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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
EuropeAid’s management response (MRE) system called Fiche Contradictoire is designed for 
evaluations initiated and monitored by the Joint Evaluation Unit for the Relex family 
(DG/Development, DG/External relations and DG/EuropeAid). The system is applied for 
country, regional, sector and thematic evaluations planned and monitored by the Joint 
Evaluation Unit.  
 
Three main conclusions have been drawn from this evaluation. Firstly, the design of the MRE 
system (Fiche Contradictorie) is reasonable and consistent with the desired outcome of 
enhancing awareness of evaluations within the concerned Services and delegations, promoting 
personal and organisational responsibility, improving the use of evaluation lessons and 
recommendations, and enhancing accountability. However, on the other hand, they are not 
quite consistent with the objective of enhancing organizational effectiveness, decision- 
making and organisational rationality. It is not quite clear how decision-making in the result-
based management model is meant to benefit from MREs (FCs). The accountability function 
is not sufficiently considered in the design of the system. It is not made explicit who within 
the organisation is accountable for the implementation and follow-up of decided actions.  
  
Secondly, in practice the usefulness of the MRE system has been limited for a number of 
reasons: When the evaluation is mainly intended for instrumental use, the timing of the 
evaluation and the MREs do not always match the decision- making process; the evaluation is 
not considered relevant and practicable; or the final report and the MRE are presented when 
the “policy window” (Kingdon, 1995) is closed or when the recommendations are already 
taken on board. Furthermore, learning and conceptual use of evaluation does not occur at the 
end of the evaluation process and is thus not promoted by the MRE-system. The MRE-
document may serve as a reminder, but the quality of the documents is often unsatisfactory in 
terms of clarity of response and decided actions.  
 
Thirdly, the system makes a positive but limited contribution in terms of promoting internal 
accountability and reinforcing personal and organisational responsibility. The publication of 
evaluation reports and the MRE on the website of the Evaluation unit contributes to 
transparency and external accountability, in particular in comparison with the situation before 
the response system was in place. However, it is a disadvantage that the response process does 
not engage all concerned Services and Delegations and that there are no sanctions if decided 
actions are not implemented. Furthermore, as EuropeAid´s partners are not included in the 
response process, the MRE system does not promote shared responsibility and accountability.  
 
In summary, the design of the MRE system is consistent with the desired outcome. The 
usefulness of the system, especially in terms of decision-making and learning, is however 
limited. A certain contribution to internal as well as external accountability and the 
reinforcing of personal and organisational responsibility is noted. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The background to this report is a comprehensive study of Sida’s management response 
(MRE) system carried out by the Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research (UCER), Umeå 
University, Sweden, in 2005 (Hanberger & Gisselberg, 2006). The study of Sida has laid the 
ground for this case study of the MRE system of EuropeAid, as well as similar case study of 
the MRE system of IFAD resulting in a synthesis report comparing the three MRE systems. 
The Swedish Agency for Development Evaluation (SADEV) and UCER decided to make a 
comparative study of the three MRE-systems, as a collaboration project. The two additional 
case studies and the synthesis report will be published in separate reports in 2008. This is the 
report on the MRE-system of EuropeAid. 
 
EuropeAid’s response system, fiche contradictoire (FC), was formally decided in November 
2001 by the Relex Commissioners. The system is mandatory for all EuropeAid evaluations 
since 2002. The FC is part of a broader system of feedback and follow-up of evaluation 
findings and recommendations within the European Commission.  
 
In this report the terms Management Response, MRE, Fiche Contradictoire and FC are used 
interchangeably. In the Commission, that is, among the concerned Directorates General, 
Services and Delegations the MRE-system is referred to as fiche contradictoire.  
 

2. PURPOSE AND DESIGN OF THE STUDY  

The purpose of this evaluation study is to (a) describe and analyse the characteristics and 
assumptions of EuropeAid’s MRE-system, (b) evaluate how the system works in practice, (c) 
and assess the systems relevance and implications.  
 
The evaluation study is designed as a programme theory evaluation with elements of a 
stakeholder evaluation. The first step of the evaluation describes the organizational context 
into which the MRE-system is supposed to feed and the main characteristics of the MRE-
system. The second step consists of a reconstruction and an assessment of the intervention 
logic. An intervention, in this case a system of interventions, is built on assumptions or best 
guesses of how the intervention (system) is expected to work in order to achieve intended 
outcomes. These assumptions are explicit or implicit in the programme (or system). The 
intervention logic can be understood and interpreted in the same way as programme 
interventions. The reconstruction of the intervention logic is based on the assumptions of the 
MRE-designers on how to achieve intended outcomes. The intervention logic can be 
understood as a package of interventions causing direct and indirect effects. The third step 
includes an analysis of the implementation of the MRE-system, i.e. how the system works in 
practice. It also includes an analysis of the use of evaluations, individual MREs (FCs) and the 
system as such, as well as the outcome of the system. 
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Figure 1: Evaluation of EuropeAid’s MRE-system (fiche contradictorie) 
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2.1 Assessment of the use of evaluations and management response 

Evaluation research has paid attention to the fact that evaluations are used in different ways, 
and that achieving an intended use requires certain conditions. On a general level, this implies 
that the design of the MRE-system could be more or less appropriate for enhancing a certain 
type of evaluation use. In this evaluation distinction is made between eight types of use in 
relation to which the MRE-system is being assessed (Table 1). 
 
A common use of evaluation is instrumental. To most people this is what one should expect 
from an evaluation. This type of use implies that evaluation findings are considered and used 
directly in decision-making. Hence, instrumental use has a problem-solving function. By 
contrast, a conceptual use of evaluation implies that evaluations are used for learning. This 
implies that evaluations contribute to opening new perspectives and ways to understand 
current practice. When the main problem is assumed to be a lack of resources, for example, 
and the evaluation indicates that structural problems or a lack of shared responsibility are 
more fundamental, a conceptual or learning use of evaluation could take place. A third type of 
use is the legitimization of ongoing policies, programmes or routines. The legitimatizing use 
implies that (part of) the evaluation is used to justify established positions or endeavours. 
Ritual or symbolic use implies undertaking evaluations because this is expected in modern 
organizations. However, there is no real interest in the evaluation results. Interactive use 
refers to the use of many sources of information along with evaluation findings. Tactical use 
is associated with gaining time or avoiding responsibility.1 Misuse implies using the 
evaluation for unintended purposes. Using evaluations as political ammunition, i.e. a form of 
selective use, can hardly be avoided once an evaluation is presented openly.  
 
There is also a need to distinguish between process use and use after the completion of an 
evaluation. Process use implies that the evaluation process is used for deliberation, learning, 
                                                 
1 Cf Vedung, 1997, 1998. 
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and for improving the programme or policy under scrutiny. The impact of an evaluation, 
indicating process use, could be observed after the evaluation has been finalised. “The impact 
on our program came not just through the findings but also from going through the thinking 
process that the evaluation required” (Patton, 1997:90).  Process use is assumed to be of great 
value and can be facilitated by collaborative, participatory and empowerment evaluation 
approaches, for example, approaches that advocate the involvement of stakeholders in the 
evaluation process (Cousins, 2007).2  
 
Table 1: Use of evaluation and management response  
Type of use Refers to 

Instrumental   When results are used directly as input to 
decision making 

Conceptual Adopting new perspectives and deeper 
understanding of current practice 

Legitimatizing  Justification of positions, programmes or 
endeavours 

Ritual/symbolic An association with rationality, but with no 
further interest in the results 

Interactive  Use in conjunction with other sources of 
information (research, other endeavours)  

Tactical  Gaining time or avoiding responsibility 
 

Misuse/ political 
ammunition  

Other uses than intended, including selective 
use 

Process  Use of evaluation process for deliberation about 
a common practice  

 
As this evaluation will illustrate, one evaluation can be used for different purposes by 
different stakeholders. On a more general level, the use of evaluations and MREs can be 
interpreted in relation to different organizational perspectives (Schaumburg-Müller, 2005). 
Thus, this evaluation not only describes how evaluations and MREs are used, but also tries to 
understand why they are used in the way they are.  
 

2.2 Data collection and empirical basis for the study  

Information about the organizational context and purpose of the response system of 
EuropeAid is based on the website set up by the joint Evaluation unit of the RELEX family 
and key documents describing the evaluation and management response system. All 
evaluations reports and fiche contradictore are published on the website and so are key 

                                                 
2 Besides different evaluation approaches, specific conditions and factors tend to enhance different types of 
evaluation use. The relevance and credibility of an evaluation are two of the most common factors. Other factors are 
user involvement, quality of evaluation and contextual factors, for example.  

 4



 

documents for evaluation and follow-up. To make sure that we had access to all relevant 
documents we checked with the Head of the Evaluation unit. 
 
Two focus group interviews were arranged with the assistance of the Evaluation unit. The 
Evaluation unit also provided contact information of staff to be interviewed in relation to the 
two evaluation processes that we studied in more depth. A snowball method was used for 
reconstructing the response processes; those interviewed were asked about other persons 
involved in the evaluation and management response process. One focus group interview was 
carried out with three evaluation managers and another with three international aid 
officers/quality managers at EuropeAid and DG/DEV. A focus group interview with Heads of 
units could not be arranged, but one interview with a Head of unit took place. We had planned 
to undertake more focus group interviews, but unfortunately these could not be arranged due 
to practical reasons. Neither could the selection of evaluation and response processes be 
conducted as we had planned at the outset.  
 
First, we made a random selection of six evaluation reports from the website: two from 2004, 
2005 and 2006, respectively. However, the entire response process was finalized only for the 
2004 evaluations. We then made a new selection of reports for which the follow-up was 
completed. Unfortunately, it was not possible to use these evaluation reports because we 
could not get the names of the staff that had been involved in them. Another problem was that 
there had been a considerable turnover of staff at the Evaluation unit. We were encouraged to 
contact a specific evaluation manager to get contact information. This resulted in the selection 
of two evaluations and response processes for a more thorough investigation. In all, sixteen 
interviews were carried out with participants in the two evaluation and response processes. 
 
The empirical basis for this evaluation is a selection of evaluation reports and fiche 
contradictore produced since 2002. Relevant documents explaining the response system and 
additional channels for follow-up action have also been used. Ten out of twelve FCs produced 
in 2004 have been analysed which means that for this year 80% of the FCs have been 
examined. Furthermore, the architect of the response system has been interviewed three times. 
Three heads of unit and 21 actors involved in different evaluation and response processes 
have been interviewed. The analysis of how the MRE-system works in practice covers a 
variety of evaluation and response processes. The three evaluation managers interviewed have 
experience from 17 evaluations and 14 completed FCs. Three programme officers and three 
Heads of Unit interviewed have experiences from at least one FC process each. One of the 
evaluators interviewed has extensive experience of 11 EuropeAid evaluations. Our material 
does not allow for generalising about how many response processes have worked in this or 
that way or how many FCs have contributed to improving decision making or accountability.  
 
What about the quality and reliability of the collected data? Could one assume that the FC 
documents represent the actual management response in a reasonable way? As indicated in 
the study of Sida’s MRE-system (Hanberger & Gisselberg, 2006), the quality of MRE-
documents differs and it could not be assumed that all MRE-documents actually mirror the 
real management response. Our interviews indicate that few persons have been involved in 
compiling FCs and that the demand for synthesising a response often occurs when the 
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evaluation is no longer a major concern. Hence, a brief document may well represent the 
actual response at this time of the process.  
 
