommendations. Furthermore, it was established 
that statistically an inadequate evaluation price (i.e. too heavy reliance on the lowest 
price criterion in evaluations with a small budget) is likely to have a negative effect 
on the quality of the evaluation and the validity of evaluation recommendations. As 
mentioned in Section 1, the service providers’ competence is one of the main factors 
determining the final quality of the evaluation.

A thorough analysis of the evaluation process statistically confirmed most of the 
possible relations: more active involvement of contracting authorities into the 
evaluation process, very close cooperation between the contracting authority and the 
service provider in coordinating evaluation results with regard to stakeholders’ opinions 
and proposals, sufficient information provided to service providers, individual aspects 
of the service provider’s work ethic (deep knowledge on methods, data collected and 
thorough data analysis) are the fundamental factors directly related to further stages of 
evaluation as well as the overall quality and benefits of evaluation reports.

It is worth mentioning that even though the evaluation chain ends with the “wheel” 
of evaluation benefits (see Figure 8), the use of evaluation results also depends on 
difficult-to-quantify factors, such as political support to recommendations, the lack of 
formal responsibility for the implementation of recommendations, the absence of a 
proper formal mechanism for monitoring the implementation of recommendations, 
vagueness of evaluation coordinators and the fact that long-term recommendations 
are often forgotten and put aside (see Section 2). The quality of evaluation is not the 
only factor that determines the implementation of recommendations. In future, it may 
be useful to have a closer look at different political and administrative factors that are 
important for the use of evaluation results in Lithuania.

The accumulative 
effect is typical for 

the evaluation chain

The use of 
evaluation results is 

also subject to other 
factors

Further 
institutionalisation 

of the evaluation 
function in Lithuania

Most valuable lessons for the coming period in relation to the quality of 
evaluation and the use of evaluation results

To increase the quality of evaluation of the EU Structural Funds and the use of 
evaluation results, it is crucial to ensure the proper distribution of responsibility and 
the “ownership” of the evaluation function at bodies responsible for evaluation. The 
thematic evaluations revealed that the quality of evaluation is higher at the Ministry 
of Finance where the Evaluation Unit was set up. Also, responsible bodies are more 
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eager to implement recommendations that are provided in the evaluation they 
have commissioned. Hence, in the programming period 2014–2020 every ministry 
or state institution responsible for evaluation should appoint a person responsible 
for evaluation, put procedures for evaluation planning, implementation and the use 
of results in place, and clearly indicate bodies responsible for the implementation of 
recommendations. In the coming period, it is also important to plan adequate financial 
and human resources for the management and performance of evaluations.

Looking at the quality of evaluation reports produced in 2008–2012, it is evident that 
the quality of evaluation as such is higher when smooth planning of evaluation needs 
and drafting of evaluation project is ensured. For example, the Terms of Reference 
drafted in the programming period 2007–2013 are of a limited quality. Thus, with 
regard to the Lithuanian Standards for Evaluation of EU Structural Funds, the Terms 
of Reference drafted in the new period should have a well-defined, not too wide 
object of evaluation, clear aims and objectives, specific evaluation questions linked 
with evaluation indicators, proper evaluation methods and adequate requirements for 
service providers and experts.

The evaluations showed how important evaluation methods are for the quality of 
evaluation. Evaluations which used rigorous evaluation approaches and methods to 
assess links among interventions, other factors and changes received higher scores. 
As they were rarely applied in 2008–2012, Lithuania still has limited experience in 
measuring impacts as recommended by the European Commission for 2014–2020. 
It is therefore important to strengthen capacities in applying these approaches and 
methods in the Lithuanian evaluation market as well as to use them more intensely 
when measuring impacts of the interventions 2007–2013, especially if they are 
continued in the new programming period.

The quality of evaluations carried out in 2008–2012 and the implementation of 
recommendations were closely related to cooperation between ministries that 
commissioned evaluations and other interested state institutions, also between 
contracting authorities and service providers. Even though this cooperation was effective 
most of the times, there are still some cooperation-related problems (especially related 
to the provision of monitoring and administrative data to evaluators). It is recommended 
that in the period 2014–2020 close cooperation between all stakeholders (including 
involvement of different partners in different stages of evaluation) is promoted and 
quality control measures are applied to evaluation projects. Thus, for example, every 
evaluation report could be checked against a pre-designed quality assessment form.

Evaluation recommendations were actively used in 2008–2012. The quality of 
recommendations, however, is not sufficient: they do not show clear direction of 
changes and measures to be taken to achieve them. This is why it is recommended 
that every evaluation carried out in the period of 2014–2020 has an action plan for the 
implementation of evaluation recommendations, with a help of which institutions that 
commissioned evaluations would periodically report to the Ministry of Finance. Action 
plans should include only those recommendations which require actions and which are 
possible to implement and will be implemented, thereby ensuring the monitoring of 
action-based rather than knowledge-based type of recommendations.

Improving the 
quality of Terms 
of Reference for 
evaluations

More intense 
use of rigorous 
evaluation 
approaches and 
methods

Promoting closer 
cooperation and 
assuring quality 
control

More effective 
monitoring of the 
implementation 
of evaluation 
recommendations
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Proper dissemination of evaluation results is one of the keys to high-level implementation 
of evaluation recommendations. Although all evaluation reports produced in 2008–2012 
were published on the Internet, and results of individual evaluations communicated to 
policy-makers, the evaluation recommendations were not properly introduced to top 
management of ministries and other institutions. In addition to the presentation of 
evaluation reports, a brief memo of key recommendations should be drafted, published 
on the Internet and sent by e-mail to all persons interested in evaluation results.

Wider dissemination 
of the most 

important evaluation 
results to policy-

makers