The persons interviewed in the two evaluation and response processes were not selected 
because they are advocates of the MRE-system or because these response processes are 
success stories. Although some of the interviewees possibly may be slightly more positive to 
the MRE-system than Commission staff in general, we assume that the interviews overall give 
a realistic picture of the response system at work. 
 
The main problems and challenges regarding how the MRE-system works in practice have 
been illustrated with the multi-method approach applied in this study. Moreover, the 
conclusions are based on different, complementary and extensive empirical material.  
 

3. ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT OF EUROPEAID´S MRE-SYSTEM 

In 2007 EuropeAid managed external assistance in the amount of  € 7.9 billion  (commitment) 
and € 6.7 billion (disbursement). The Joint Evaluation Unit for the Directorates-General 
EuropeAid, Development and External Relations of the European Commission is responsible 
for evaluation of EuropeAid´s development assistance. Although the Joint Evaluation Unit 
also has responsibility for DG Development and External relations, the focus of this study is 
on EuropeAid. The Evaluation Unit’s responsibility is to plan and initiate thematic and 
geographic evaluations of EuropeAid´s development assistance. With regard to programme 
and project evaluations undertaken by other departments and units of EuropeAid and the 
delegations, the Evaluation Unit provides methodological guidelines. However, the 
Evaluation Unit is not involved in undertaking and administrating such evaluations. 

 

EuropeAid applies a system of Results Based Management (RBM). However, according to an 
expert panel it is not quite clear how the RBM system is related to the evaluation system.3 
The expert panel also points out that there is no clear link or explicit ways from evaluation to 
monitoring and to auditing.  

 

Generally, the decision making structure into which evaluations and MREs are intended to 
feed are the decision forums and related processes in the Directorates-General of EuropeAid, 
Development and External Relations (see below). In the following section EuropeAid’s 
response system will be described in more detail. 

 

                                                 
3 “There are places that hint of an acceptance of RBM as the conceptual Boxwork for this material [refers to 
material on evaluation sent to the experts for comments] and then there are multiple places where the content 
suggests it is not—especially in the sections on indicators and targets” (Synthesis of comments by Expert Panel 
on the evaluation manual of EuropeAid, section 3.4). 
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4. THE MRE-SYSTEM – FICHE CONTRADICTOIRE (FC) 

4.1 Background  
EuropeAid’s management response system (MRE, fiche contradictoire, FC) was formally 
adopted in November 2001 by the Relex Commissionaires. The system was developed by 
Jean-Louis Chomel, Head of the Evaluation Unit.  He added a third column for follow up to 
the two existing columns (see below). This system has been mandatory for all EuropeAid 
evaluations since 2002. It is worth noting however that the MRE-system applies only to 
evaluations for which the Joint Evaluation Unit is responsible, not for programme and project 
evaluations undertaken by other departments, units or delegations. 
 
The MRE-system is part of a broader system of feedback and follow-up of evaluation findings 
and recommendations. Beside the FC, which is the most formal and explicit instrument, 
presentations in workshops and seminars to the Services of the Commission and other 
stakeholders are used. The Inter-Service Quality Support Group (iQSG) is another  “channel” 
to ensure that decided actions are taken into account in “Country Strategy Papers”, “Regional 
Strategy Papers” and “Multi-annual Programmes”. A third way to ensure feed-back of 
evaluations is the ten Thematic Networks of EuropeAid. Finally, it is the task of the 
Evaluation Unit to stay in contact with Reference Groups to ensure follow-up, particularly the 
completion of the third column of the FC4.  

4.2 The administrative routines for the Fiche Contradictoire 
The Fiche Contradictoire consists of a three column table to be filled out after the final 
evaluation report has been presented. The first column is a summary of the recommendations 
of the evaluation prepared by an evaluation manager from the Evaluation unit.  
 
The second column consists of the response of the concerned services including decisions on 
actions to be taken, in response to the recommendations presented in the evaluation report 
(Column 1). The response could be acceptance, partial acceptance or rejection. The 
Commission’s responses are formally approved by a Head of unit. The consolidated response 
is disseminated to all concerned parties within the Commission. 
  
Summary of 
recommendations 

Response of Commission 
Services 

Follow up (one year later) 

1. Develop analytical tools… We share the principle of this 
recommendation 

Analytical tool has not yet 
been developed due to.... 

2. the Commission should 
take special action to 
improve donor co-operation 
… 

We support this 
recommendation and intend 
to feed it into the Regional 
Strategy Paper… 

This recommendation was 
taken on board in the 
Strategy Paper 

 

                                                 
4 Guidelines for Dissemination and Feedback of Evaluations, p.3-4; Evaluation Methods for the European 
Union’s External Assistance: Guidelines for Geographic and Thematic Evaluations Vol 2 p.22-23; interview 
with Mr Chomel. 
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The third column is to be completed one year later. It is a follow-up of actions that have been 
implemented based on the response to the recommendations (Column 2). Column 3 is to be 
filled out by the official responsible for coordinating the response. At this stage, the 
complementary channels mentioned above, especially the Reference Groups, are used to find 
out whether decided actions have been implemented by the responsible Services and 
Delegations. The purpose is control and transparency. The FC, the third column in particular, 
is also intended to provide the Evaluation Unit with information about the use of evaluation 
lessons and recommendations. The overall purpose of feedback and follow-up is “to support 
the uptake of evaluation lessons and recommendations in new operations and the decision-
making processes” (Guidelines for Dissemination and Feedback of Evaluations, p.4). 
 
 
The purpose of the MRE process is to enhance the awareness of evaluations, promote 
responsibility, and improve the use of evaluations. There are no specific guidelines for how 
services and delegations should compile responses and follow up implementation. The request 
to formulate a response is intended to promote a constructive process. As mentioned, the 
iQSG, the Thematic Network Groups and Reference Groups are also used for feed back.  
 

4.3 The system’s intervention logic 
Our reconstruction of the intervention logic of the MRE is based on (1) two key documents5, 
(2) two examples of FC provided on EuropeAid’s website, and (3) interviews with Mr 
Chomel, the main architect of the response tool. In short the intervention logic can be 
described as follows. 
 
Responses to evaluation recommendations are assumed to (a) enhance awareness of 
evaluations within the affected and concerned Services and Delegations, (b) promote personal 
and organisational responsibility, and (c) improve the use of evaluation lessons and 
recommendations. When decisions and actions are followed up one year after the FC was 
published, it is assumed that this will enhance organizational effectiveness and accountability. 
Taken together the response system is assumed to (d) improve decision making and 
organisational rationality.  
 
To attain the intentions (a-d) the response system is built around three actions or measures; a 
summary of recommendations, deliberative responses by services and delegations to the 
recommendations and a follow-up of actions taken.  
  

                                                 
5 Guidelines for Dissemination and Feedback of Evaluations, p.3-4; Evaluation Methods for the European 
Union’s External Assistance: Guidelines for Geographic and Thematic Evaluations Vol 2 p.22-23 
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EuropeAid’s response system for evaluations: 

Response activities 

(interventions) 

 Result in: 

(mechanisms) 

A summary of 

recommendations  

 deliberative process in the concerned Services 

   

  awareness of evaluation findings 

   

Responses to evaluation lessons 

and recommendations 

 personal and organisational responsibility 

   

 

Follow up implementation of 

decided action 

 improve the use of evaluation lessons and 

recommendations 

   

  improve decision making and rationality 

within Relex family 

   

  improve organisational effectiveness and 

external accountability. 

 

The response system is also based on three further assumptions or pre-conditions: 
a. evaluation reports must hold an acceptable quality  
b. the services and the heads of unit must devote time to seriously work out responses 

and the reference group to the evaluation must be active and committed 
c. concerned decision-makers should be inclined to take responsibility for considering 

evaluation recommendations in ongoing and new operations 
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5. HOW THE MRE SYSTEM WORKS IN PRACTICE 

5.1 The implementation of the MRE system (Fiche Contradictoire) 
Table 2 shows that the number of evaluation reports produced by the Evaluation Unit varies 
considerably from year to year. In 2006 more than twice as many reports were produced as in 
2005. On average 10 reports have been produced per year since 2002.  
  
Table 2 number of evaluation reports by year 2001-2006 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
13 9 8 12 6 15 12 
 
In this report evaluations produced in 2004, 2005 and 2006 are reviewed. The quality of the 
reports has been assessed by the evaluation manager at the Evaluation Unit based on the 
Commission’s quality standards and nine quality criteria for evaluations.6 In 2004, 12 
evaluation reports and corresponding FCs were completed. The quality of half of the reports 
was considered good while the other half was marked acceptable. The quality of five of the 
reports presented in 2005 was considered good whereas one report is not yet accessible on the 
website. A quality assessment is available for ten of fifteen evaluation reports produced in 
2006. All except two hold good quality. One of these is considered very good and one fair. In 
summary, all reports produced 2004-2006 have been assessed as acceptable or good except 
one which was considered very good (see Table, Annex 1). 
 
The response system was made mandatory in November 2001 which means that a Fiche 
Contradictoire should be developed for all evaluations from year 2002 onwards. All reports 
produced 2003-2005 have a completed FC, that is, all three columns of the FC table have 
been filled in. (Two evaluation reports published in 2003 have no FC because they were 
launched before the response system was introduced.) With regard to the fifteen evaluation 
reports produced in 2006, so far the third column has not been completed for more than three 
reports. The main reason is that the follow up is not initiated until one year after the 
dissemination of the first two columns of the FC. In January 2008 the first two columns of FC 
were available for seven of twelve reports published in 2007. 
 
The response system has thus been properly implemented in terms of comprehensiveness. 
Only a few evaluations do not have a FC with the first two columns filled in. Almost all FCs 
developed 2002-2004 also have a completed third column. Half of the evaluation reports 
produced in 2005 and no more than one report produced in 2006 have a completed FC. This 
shows that in terms of the third column the implementation has not followed the time table. 
Evaluation managers have concluded that the process of completing the third column, i.e., the 
follow up of actions taken, generally exceeds the time expected.  
 

                                                 
6 1. Meeting needs, 2. Relevant scope, 3. Defensible design,4. Reliable data, 5. Sound analysis,6. Credible 
findings,7. Valid conclusions,8. Useful recommendations, 9. Clear report. For each criterion a 5-grade scale is 
used (excellent, very good, good, poor, unacceptable). An overall rating of the report is based on these nine 
criteria.  
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5.2 Quality of MRE-documents 
As mentioned above, all evaluations are quality assessed before publication in relation to nine 
criteria (meeting needs; relevant scope; defensible design; reliable data; sound analysis; 
credible findings; validity of the recommendations; clearly reported). As stated in the previous 
section, most evaluations included in this study were found to hold an acceptable or good 
quality. But what do we know about the quality of the MRE-documents? The Evaluation unit 
has not developed any criteria for the assessment of MREs but the Unit provides what they 
consider to be good examples of FCs on the website.  
 
Our assessment of the quality of MRE-documents is based on 13 criteria developed 
particularly for this study and a 4-grade scale (see Annex 2). The first category of criteria 
consists of an overall assessment of the evaluation (measured as assessment of relevance, 
accuracy and usefulness of the evaluation and its findings). The second category deals with 
the response to the recommendations (measured as comments and responses to findings and 
recommendations, motivation of agreement or disagreement and learning). The third category 
of criteria pays attention to the action plan (measured as unambiguity and concreteness of the 
action plan, the identification of an accountable person, a schedule for implementing the 
action plan, and a date for the follow up). The fourth quality criteria is related to the follow-up 
(measured as explication of implementation of action taken and description of action taken in 
relation to recommendation/decided actions).  
 
Ten of the twelve MRE-documents produced in 2004 (83%)7 have been assessed based on 
these criteria. Table 3 indicates that the quality of MRE- documents is variable. A grade 2 
indicates that the document is partly acceptable but can be criticized for being incomplete or 
vague, a grade 3 that it is acceptable in terms of comprehensiveness and clarity and only 
minor criticism can be raised. In contrast to the assessment of evaluation reports no more than 
one of ten MRE-documents (10%) maintains acceptable quality (scores > 2.5 on the 4-grade 
scale). If the level of acceptance is lowered to 2.0, seven MREs (70%) maintain acceptable 
quality. One could consider excluding the overall assessment of evaluations with the 
argument that the evaluation already has been quality assured and that such an assessment is 
not required as part of the FC. Nevertheless, some managers have made an assessment of the 
evaluation anyhow which influences other parts of the assessment. If the overall assessment 
of the evaluation is excluded (indicated in brackets), it changes the overall mark of some 
MRE-documents but not the general picture. 

                                                 
7 Two evaluations produced in 2004 have not been included: the Evaluation of the Environment and Forests 
Regulations 2493/2000 and 2494/2000 and the  Stratégie de Coopération de la Commission CE avec le 
Honduras. 
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Table 3. Assessment of the quality of 10 Management Responses (fiche contradictoire) 
produced in 2004. 

Evaluation Overall 
assessment 
of 
evaluation 

Response Action 
plan 

Follow 
up 

Overall 
quality of 
MRE 
document 

Evaluation of the European Commission's 
Country Strategy for Egypt 
 

1 1.3 1.8 2.5 1.7 (1.9) 

Thematic Evaluation of Population and 
Development oriented Programmes in EC 
External Co-operation 

3 2.7 1 3 2.4 (2.2) 

Evaluation of Trade-Related Assistance by the 
EC in Third Countries 
  

2.3 3 1 2 2.1 (2.0) 

Evaluation of EC Interventions in the Transport 
Sector  in Third Countries  
 

2 2.3 1.8 2.5 2.3 (2.2) 

Evaluation of EC Country Strategy for Ethiopia 
 
 

2 2.3 2.2 3 2.4 (2.5) 

Evaluation of the EC Support to MERCOSUR 
 
 

3 3 1.8 2 2.5 (2.3) 

Evaluation of Regulation 2667/2000 (European 
Agency for Reconstruction 
 

1 2 1.8 2.5 1.8 (2.1) 

Evaluation of the assistance to Western Balkan 
countries under Regulation 2666/2000 (CARDS) 
 

2 2.3 1.8 2 2.0 (2.0) 

Evaluation of Food Aid Policy and Food Aid 
Management and special operation in support of 
Food Security 

2 2.7 1.8 2 2.1 (2.2) 

Evaluation of EC Country Strategy for Lesotho 
 
 

1 2 1.8 1.5 1.6 (1.8) 

Average 1.9 2.4 1.7 2.3 2.1 (2.1) 
Sources: MRE-documents (fiche contradictore) corresponding to the 10 listed evaluation reports accessible 
from: http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/evaluation/index.htm  

Key: Management Responses (fiche contradictoire) are assessed on a 4 grade scale: 1=not acceptable or absent; 
2 = partly acceptable but can be criticised for incompleteness or vagueness; 3 = acceptable in terms of 
comprehensiveness and clarity, only minor criticisms raised; 4 = excellent in terms of comprehensiveness and 
clarity.  
 
In brackets the measure “overall assessment of the evaluation” (the first column) is excluded. 
 

When we look into the FCs, the weakest parts turn out to be the action plan (1.7) and the 
overall assessment of the relevance, accuracy and usefulness of evaluation and findings (1.9), 
whereas the response (2.4) and follow-up (2.3) get somewhat higher marks. However, the 
results vary quite a bit. For example, some maintain an acceptable quality in one respect (e.g. 
response) but not in another (e.g. follow-up). 
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Most management responses could be criticized for incompleteness or vagueness. Frequently, 
a response indicates that a recommendation is (has been) taken care of by the standard 
procedures. Often the response refers to ongoing programming or strategy work and it is not 
always clear if the action is taken due to a specific recommendation or taken anyway. There is 
often a mentioning of that the recommended measures are being taken anyway: “this is taking 
place on a regular basis” or “this is already applied”, are but two examples.  
 
The interviews indicate that learning from evaluations and instrumental use of 
recommendations sometimes occurs when the draft final report is being presented, that is, 
before the evaluation has been finalized. At this stage of the process some measures could be 
taken as a result of the evaluation. Thus, a response saying “this is already applied” could 
imply that the evaluation has been used and found useful at an earlier stage. We know that 
this is the case for example with regard to the Thematic Evaluation of the EC Support to Good 
Governance. In such a case a response of this kind implies evaluation use. However, there is 
no extensive empirical support for making a general interpretation along this line. Due to the 
fact that the MRE-process is monitored by the Evaluation Unit and initiated with a request to 
compile a FC with examples given of how these should be developed, one could expect that 
any recommendations taken on board would be high-lighted and reported. Hence, there are 
uncertainties concerning how responses such as “this has already been implemented” should 
be interpreted. There are no guidelines for dealing with actions already taken in the response 
situation. This is seen as a limitation of the current routines of reporting.  
 
The follow-up should ideally include a check on whether decided actions have been 
implemented. In the examined MRE-documents it is, however, not clear which actions have 
been implemented, and if the reported actions have been taken on board as a response to the 
recommendations or implemented anyway. A statement can be made with reference to an 
actual programme, proposal, strategy or communication, but it is not always clear how this 
relates to the recommendations or decided actions. Thus, many of the actions reported in the 
follow-up have an unclear relation to the recommendations and decided actions. 
 
As indicated in Table 4 the number of responses, decided actions and actions implemented 
varies significantly between different FCs. First of all, the number of responses is related to 
the number of recommendations (not included in the Table). Although one recommendation 
could include several “sub-recommendations” the Commission usually provides only one 
main response. This of course makes the counting difficult. Table 4 summarizes the number 
of main responses. They vary between 4 and 18 with an average of 9. The second column 
reports the number of decided actions. On average the documents report 8 actions, i.e. slightly 
less than the number of responses. But if one compares the number of responses with decided 
actions it is apparent that sometimes more actions and sometimes fewer actions are decided. It 
is however not always clear if the services intend to take the decided action as a result of its 
own response.  
 
The most remarkable finding of our counting exercise is the large number of actions reported 
in the follow-up (third column, Table 4). With two exceptions, the follow-up column 
mentions more than twice as many actions as those decided. In many cases the actions taken, 
reported in the follow up, have no or an unclear relation to the responses and decided actions. 
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It seems as the Commission takes the opportunity to report on ongoing work and one could 
sometimes question the relevance of the reported actions as indicators of evaluation use. Two 
MRE-documents have reported few actions implemented. One of these, the MRE to 
“Thematic Evaluation of Population and Development Oriented Programmes in EC External 
Co-operation”, consists of an explication of implemented actions, as well as of the actions not 
yet implemented. The relation between recommendations, responses of the Commission 
Services and follow-up is here clearly indicated with numbers which makes it easy to follow 
the logic of the FC. 
 
Table 4. Number of responses, decided actions and actions taken in relation to 10 
Evaluation Reports produced in 2004. 

Evaluation Number of 
responses 

Number of 
decided 
actions 

Number of 
actions 
taken 
(follow up) 

Evaluation of the European Commission's Country 
Strategy for Egypt 

4 5 16 

Thematic Evaluation of Population and Development 
oriented Programmes in EC External Co-operation 

8 3 5 

Evaluation of Trade-Related Assistance by the EC in 
Third Countries  

10 9 38 

Evaluation of EC Interventions in the Transport Sector  in 
Third Countries  

8 10 34 

Evaluation of EC Country Strategy for Ethiopia 
 

10 15 32 

Evaluation of the EC Support to MERCOSUR 
 

12 9 14 

Evaluation of Regulation 2667/2000 (European Agency 
for Reconstruction 

8 10 25 

Evaluation of the assistance to Western Balkan countries 
under Regulation 2666/2000 (CARDS) 

6 8 17 

Evaluation of Food Aid Policy and Food Aid Management 
and special operation in support of Food Security 

18 7 17 

Evaluation of EC Country Strategy for Lesotho 
 

8 7 4 

Average 9,2 8,1 19,7 
Sources: MRE-documents (fiche contradictore) corresponding to the 10 listed evaluation reports accessible 
from: http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/evaluation/index.htm  

 

The majority of responses indicates an agreement to the recommendation. Often however, it is 
not clear how the services have responded to the recommendations. Some explicitly write 
“agrees” but when you read and interpret the response, it indicates partial agreement because 
one or more reservations are made. Only two clear statements of disagreement are found, but 
between the lines one could find more disagreement. Often, partial agreement seems to be a 
common way to express disagreement. 
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Table 5. Number of responses to which the Commission agrees, partly agrees or 
disagrees based on 10 fiche contradictoire. 
Responses to which the Commission Number  

Agrees 54 

Partly agrees 36 

Disagrees   2 

Total  92 

 

5.3 The experience of Evaluation managers 
Three evaluation managers participating in the focus group interview have monitored 17 
evaluations and 14 FCs. Together they have a broad experience of the MRE-system at work.8 
Below their experiences of the system are summarized. In the main, the focus-group interview 
confirms that the response system for the most part has been implemented as intended. 
 
The response process in short 
Although the procedure for dealing with FCs has changed somewhat, it largely follows the 
way it was intended to work. The responsible evaluation manager summarizes the 
recommendations in the evaluation report in first column of the FC-table. Next, the concerned 
services and delegations are requested to respond to the recommendations. The request goes 
to the Head of the unit who may delegate to his/her staff to formulate the response. Responses 
are collected from concerned delegations and Services. Most often the members of the 
reference group set up for the evaluation are requested to respond. In case of disagreement on 
the Commission’s response, the coordinator of the FC negotiates with the respondents in 
order to formulate a response that all parties can accept. The response is then put in the 
second column of the FC-table and disseminated to the concerned Services and delegations. It 
is also presented on the website of the Evaluation unit. One year later the evaluation manager 
requests a follow up of actions taken.  
 
The preparation phase 
The Evaluation unit organizes dissemination seminars to have a discussion of the views of the 
services.  
 
“So it is a way of discussing the FC before the services respond to it officially. We have a 
presentation of the results and recommendations of the evaluation but we also invite the 
responsible Services to present their response to the recommendations what they are doing 
and we also invite cabinets from the two commissioners, whenever relevant, and usually have 

                                                 
8 The experiences of EuropeAid’s response system summarized below are based on a focus group interview with 
Mrs. Chambel Figueiredo, Mrs. Kusina-Pycinska and Mr. Hicham Daoudi, evaluation managers at the 
Evaluation Unit of the EuropeAid Co-operation Office. The interview took place June 25, 2007 in Brussels. Mr 
Daoudi was responsible for seven geographical evaluations. Three of these have not yet reached the stage of FC. 
Mrs Chambel Figueiredo has worked with eight thematic, regional and instrumental evaluations and 
corresponding FC, whereas Mrs. Kusina-Pycinska has experienced two evaluations and FCs.
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a debate already of the perception and on the recommendations from the services.  This adds 
to the process of involving the different services on the follow up of the evaluation.” 
 
Looking at the formal side, the evaluation manager puts together a summary of the 
recommendations with references to the report for details. Sometimes it is an aggregate of the 
recommendations that is disseminated. The intention is not to change or judge the 
recommendations in any way. 
 
“We don’t feel we have the possibility, the mandate to say, disregard these recommendations 
even though we consider from a methodological point of view it is not very well argumented.”  
     Evaluation manager 
 
Sometimes the evaluation manager points out that from a methodological point of view a 
specific recommendation is not very rigorous. There can also be more general comments on 
the methodological soundness. Nevertheless it is up to the Services to express whether they 
reject the recommendation. It is not known if the Services and delegations take the quality 
assessment into account. 
 
The response phase 
The Commission’s responses come mainly from members of the reference groups. 
 
“In reality my experience from recent evaluations, specifically geographic[country and 
regional] evaluation, is that the response is drafted by the delegation, then goes to the desk, 
where a kind of cosmetic coordination is made and is then returned to us. For thematic 
evaluations or instrument evaluations of budget support it is more the services here in 
Brussels.”     Evaluation manager 
 
The Evaluation Unit’s experience is that some services do not provide a response at all. The 
timing of the evaluation has to be right. FC is generally perceived as a bureaucratic tool and 
many people do not show an interest in the FC at all.  
 
There is another perceived problem to which there is no simple solution, that is, to link the 
evaluation to the programming process. Unfortunately, the country strategy papers and the 
regional strategy papers are finalized at the same time. The evaluation managers underline 
that there is no possibility to have all evaluations finalized at the right time for all the 
programming processes. The evaluations [and FCs] that are completed before the negotiation 
for the next cycle starts, are generally well received. The ones that arrive when a new strategy 
has already been signed have less impact. 
 
The follow-up phase 
Some problems are perceived with regard to the follow-up one year after the response has 
been published. In most cases one year is too short a time to receive the follow up. Another 
problem is that evaluation managers do not feel they have the mandate to look into what 
actions the Services have taken. This is also the opinion of some colleagues in the Services. A 
third problem is that although the Commission has officially agreed to a recommendation, it 
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may not be perceived as relevant. And sometimes a change of staff makes it more difficult to 
collect follow-up information. 
 
The impact, use and value of FC 
There are a few good examples of evaluation and FC use experienced by the evaluation 
managers. One such example is the evaluation of the Environment and Forests Regulation, a 
thematic evaluation finalized in 2004. It was presented at the right time and recommendations 
were brought on board when new guidelines were being developed. However, in other cases 
evaluation recommendations are taken on board on a cosmetic way, for example when 
drafting strategy papers. 
 
The evaluation managers have not encountered a demand for FC, except in one case. The 
perceived need for FCs among Services and delegations needs to be looked into.
 
FCs sometimes seem to have an impact on programming. When this is the case elements of 
the FC are adopted and a clear chain of evidence from the FC to the new programming 
documents can be seen. The FC compiled for the Commission´s support to Good Governance 
is a good example, whereas the Armenia Country Strategy Evaluation is an example of the 
opposite. In the latter case, the evaluation process did not work well due to political 
implications and disagreement. 
 
General experiences 
The timing of the evaluation is very important. If the recommendations are presented when 
the programming already has been completed, there is no clear value of the FC. The 
evaluation unit tries to match the timing of the evaluation with the policy process in order for 
recommendations to be delivered when the “policy window” is open (Kingdon, 1995).  
  
“The timing of the evaluation is not always right and it is difficult to have people really 
interested and involved not only in the FC but in the evaluation as a whole.” 
     Evaluation manager 
 
There are different interests with regard to what evaluations should be included in 
EuropeAid’s evaluation plan. There was a long period of negotiation between EuropeAid, DG 
development and DG External Relations before the evaluation plan/strategy for 2007-2013 
was adopted. The parties disagreed on issues such as the number of evaluations, what 
countries, what regions, and what themes to evaluate, and why health and not education was 
to be evaluated.  
 
“It is not this tool [FC] as such but also the evaluation as a whole which is considered to be 
valuable or not for the concerned services.” 
     Evaluation manager 
 
Another pre-condition is that the recommendations are well anchored and considered relevant 
and feasible. If the final report is taking into account the comments made on the draft final 
report in the reference group in Brussels, as well as of comments made during the seminars in 
the partner countries, there is a better chance for the recommendations to be taken on board. 
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Need and tips for improvement  
For some recommendations follow-up after one year makes sense, but for recommendations 
that are very general it may not be very meaningful. Sometimes the quality of the content in 
the third column needs to be validated. Another aspect is that the text in the third column 
should be more tangible then it is now. 
 

5.4 The experience of the Head of the Evaluation unit 
 
A general experience is that the whole evaluation process takes one to three years and that it is 
difficult to get the right people to respond to the recommendations at the end of the process 
due to high staff turnover in the reference groups. When the FC is submitted, people who 
participated at the beginning of the evaluation process tend to have moved on. Then it is 
difficult to bring people back to fill in the FC. Even if they are reminded, some say “I was not 
there”, “I was not involved” or “I do not know”.  
 
The experience of the Evaluation unit is that there are some practical problems related to the 
implementation of the system, but in terms of process it works. So far there has been no 
systematic follow-up of the response system. There is an internal working document on this 
issue, but it has not been shared with the evaluators.  
 
According to Mr Chomel, Head of the Evaluation unit, some FCs are well formulated and 
clear, while others are a bit confused. His opinion is that this depends on who compiled the 
FC. Generally speaking there has been some confusion between column two and three.  
 
“A lot of people already say in column two what they are supposed to say in column three”.  
 
Conclusions and recommendations from the evaluation are generally taken on board by the 
reference group during the evaluation process, rather than after the evaluation has come to an 
end. Nevertheless, Mr Chomel considers that it is useful to have a FC, because it facilitates 
the follow-up of the implementation of decided action and enhances transparency. In his view, 
all FCs except two or three indicate that the recommendations have been taken on board.  
 
Although consultants are told not to include recommendations directed at partner countries in 
the evaluation reports, such recommendations are not seldom included. In such cases the 
recommendations are refused by the Commission with the argument that the Commission can 
not respond for the partner country.  
 
There has been one recommendation that turned out to be problematic because it was 
addressed to the commissioners.   
 
“I don’t see how the commissioners will answer to that, but we don’t have the third column 
for that yet.” 
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Mr Chomel has intervened in the response process two or three times when his colleagues 
have confronted problems. In relation to the “Evaluation of food aid” when there was a 
dispute between AidCo and Echo, Mr Chomel approached the Directors Generals to reach a 
solution. On other occasions, he has made a phone call to underscore that an evaluation 
manager really needs to have the requested information.   
 
Mr Chomel reads all FCs before they are sent to the Directors Generals and before they are 
published on the website. The Directors Generals are informed 14 days in advance and asked 
if they have any objections to the publication on the website. So far there has been no reaction 
or answer from the commissioners or Directors Generals regarding this matter, and there have 
been no comments to the FCs whatsoever.   
 
“I am a bit surprised about the lack of consideration of [interest in] the evaluation. I have 
contact with the cabinets [of the Commissioners]. They say it [the response system] is okay, it 
works, just  go on.“ 
 
Mr Chomel is not aware of any use of FCs at the level of the commissioners and the cabinet 
of commissioners. He wonders if they use the evaluations at all. People read evaluation 
reports but whether evaluations are used is another question. He nevertheless thinks it is 
important that it is known in the Commission that the system works, is transparent, and that 
everyone can see how the Evaluation unit is working. The Commission seems to be pleased 
with the response system or at least there is no sign of the opposite. 
 
“I think they are pleased – you never get from politicians if they are pleased or not.” 
 
Mr Chomel´s view is that when an evaluation has an impact it is due to the evaluation itself, 
not to the FC. The FC does not add anything in this respect, but is considered an important 
source of information for the Evaluation unit concerning the impact of evaluations. The unit 
does however not follow the whole feed back of the evaluation and not at all what happens on 
the partner side.  
 
Overall, the evaluation unit has the experience that it is very difficult to involve partners in the 
evaluation process, for example in the reference groups organized by the EU delegations in 
partner countries. It simply does not work. It is assumed that one reason is that evaluations are 
very complicated. The added value of the FC is that it contributes to transparency and that it 
makes people see the value of the evaluations: 
 
“It is a good internal instrument to think about what the added value of the evaluation was. 
Awareness!”  
 
There are two critical factors for the response system to work well according to Mr Chomel. 
First people need to know that the FC system is mandatory from the highest level. Secondly, 
the response system works much better when the people in the reference group are involved 
from the beginning of the evaluation process. He does not foresee any changes in the system 
for the time being. So far there has not been any feed back, neither positive nor negative from 
the Commission. 
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5.5 The experience of three programme officers’9

It was difficult to arrange focus group interviews with programme officers with experience of 
FCs. One reason was that officers with this type of experience change positions and some are 
no longer in Brussels, another that few officers had experience from more than one or two 
FCs. An additional problem was that the Evaluation unit was not prepared to devote time to 
contacting people for this purpose. They had to prioritize their own work at a time when quite 
a few evaluation managers changed positions. Due to this situation only one focus-group 
interview could be arranged with three programme officers. The group was set up by the 
Evaluation unit on our request. A Quality Management Officer and two International 
Relations Officers participated. The officers’ experiences of how the response system works 
in practice is briefly summarized below.10  
 
Experience from MRE-processes (fiche contradictoire) 
During the focus-group interview two MRE-processes were discussed in detail (see Annex 3). 
In this section the experience of the FCs of the three officers is summarised. 
 
Prior to the response process, that is, when the evaluators presented the draft final report, the 
officers reacted strongly to some of the conclusions and recommendations. Although the 
officers gave comments and suggested revisions, the evaluators did not change their 
conclusions and recommendations at all. According to them “It is something which one can 
not do much about”. 
 
The management response process began when the desk officers received a letter requesting 
them to compile a response from the Commission. Specifically, the task was to collect 
responses mainly from the members of the reference group set up for the evaluation. As a first 
step they all read the evaluation report and made notes and discovered that not all 
recommendations had been extracted and put into the summary in the first column of the FC-
table. After that, the three officers dealt with the task differently. One officer developed a 
draft response with options and sent it to the concerned delegations and Services whereas 
another officer sent the extracted recommendations directly to the delegations. The Head of 
Unit, formally responsible for the Commission’s response, was not involved in the response 
process or in the discussion. Before signing the response he read it, requested some 
clarifications but made no changes to the response. Five or less people had been involved in 
                                                 
9 Program officer is used for all officers interviewed except evaluation mangers. 
10 Officers interviewed: Mr. Gianluca Azzoni, EuropeAid, member of unit AIDCO/E6 "Natural resources", 
Quality Management Officer - Support to environmental integration. Mr Azzoni did not want be cited and his 
answers/comments was not tape recorded. Mr. Guido Carrara, DG Development, member of unit DEV/D2 
"Relations with the countries and the region of West Africa", International Relations Officer - Desk Officer 
MALI and BURKINA FASO. Mrs. Daniela Concina, DG Development, member of unit DEV/E2 "Relations 
with the countries and the regions of the Horn of Africa, Eastern Africa and Indian Ocean", International 
Relations Officer - Desk Officer: Comoros, Mauritius and Seychelles and relations with IOC. Mr. Guido Carrara  
has experinces from developing a Fiche Contradictoire for the ‘Evaluation conjointe de la coopération de la CE 
et de la France avec le Mali (2006)’. He also have experience from a quality support group in DG Development 
reviewing  strategy papers and national indicative programmes in which also fiche contradictoire is considered. 
Mr Gianluca Azzoni had experience from working with a midterm evaluation in 2004. Mrs. Daniela Concina has 
experiences from developing a Fiche Contradictoire to the evaluation of the Commission’s cooperation with 
Mauritius (2006).  
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the two FC-processes experienced by two of the officers. Neither partner countries nor NGOs 
were involved. 
 
A common experience was that not all recommendations were considered relevant by the 
officers. In relation to the programming process the timing of the FC was not good.  
 
…”many of the things that came out as recommendations in the report we had already 
implemented”…” What came up was that the report was partly obsolete. Some of the things 
that the evaluation had found out, we already had found out.” 
     Program officer 
 
The actual responses, reported in the FC-table, mirror this situation by referring to ongoing 
work with statements like “this recommendation has already been implemented or accounted 
for”. In a joint evaluation, discussed by one of the officers, the collaborating donor country 
was not involved in the response process. Whether that country (France) had developed a 
response was not known. 
 
The members of the reference group set up for the evaluation were asked to respond to the 
recommendations. One officer deliberatively used her power as desk officer when mediating 
between parties that expressed different opinions in developing the response. What she 
assumed to be the Commissioner’s will was taken into account in the negotiation with 
colleagues. The Head of Unit was not involved in the response process except for formalizing 
and signing the response. Overall, the process worked smoothly. The officer who formulated 
the response before sending it out, had less discussion back and forth compared with the 
undirected response process.  
 
It was found that the FC did not improve the utilisation of the evaluation. Some of the 
conclusions were found useful and were applied, but this was not due to the FC. The 
interviews indicate that conclusions presented in the draft final report were used when they 
were considered relevant and the timing was right. Generally, to finish the evaluation takes a 
long time and in the meantime the evaluation results may become obsolete. “It gets old, 
because of new programming”. 
 
Despite the expressed concerns and the limitations of the FC system, the officers perceived 
the FC as an appropriate way to deal with the Commission’s response and argued that the 
organisation would have to provide a response in any case.  
 
The main benefit of the response (FC) according to the officers is that it structures the process 
for collecting responses from the concerned Services and delegations. The FC is perceived as 
a feasible way of documenting key steps in the process. They also underscored that a lot 
depends on the quality of the recommendations. FC is also perceived as a feasible device that 
gives the Commission an opportunity to respond to criticism and make commitments on 
actions to be taken. An added value is that the FC helps officers not to forget things. To go 
back and check the whole evaluation report would be more cumbersome, they argue. They 
can not, however, fully assess the value of the FC system. What attention do people in the 
Commission pay to the FC? Nobody has explicitly referred to the FC and the content of the 
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FC-document. Moreover, there has not been any reaction from those engaged in the response 
process and/or from those affected by the FC.  
 
The FC is not considered an important document or procedure in decision-making. In 
comparison with the FC developed for “ex-ante evaluation” or pre-assessment of 
programming documents made in the Inter-Service Quality Support Group it is less important 
(for details see appendix).  
 
The officers also have experience from a number of programme and project evaluations. They 
had never heard of or encountered fiche contradictorie in relation to evaluations at that level. 

5.6 Experience of a Head of Unit 
The Head of the governance, human rights, democracy and gender unit, Ms Dominique 
Dellicour, has experience of three evaluations, one from 2002, one from 2006 and one 
ongoing. 
 
Ms Dellicour is convinced that the FC is a very useful tool. In particular, she refers to the 
Thematic Evaluation of the EC Support to Good Governance finalised in 2006, as a good 
example. This evaluation was taken on board in the new Communication on Governance 
(Communication on Governance in the European Consensus, COM 2006 421 final) outlining 
the EC's approach to governance. The FC explains that this Communication takes into 
account the conclusions and recommendations of the Governance evaluation. 
 
The FC has two functions according to Ms Dellicour; it facilitates follow-up and serves as a 
reminder within the organisation. Another important function is accountability. The 
publishing of evaluations and FCs contributes to making the Commission’s development 
cooperation transparent. Hence, evaluations and FCs  provide an important source of 
accountability. The Commission’s policies, programmes and strategies become accessible to 
various stakeholders, including EuropeAid’s partners. Both functions of the management 
response system are justified, according to Ms Dellicour. The follow-up is a continuation of 
the work of her Unit and the FC adds structure to ongoing work. The Unit has to do some 
kind of follow-up anyway, and the FC is found to be a helpful tool. 
 
Ms Dellicour has been involved in several reference groups for evaluations. She considers 
them necessary to validate the evaluations. In the case of the FC for the good governance 
evaluation she discussed the response with a few people before the final response was 
formulated. Unquestionably, the evaluation is the important document and when she refers to 
use of recommendations it is the evaluation that matters. However, she considers that the 
added value of the FC is limited. On the whole, whether the evaluation is considered and used 
depends on the quality of the evaluation.  
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6. TWO CASES STUDIES 
The following two sections contain case studies of two evaluations and MRE-processes: The 
Evaluation of the Commission’s Regional Strategy for the Carribbean and The Evaluation of 
Council Regulation 99/2000 (TACIS). They are analyzed and discussed from different 
perspectives, e.g. their usefulness and the interest shown by different stakeholders. 
 

6.1 Evaluation of the Regional Strategy for the Carribbean 11

Evaluation objectives 
This evaluation was requested by the Commission Services and approved by the Board of the 
EuropeAid Co-operation Office. It was also included in the 2003 evaluation plan. This 
evaluation deals with the Commission’s co-operation strategy with the Caribbean and the so 
called Regional Indicative Programme (RIP). The two objectives of the evaluation were to 
assess the Commission’s co-operation strategy with the Caribbean and its implementation 
over the period 1996-2002, and to assess the relevance, logic, coherence and intended impact 
of the Commission’s regional strategy and the Regional Indicative Programme for 2003-2007. 
12  
 
The regional strategy is mainly the concern of DG/DEV whereas the implementation of the 
strategy and the programme under scrutiny is the responsibility of EuropeAid and the 
delegations in the region.  
 
Evaluation methodology and conduct 
Ten evaluation questions associated with seven evaluation criteria (e.g. relevance, 
effectiveness and sustainability) were formulated. The first phase of the evaluation outlined 
the approach and developed the methodology. The second phase focused on data collection, 
including field visits to five Caribbean countries (Guyana, Barbados, the Dominican 
Republic, Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago), interviews with involved actors and stakeholders, 
documentary collection and analysis, and six case studies of programmes or themes. The third 
phase consisted of an analysis and synthesis including the drafting of the evaluation report. 
 
The need for the evaluation 
Examining the need for an evaluation is one point of departure in assessing whether, why and 
how an evaluation and a FC are used. In this particular case it illustrates the reality under 
which programming, monitoring, evaluation and follow-up take place within EuropeAid and 
DG/Development. Although already stated in the Terms of reference, the reference group had 
the opportunity to express what issues they wanted covered and what focus the evaluation 
should have, because regional programmes and evaluations are so broad according to one of 
the persons interviewed.  
 

                                                 
11 The reconstruction of this evaluation and response process is based on the evaluation report, the fiche 
contradictorie and interviews with nine key actors in the process. 
12 This period corresponds to the 8th and 9th European Development Fund (EDF) co-operation strategies and 
partly includes projects funded under the 6th and 7th EDF. 
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For obvious reasons the interest in the evaluation is greater if the aim and scope is relevant 
and appropriate. In this case the reference group was not very interested according to the 
evaluator (consultant). One reason could be that many members of the reference group 
changed positions during the process. One informant thought that the evaluation met a need 
for maintaining the “institutional memory”. Another member thought the evaluation had 
limited relevance. “I would rate it as less relevant than the sector evaluation on private 
partnership”. Although the need is perceived differently, most of the interviewees thought 
that there was some need for the evaluation. Those who did not think so were of the opinion 
that the evaluation tried to cover too much.  
 
The perceived need also depends on a person´s role in the organisation. The head of 
DG/DEV, responsible for the regional strategy, was not involved in the evaluation, although  
DG/DEV is one of the main recipients of this evaluation. Once he read the report he 
considered it useful and considered that it met a general knowledge and information need. 
“The EU evaluations are always useful. I am not opposed but rather supportive of the 
evaluation process as long as the evaluations are done well.”  The management level needs 
evaluations and other sources of information for decision making. This evaluation serves this 
need. “It is one document of many others that feed our processes.” 
 
Evaluation process 
The perception of the evaluation process varies from meaningful to more or less a sense of 
duty. The evaluator (consultant), who followed the process, thought that the reference group 
was not so interested in this evaluation compared to other EuropeAid evaluations – a 
condition which had an impact on the dialogue. One program officer considered the process 
and the reference group meetings an interesting and meaningful exercise. His previous 
experience was limited in his sector and the evaluation gave him valuable information on the 
activities and programmes/project in the region and also an occasion to exchange views with 
colleagues.  
 
“The most interesting thing was to sit around the table with all these colleagues and have 
extensive discussion around what we were doing in the particular field.” 
      Program officer 
This is an example of process use of an evaluation. 
 
Quality of report 
The overall quality of the report is considered “good” according to the evaluation manager. 
However, there are a few caveats. Although findings are presented in a comprehensive way 
and conclusions are logically derived from the analysis, the reader of the evaluation report 
should be aware of variations in accuracy and depth according to the quality assessment 
report. The recommendations could have been improved and included options with 
corresponding limits and conditions for success according to the same quality assessment 
report.  
 
Our own assessment of the quality points in the same direction. The evaluation report is well 
structured and the methodology is described and explained in a reasonable way. The 
evaluation intends to answer ten evaluation questions and nearly 100 sub-questions. There is 
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no doubt that the questions capture the complexity of the region, but they also reflect a broad 
scope and a lack of focus.  
 
The assessment of the Commission’s Regional Strategy and RIP is based on 25 judgement 
criteria.  However, from a management as well as a stakeholder perspective, the great number 
of evaluation questions and assessment criteria does not facilitate the use of evaluation. No 
one can keep so many questions and criteria in mind. Our second concern is that, despite the 
high transparency of the analysis, the reader is not informed about how and to what extent 
individual interviews and opinions expressed in meetings were used for arriving at the 
conclusions. In other words, the empirical ground for some of the findings and conclusions 
are a bit unclear.  
 
While the perception of the need for and relevance of the evaluation vary, the interviewees 
consider the quality of the report to be good. DG/DEV assesses it as an average evaluation 
report with no major problems. 
 
Conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation 
The report consists of 25 conclusions and 13 recommendations. Five recommendations are 
directed to the Commission, three to the Caribbean partners, and seven involve a joint 
approach between the Commission and the CARIFORUM Secretariat.  
 
The response process  
The most absorbing response process took place after the external evaluators had submitted 
the final draft report, in other words before the formal response process was initiated. 
Following the established routines, the Commission had the opportunity to comment on the 
evaluation before the final report was finalised and accepted. According to the evaluation 
manager the quality as well as the appropriateness was considerably improved at this stage. 
The Commission’s opportunity to comment contributed to a “healthy discussion” among the 
most concerned according to some of the programme officers. At this stage the concerned 
services were asked to comment on lessons learned, conclusions and recommendations.  
 
The perceived significance of this evaluation was associated with the appropriate timing of 
the draft report. “It was perfect for taking it into consideration in the mid-term review of the 
regional program”, according to one programme officer. The “pre-response process” was 
also mentioned by others as the most critical moment of evaluation use. At least three persons 
considered the evaluation relevant, useful and contributing to a healthy discussion of the 
regional programmes and strategies. 
 
The formal response process started after the final report was quality assured and the first 
column of the FC had been sent to the responsible DG/DEV. The FC process did not involve 
more than four people. The responsible officer at DG/DEV, who did not become involved in 
the evaluation process until the final draft report landed on his desk, coordinated the responses 
from the delegations. He remembered that the delegations of Guyana and Barbados 
commented and reacted on his request. He drafted a response on behalf of DG/DEV with 
consideration taken to the comments of the delegations. The officer does not remember if any 
Services in Brussels responded at this stage. He discussed the response with the Head of unit 
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at DG/DEV, who had a long experience from delegations in the Caribbean region. The officer 
drafted the formal response under the authority and guidance of the Head of unit (i.e. the 
content of the second column).  
 
The Head of unit was not involved in the evaluation process. He read the evaluation after it 
was finalised. In his view the evaluation had an average value. He was surprised that he had 
not been interviewed during the evaluation process since he had been involved in the regional 
programmes for over 15 years. He did not express a personal dissatisfaction but thought that 
an interview would have improved the usefulness of the evaluation. [According to the final 
report, Vol. 2, Annex 2, the Head of unit participated in a meeting in Brussels, but he was not 
interviewed. Author’s comment.] 
 
In this case, the extended evaluation process and the long time that had passed since the 
evaluation was finalised may be reasons why people forget what was important and what was 
the value and benefit of the evaluation and the FC. On the whole, this evaluation was not 
considered very relevant and useful to a wider range of people.  
 
The management response 
A major concern in this study is the way the Commission responded to conclusions and 
recommendations. The FC consists of sixteen responses, seven indicating agreement, six 
partial agreement and three disagreement. A first observation is that the recommendations 
summarized in the first column do not quite mirror the originally expressed recommendations 
- some of the nuances have disappeared. This implies that the responder most likely has gone 
back to check how the recommendations were expressed in the evaluation report. The second 
observation is that the response consists of a combination of clear and vague responses and it 
is not obvious what actions the Commission has decided to take. The third observation 
concerns the frequent reference made to actions already taken, such as “this has already been 
taken into account”. The fourth observation is that the follow-up does not clearly indicate 
whether the actions taken were implemented as a result of the recommendations. The 
following example illustrates an agreement to the recommendation and also ambiguity 
concerning why a particular action was taken:  
 
“This is an interesting suggestion, which is actually being followed in the process of the EPAs 
negotiation”( column 2)  “This is actually the case in particular  in the context of the EPA 
process”(column 3). 
 
Only two actions have been decided. One is a response to the recommendation “Conduct a 
more in-depth analysis of the effects of trade liberalisation and globalisation on small 
islands” (recommendation #7). The response states “…the participants agreed that EPAs 
process should be further reinforced in terms of both institutional and structural support.” 
The follow-up indicates that this action has been implemented. 
 
Use of evaluation and FC 
Apparently this evaluation was used in the process before it was finalized. The timing was 
right in the sense that the draft final report could be taken on board in the midterm review of 
programme implementation. 
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The DG/DEV desk officer’s role in the evaluation was to draft the response of the 
Commission in the FC (column 2) and then a year later, draft the follow up (column 3). 
Overall, he believes that the FC is an important instrument in the evaluation process. He 
considers that the completion of the FC by the delegation in 2005 was quite useful since in 
DG DEV ” it was one of the elements that triggered a dialogue and improvements on the 
"dormant" implementation of the 9th EDF CRIP”.   
 
The Programme officer at the Delegation in Guyana was asked to respond to the draft final 
report.  The officer underscores that the Caribbean side, that is CARIFORUM, was not at all 
interested in the evaluation. “There was an extreme absence of interest on our partner’s side. 
It was too late for the 9th EDF and too early for the 10th EDF”. The Delegation gave a few 
comments but basically agreed to the evaluation. According to our interviewees the delegation 
really did not perceive a need for this evaluation. A total change of staff makes it unlikely that 
the evaluation has been used by anyone.  
 
“I thought the recommendations were quite good, some of them, but in the Caribbean context 
they would have been very difficult to implement, because people here have very definite ideas 
about how they want to go forward. It was in the middle of a programme so it wasn’t very 
much we could do anyway.”  
 
The Headquarters in Brussels took over a lot of the decisions about all the Caribbean 
programmes according to this programme officer. Eventually there was no interest in the 
workshop that was planned, so there was no discussion with the Caribbean counterparts. The 
delegation tried to get a response from them but did not succeed as is often the case. One 
reason is that the evaluation primarily meets the need of Headquarters and that CARICOM 
and CARIFORUM are understaffed and overworked.  
 
The evaluation and the FC have not been used by the Delegation in Jamaica either. Moreover, 
the FC was not known prior to the interview. The evaluation was put on file without 
consideration or comments. An observation made by the interviewed programme officer was 
that the follow-up is superficial and tends to give an exaggerated picture of the 
implementation of recommendations.  
 
The programme managers at the Delegation in Trinidad-Tobago were not involved in the 
evaluation either, although this delegation is one of the intended users. The two interviewed 
managers started working at the Delegation at the time when the evaluation was finalized 
(April 2005). They are aware of the existence of this evaluation and the FC but have not 
discussed or used the evaluation or the FC. Moreover, so far they have not taken into 
consideration any FCs compiled after an evaluation has been finalized.13 They say that the 
FCs are often made by external people who are not always familiar with the programmes that 
are being designed or developed.  
 

                                                 
13 Their experience is that if they receive a Fiche Contradictoire for one of their programmes, the 
recommendations are incorporated in the project design where possible. But what they refer to is an “ex ante FC” 
developed in the planning or design process of a programme. 

 27



 

Table 6: Summary of main uses of the Caribbean evaluation and Fiche Contradictoire. 

Stakeholders Evaluation use Use of FC 
DG/DEV 
Head of unit 

Interactive  
(to a minor extent) 

Interactive 
(to a minor extent) 

DG/DEV 
Desk officer responsible for 
coordinating FC 

Conceptual, instrumental, 
process  
(to a minor extent) 

Instrumental  
(to a minor extent) 

AIDCO/C4 
Desk officer 

Process, conceptual,  
(to some extent) 

Instrumental  
(to a minor extent) 

AIDCO/C2 
International 
Aid/cooperation officer  

Conceptual, instrumental 
(to some extent) 

- 

AIDCO/C3 International 
Aid officer Economic 
cooperation unit for the 
ACP countries 

Not used Not used  

Delegation Trinidad-
Tobago  

Not used Not used 

Delegation Guyana  
 

Not used Not used 

Delegation Jamaica  
 

Not used Not used 

Evaluation team leader 
 

- - 

Key: Dominant use in bold letters. 

 

6.2 Evaluation of Council Regulation 99/2000 (TACIS)  
 
Background 

The fourth TACIS Regulation covered the years 2000-2006. Under the Programme, 
development assistance was mainly provided to the 1214 countries in Eastern Europe and 
Central Asia with the main objectives of promoting a transition to a market economy and 
reinforcing democracy and the rule of law. It also had a separate provision for nuclear safety 
support.   

The Evaluation of Council Regulation 99/2000 (TACIS) and its Implementation covers 
interventions from 2000 to the end of 2004. It assessed all TACIS funded action programmes 
and a selection of other interventions related to stated strategic and programme objectives.  

The evaluation was commissioned and managed by the Evaluation Unit and carried out by a 
consortium of consultancy firms, with the Development Researchers’ Network as lead 
company.   

                                                 
14 Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova (until 2003), Russia, Tajikistan, 
Turkmenistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan 
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Evaluation purpose 

In article 13 of the TACIS Regulation it was stipulated that an evaluation should be 
undertaken of the TACIS Programme no later than 30 June 2004.15 Its main purpose was to 
present proposals for the future programme. However, in 2004 a range of new instruments to 
be used for EC development assistance in all parts of the world were developed. The 
European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) set out the terms for cooperation between the EU and 
its bordering countries,16 and a Pre-Accession Instrument was introduced for candidate and 
potential candidate countries. For non-candidate and non-ENP countries the Development 
Cooperation and Economic Cooperation Instrument was established. As a result, in 2007 
TACIS was replaced by these new instruments.  

 

Since the context for EU technical cooperation with TACIS countries changed, the original 
purpose of the evaluation had to be revised.  Instead of focusing on the overall Regulation, the 
main purpose of the evaluation was now to contribute to the Commission’s preparation of the 
new programme in the former TACIS countries to be implemented in the period 2007-2012.  
The evaluation would also provide lessons to the new ENP instrument. The more specific 
objectives included an assessment of: 

⋅ The strategy’s relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and impact for the 
TACIS partner countries.   

⋅ The coordination and internal coherence between the European Commission’s 
assistance, on the one hand, and the EU’s political, commercial, economic and 
environmental objectives in the TACIS countries, on the other. 

⋅ The complementarity of TACIS support with policies/actions of Member States and 
other donors 

 

Evaluation analysis 

The evaluation consists of five country studies and a synthesis of these, including findings, 
conclusions and recommendations of the whole TACIS programme. In the synthesis report 
the evaluation methodology is clearly described; the report follows the established EuropeAid 
evaluation guidelines. Methods for both the desk phase and the field studies are described in 
depth although the section lacks explanations of how documents for the analysis and 
interviewees were selected. 
 

                                                 
15 32000R2666: Council Regulation (EC) No 2666/2000 of 5 December 2000 on assistance for Albania, Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, Croatia, the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, 
repealing Regulation (EC) No 1628/96 and amending Regulations (EEC) No 3906/89 and (EEC) No 1360/90 
and Decisions 97/256/EC and 1999/311/EC  
16 http://ec.europa.eu/world/enp/policy_en.htm, The ENP replaces TACIS for Moldova, Ukraine, Belarus, 
Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan. For Russia TACIS was replaced by the Common Spaces, within the ENP. 
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The analysis of the synthesis report is systematically structured around eleven evaluation 
questions and subsequent judgement criteria. Each evaluation question refers to one of the 
overall evaluation criteria of relevance, impacts, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability. 
The evaluation questions and the judgement criteria are elaborated in matrix form together 
with indicators and means of verification for each question. These matrices are attached to the 
evaluation.  
  
Although each question is given due attention, the analysis is skewed towards the issue of 
relevance of the TACIS programme. Less attention is paid to efficiency and sustainability 
issues. The effectiveness of the support and the impact of the interventions are hardly 
discussed at all. The TACIS interventions are merely assessed at the output level and the 
analysis is focused on issues such as the organisation and implementation of the support. In 
addition, it does not describe how data are analysed and possible data limitations.   
 
For these reasons the findings are not as well substantiated as could be.  
The analysis would have been more relevant if more attention had been given to the 
effectiveness, impact and sustainability of the interventions.  
 
Conclusions and recommendations 

The evaluation concludes that overall the TACIS programme has been relevant in terms of 
strategic priorities, although it has only partially responded to the diversification occurring in 
the region. However, the project delivery approach could have jeopardised both the relevance 
and the sustainability of the programme, as well as its effects in various sectors. The results of 
the programme in terms of effectiveness and impact are hardly discussed at all, although it is 
concluded that TACIS tended to focus on outputs contributing little to overall goals.  
 
Despite these limitations in the analysis the conclusions are relatively well supported by the 
findings.  References to the analysis are given for each conclusion. Based on the findings and 
conclusions the evaluation recommended that the Commission:   
 

1. Increase the relevance to the context of the partner countries 
2. Move to programme based approaches  
3. Diversify the programme approach to improve the response to individual country 

needs 
4. Improve the effectiveness and sustainability of sectoral interventions 
5. Improve the quality assurance tools 

 
As these are rather abstract, a number of more concrete recommendations have been 
developed to enhance operationality and explain what needs to be done and how.  Some of the 
recommendations refer to the ENP and how it could be successfully implemented.   The 
recommendations are clear and refer to the conclusions in a logical way.  
 

Evaluation process 

Since the TACIS evaluation covered a wide range of projects and an assessment of the whole 
strategy, the evaluation process was long and time consuming. A substantial part of the 
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process was devoted to a document analysis and an assessment of monitoring reports. Field 
visits took place between April and May 2005 with approximately ten days in each of the five 
countries. Another ten days were spent on a regional visit in Central Asia. The final 
evaluation report was completed in late 2005 and published in January 2006.  

According to EC standard procedures, a reference group of members of relevant services was 
established. The main tasks of the group were to facilitate the work of the evaluation team, 
validate the evaluation questions and discuss the findings of the evaluation. Another explicit 
purpose of the group was to assist in providing feedback of findings and recommendations 
into future programme design and delivery. The Evaluation Unit invited relevant participants 
to join the reference group and chaired it throughout the evaluation process.   

The reference group met several times with the consultants, facilitated the selection of 
countries and sectors for field trips and discussed the outputs of the evaluation, such as the 
inception report, case study reports and the final synthesis study. The feedback from the 
evaluation process to the different services is likely to have suffered from high staff turnover 
in the reference group.    

The interaction between the reference group, the Evaluation Unit and the consultants seems to 
have been tense at times. There was disagreement in particular regarding formulations in the 
inception and evaluation reports. Many reference group members thought that the consultants 
lacked knowledge about the Commission’s working methods (Programme officer 1 and 2). 
The consultants on the other hand thought the Commission, in particular the Evaluation Unit, 
was too theoretical and academic in its evaluation approach. Therefore the initial phase of the 
evaluation process turned out to be longer than planned which reduced the time available for 
field work (Evaluation consultant).  

Apart from providing information to the evaluation team, partner country representatives did 
not participate in the evaluation process. According to the consultant, the evaluation process 
would have benefited from more involvement by partners (Evaluator). Field staff of the 
Commission were able to comment on the draft evaluation report but had no representatives 
in the reference group. Overall, the process can thus be characterised as top down.  

 

The value and benefit of the evaluation 

As mentioned above, by the time the evaluation was completed it was already decided that 
TACIS be replaced by other instruments and that the EC would no longer use regulations 
restricted to geographical areas. The initial purpose of the evaluation, i.e. to propose 
improvements for the TACIS regulation, was therefore now less relevant.  

“We already knew that the TACIS regulation should be changed” (Programme officer 3).  

“Due to the timing of the evaluation, it did not receive as much attention as other evaluations 
which are more dependant on the findings for the future” (Programme officer 3).  

“The evaluation use, at least for programming has been rather limited, but it may have been 
more useful for the implementation of present support (Programme officer 2). 
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However the evaluation still gave the Commission an overall picture of what was working 
and not working in the TACIS programme. These lessons were used to some extent in the 
design of the new approach. Knowing that an external evaluation had come up with the 
recommendations seems to have made it easier to implement them (Programme officer 2 and 
4).  

Although the decision to move towards new approaches is likely to have been taken without 
the evaluation, the decision was influenced or justified to some extent by the evaluation 
(Programme officer 1):  

“This conclusion has been very instrumental for us in justifying or giving arguments for the 
new approaches that we are indeed putting in place following their recommendations.” 
(Programme officer 1) “The evaluation gave arguments to that decision” (Programme officer 
3).  

 To some extent, the findings have fed into the programming of new interventions. Since the 
approach was imposed externally, the evaluation was instrumental in explaining the approach 
internally. 

 

A summary of the evaluation use: 

Stakeholders Use of evaluation 
  
RELEX 

AidCo 

Legitimising/Ritual 

(instrumental) 
 

Management response – the Fiche Contradictoire 

When the evaluation process was completed, the recommendations and the corresponding 
responses of the various Services were summarised in the FC. The responses were discussed 
and agreed within the reference group and coordinated by one of the programme officers 
(Programme officer 1 and 2).  The people involved in the drafting of the response were 
mainly experts from the relevant directorates (RELEX and AidCo) and the ENP-unit. It was a 
joint process by the stakeholders (Programme officer 4). It is not clear how many people were 
involved in the response process, but they all came from the reference group. The majority of 
responses refer to the new procedures and methods that form part of the European 
Neighbourhood Partnership Instrument (ENPI) or other instruments replacing TACIS. The 
responses are then merely explanations of how programming has changed under the ENPI, in 
particular. Since the evaluation seems to have contributed to these new strategies, the 
responses address the recommendations to some extent.  

One year after the responses had been agreed upon and submitted the Evaluation Unit 
compiled follow-up information from the various services. This follow-up is summarised in 
the third column of the FC. It explains what have been done to date, although in very abstract 
terms. It does not include to what extent there have been implementation problems or what 
has been achieved overall thanks to the evaluation.   
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It is likely that the feedback was weaker due to the turnover of staff during the evaluation and 
follow-up processes.  

 

Stakeholders’ assessment of the MRE 

According to some of the reference group members the FC was mainly a tool for documenting 
different, and perhaps, conflicting views:  

“[…] the EC is given the opportunity to express its own opinion, whether it agrees or 
disagrees […] it is important that we get the opportunity to also express our views of the 
recommendations in the public domain”. (Programme officer 1)  

 “When the chain of correspondence and the agreements are documented it also facilitates for 
new staff members to follow what has happened in the process” (Programme officer 1). 

Another benefit of the FC is that the Commission is forced to think about its response to the 
evaluation findings and recommendations. “Without this process the risk increases 
considerably that the evaluation is shelved” (Programme officer 2). If management must read 
the evaluation and take positions regarding the recommendation, it is more likely that the 
evaluation will be used.  

The opportunity to collectively discuss what the recommendations mean and how to proceed 
was valued. “It’s a useful process, especially because the points need to be broken down and 
the Commission has to do that itself. You can’t skip over anything” (Programme officer 4).  

There are others however who believe that the situation would not be much different without 
the FC. “We do what we do because we think the recommendation is valid and it’s another 
value for us to take them into account. So we do what is needed to be done. . The FC  itself I 
don’t think is that important.” (Programme officer 1). The argument behind this standpoint is 
that a good recommendation is implemented whereas a bad one is not, regardless of what the 
FC says. There are always ways to get around implementing a recommendation that you don’t 
agree with.   

To sum up, there seems to be mixed opinions about the value of the follow-up of the 
implementation status after one year. Some believe that the follow-up is as important as the 
agreed actions in the second column, whereas others see it merely as a ritual, which is easy to 
skip. In contrast, some stakeholders believe that a closer and more frequent follow-up process 
is needed. And some are of the opinion that one year is too short a period for implementation 
to take place (Program officers 1 and 4).  

Overall however the FC is seen as a useful process which provides added value to the 
evaluation.  

 

Use of the FC 

Stakeholder Use of Fiche 
Contradictoire 

RELEX AidCo Ritual/legitimising 
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7. OVERALL ASSESSMENT AND CONCLUSIONS 

7.1 Introduction 

In this chapter the overall assessment of EuropeAid’s management response system is 
synthesised into three conclusions. The first conclusion deals with the intervention logic and 
the assumptions on which it is based, the second and third conclusion with how the response 
system works in practice. 
 
EuropeAid’s management response system (MRE, fiche contradictoire, FC) is designed for 
evaluations initiated and monitored by the Joint Evaluation Unit for the Relex family 
(DG/Development, DG/External relations and DG/EuropeAid). The system is designed and 
used for country, regional, sector and thematic evaluations. It is not applied for evaluations 
initiated by delegations. Heads of Delegation sometimes respond to project evaluations and 
monitoring reports but not in a systematic way.  
 
EuropeAid does not request its partners to respond to evaluation findings and 
recommendations, but partners are free to respond, if they wish. There have however not been 
any such responses.  In comparison, it may be mentioned that although the Swedish 
International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida) has a similar response system with no 
demand for partner response, some partners have nevertheless responded to recommendations 
addressed to them (Hanberger & Gisselberg, 2006).  
 
On the whole, EuropeAid’s MRE-system is straightforward and easy to understand. It is built 
on a three column table, one column for recommendations, one for the Commission’s 
(EuropeAid’s) response and one for follow-up on actions taken. However, there are no 
guidelines regarding how responses and follow-up should be presented. This could explain 
why the MREs (FCs) vary notably.  
 
7.2 The intervention logic 
What is the logic behind the MRE-system? The management response system is assumed to 
enhance (a) a deliberative process within the concerned Services and delegations about 
recommendations and an awareness of evaluation findings and, (b) promote personal and 
organisational responsibility, (c) improve the use of evaluation lessons and recommendations.  
Altogether the response system is assumed to (d) improve decision making and enhance 
organizational effectiveness and accountability.  
 
To attain these intentions three actions are taken. First, a summary of recommendations is 
presented to the most concerned Services and delegations accompanied with a request to 
respond to the recommendations. This is assumed to promote a deliberative process regarding 
the recommendations within the concerned Services/delegations and create an awareness of 
evaluation findings. Secondly, the formulation of a response by the appropriate 
Services/delegations is assumed to enhance personal and organisational responsibility and 
promote the use of evaluation findings and recommendations. Third, the follow-up after one 
year is assumed to enhance the use of the evaluation and the recommendations and improve 
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decision-making, organisational rationality and accountability. Thus, the three actions taken 
together are assumed to lead to the intended outcomes. 
 
The response system is also based on three further assumptions or pre-conditions: (i) 
evaluation reports must hold an acceptable quality; (ii) the Services and heads of unit must 
devote sufficient time to seriously work out responses; and (iii) decision-makers should be 
inclined to consider evaluation recommendations in ongoing and new operations. These pre-
conditions are associated with the way the system works in practice and will be assessed in 
relation to the second conclusion.  
 
7.3 Conclusion 1 
The assumptions of the MRE system are reasonable and consistent with the desired outcome 
of enhancing awareness of evaluations within the concerned Services and delegations, 
promote personal and organisational responsibility, improve the use of evaluation lessons 
and recommendations, and enhance accountability. It is however not quite consistent with the 
intention of enhancing organizational effectiveness and improved decision making. 
 
The presentation of recommendations to the most concerned Services and delegations 
accompanied with a request to discuss and respond to them is reasonable for initiating a 
response process, to create awareness of evaluation findings and to enhance personal and 
organisational responsibility. These “actions” are also logical for promoting the use of 
evaluation findings and recommendations. However, to attain these intentions the three pre-
conditions mentioned above must be met. The request to respond to recommendations 
together with a reminder to follow-up actions taken is reasonable for strengthening internal 
accountability but not sufficient for achieving organisational effectiveness and improved 
decision-making.  
 
It is not quite clear how decision-making in the result-based management model should 
benefit from MREs. By the time when the FC is compiled and published on the website the 
engagement with regard to the evaluation has often cooled down, that is, the “policy window” 
is no longer open. If the evaluation’s contribution to programming and/or learning was limited 
to begin with, the MRE can not change this situation. 
 
Although the accountability function is strengthened by the MRE-system it is not considered 
thoroughly in the design of the system. It is not made explicit who is accountable for 
implementing decided actions and for following up implementation. 
 
7.4 The system in practice 
How does the system work in practice? The response system has been effectively 
implemented in terms of comprehensiveness. For all evaluations a FC has been compiled or is 
under way. However, due to a number of factors the responses, as well as the follow-up, tend 
to take more time than expected.  
 
With a few exceptions programme officers and heads of unit with experience of the FC 
system are of the opinion that the response system meets an organisational need. In particular, 
the management level has a liking for it. The main argument is that it gives the organisation 
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an opportunity to consider and react to evaluation recommendations. It also serves as a 
reminder of the evaluation and what was actually decided. The publication of the evaluation 
and the FC on the website contributes to transparency and has a value for external 
accountability. Although the FC may not be a living document which is referred to explicitly 
in the organisation, it is a tool which a rational and open organisation needs to have, 
according to the heads of unit and other advocates of the response system. 
 
7.5 Conclusion 2 
In practice the contribution of the MRE system to achieving the intentions of the system has 
been limited due to a number of reasons. 
 
Our interviews gave a multifaceted picture of how the system works in practice. In the main, 
the response process follows an administrative routine where the members of the reference 
group set up for the evaluation are asked to respond to the recommendations. The responsible 
unit is asked to coordinate and compile the Commission’s joint response which is then signed 
by the Head of unit. Few people are involved in compiling the FC. The officer responsible for 
collecting and synthesising the response considers the FC useful. Some services and 
delegations devote time to respond, but not all. In comparison with other documents and 
demands the FC tends not to be considered very important. 
 
A problem is that the evaluation and MRE processes combined are quite lengthy and that the 
composition of the reference group often changes in the course of the process which makes it 
difficult to maintain the organisational memory. When it is time to compile a formal response 
there may be many new members of the reference group and the evaluation may no longer be 
considered an important source of information. As a result, organisational learning and 
personal commitment tend to decline.  
 
A closer look into some of the FCs shows that many responses are vague. It is not always 
clear what action has been decided in response to a specific recommendation. Often the 
response refers to ongoing work or matters already taken care of. In many cases the 
evaluation offers perhaps too many recommendations. Besides, they are not always practical 
and sometimes not addressed to anyone in particular.  
 
The responses and decided actions are usually focusing on instrumental use of 
recommendations. From interviews, however, we learned that evaluations are in fact often 
used in other ways (conceptually, interactive, for legitimacy). Responses that refer to ongoing 
work indicate interactive use of evaluation recommendations, that is, the evaluation is one of 
several sources of information on which the organisation and the managers rely. Thus, the 
significance of an evaluation/MRE  should not only be defined in terms of instrumental use, 
that is, how well it feeds into the policy cycle, but also in terms of its impact on organisational 
learning, legitimatisation and accountability.  
 
Although an MRE (FC) is mainly intended for enhancing instrumental use, the timing of the 
evaluation and the FC does not always match the decision making process. The final report 
and the request to compile a FC are often presented when the “policy window” is closed and/ 
or when the recommendations are already taken on board. Furthermore, learning and 
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conceptual use of evaluation do not occur in the end of the evaluation process and is therefore 
not enhanced by the FC. The added value of the FC is limited in terms of evaluation use. If an 
evaluation is considered insignificant, too general or of low quality (which happens even 
though all reports have been quality assured by the evaluation unit) a FC can not change or 
improve the situation. 
 
The MRE (FC) serves as a reminder. It enhances the institutional memory, but the quality of 
many of the MRE documents is often low in terms of clarity of response, decided actions and 
the definition of the accountable person or unit. This limits the MRE’s usefulness for 
knowledge transfer and control.  
 
7.6 Conclusion 3 
The main contribution of the MRE system in practice (although rather limited) is that the 
system promotes external accountability as well as internal accountability.  
 
Although the actual impact of the response system on responsibility and accountability is 
limited, this contribution becomes visible in a longer perspective. Before the MRE-system 
was in place there was an accountability deficit. Hence, it should be recognised, without 
neglecting the shortcomings, that the publication of evaluation reports and the Fiche 
Contradictoire on the website contribute to transparency and external accountability and that 
the demand to respond and follow up enhances personal and organisational responsibility, i.e. 
internal accountability. A main weakness is that the response process does not engage all 
concerned services and delegations and that there is no sanction should decided actions not be 
implemented. Another drawback is that EuropeAid´s partners are not included in the response 
process which implies that the system does not promote shared responsibility and mutual 
accountability.  
 
7.7 Assessment of three pre-conditions 
As mentioned above, the response system is based on three further pre-conditions. The first 
pre-condition is met, that is, all evaluations are quality assured based on the Commission’s 
quality standard for evaluation developed within the Relex family. The quality is probed 
before the formal response process starts.  Although nobody mentioned it, the delay of the 
publication of some quality assessment reports may have a negative effect on the response 
process. When services and delegations discuss recommendations and compile a joint 
response they should benefit from the quality assessment and the comments of evaluation 
managers.  
 
The second pre-condition is partly met, that is, in most cases the services and the heads of unit 
devote time to seriously work out responses and the reference group for the evaluation is 
active and committed. However, the time devoted varies and not all concerned services and 
delegations offer a response. Heads of unit responsible for the Commission’s response always 
sign the response, but their involvement and commitment are variable. The general 
impression is that generally few people are involved in compiling the responses and Heads of 
unit usually delegate this task and take on more of a formal role in the response process. 
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Likewise, the third pre-condition is sometimes met, that is, concerned decision-makers should 
take responsibility for considering evaluation recommendations in ongoing and new 
operations. Whether this condition is met depends on how the management level views the 
specific recommendations in the light of an overall assessment of needs, challenges and 
current priorities. If the timing of the evaluation is right and the recommendations are 
perceived as relevant and feasible, they may well be taken on board in programming and 
strategy work. Hence, the timing, relevance and quality of evaluation are critical. If these 
conditions are not met, recommendations are not seriously considered and tend to be dealt 
with in a superficial way. 
 

8. DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this study was to describe and analyse the MRE system of EuropeAid and its 
characteristics and assumptions, to evaluate how the system works in practice, and to assess   
its relevance and implications. In the previous chapters these issues have been described and 
analysed and conclusions have been drawn. In this chapter the discussion concerning the 
assumptions and implications of the response system is taken one step further.  
 
As indicated, the integration of the MRE system with existing forums of decision-making has 
not been considered thoroughly in the design of the system and in practice the contribution of 
the MRE-system to programming and strategy work varies significantly. The MRE system is 
not explicitly adjusted to match the policy and programme cycle and it has not been specified 
how the internal process of compiling responses from the services and delegations are 
supposed to feed into the various decision processes. The issue of how the evaluation system 
relates to decision-making (result-based management) in EuropeAid has been raised also by 
the international group of experts commenting on the design of the evaluation system 
(Synthesis of comments by Expert Panel on the evaluation manual of EuropeAid, 2005).  
 
There is reason to question, however, whether it is possible to plan and achieve a perfect 
timing for delivering evaluation results and recommendations to feed into all relevant decision 
making processes. It must be accepted that some evaluations (sector, thematic, regional 
evaluations) can not feed into all pertinent decision making processes. According to the 
interviewed evaluation managers most programming follows the same time table which 
means that all evaluations should be delivered at the same time to match the policy cycle. This 
is of course not possible.  
 
The evaluation process can not be monitored with the one and only goal of presenting the 
final report in time. If a report is not thoroughly processed and quality assured, it is not 
justifiable to use it for decision making. If the timing of the evaluation is right in relation to 
the policy cycle the value of the evaluation for decision making increases. However, the 
evaluation plan which is the result of negotiations between concerned parties in the 
Commission does not ensure a reasonable match. If policy decisions could be post-phoned 
while waiting for the evaluation to be finalised, this could be an option to consider. If policy 
decision can not be post-phoned, input from an evaluation which has not yet been finalised 
could still be requested.  Both of these measures could improve the use of evaluation in 
decision-making. 

 38



 

 
The services’ and delegations’ are asked to respond to conclusions and recommendations at 
the time when the draft final evaluation report is presented. At this stage of the process, which 
could be referred to as a pre-response stage, the evaluation is discussed and sometimes used 
by services and delegations. This seems to be the critical stage for instrumental use. The FC 
compiled later in the process is mainly a formalization of responses discussed earlier in the 
process and a new opportunity for the managers and others to express views and 
considerations. The authentic responses of the various stakeholders could be documented at 
this early stage and considered when the formal management response is being formulated. 
Transparency, a key value and endeavour of EuropeAid’s evaluation system, would then be 
enhanced. 
 
In some cases, follow-up actions taken (the third column of MRE) are compiled for the sake 
of reporting something back, although not much may have happened as a result of the 
evaluation. This gives the impression that the services and delegations take the opportunity to 
list actions that have no or unclear links to the recommendations.  Whether the DGs, services 
and delegations decide to take action is up to them.  
 
Evaluations are just one source of information that managers rely on. As the analysis of 
response documents indicates, the response arguments (column 2) are rarely clear which 
implies that managers have not transformed evaluation recommendations into action or that 
they have used other sources of information and considerations as well. When this is the case, 
it is difficult to determine the actual influence of the evaluation. Hence, there is a need to look 
into the validity of the follow-up (third column) before conclusions are drawn about the use 
and impact of evaluations. 
 
The assumption that evaluation use is something that takes place when the evaluation process 
has come to an end is not confirmed by experience. The reaction and response to findings, 
conclusions and recommendations at the time when a draft final report is presented is usually 
more authentic and more important. As indicated, the pre-response often matters more than 
the formal response synthesised after the evaluation has been finalized. This also has to do 
with the fact that the comments from the services on the draft report may impact on the final 
report. In practice MREs (FCs) have not significantly contributed to evaluation use. It is the 
timing, relevance and quality of the evaluation that determines if the evaluation is used or not 
used.  
 
Obviously, an evaluation and MRE could make other contributions besides improving 
decision making. For example, an evaluation contributing to learning or an MRE that 
strengthens the control of implementation do not have to match the policy cycle to the same 
degree. A learning organisation must be open and prepared to take into account lessons 
learned at all times. 
 
There is also a need to discuss whether the response system should be exclusively for 
EuropeAid or a system that engages partner countries and partner organisations as well. At 
present, the partners’ responses to recommendations addressed to them or to EuropeAid are 
not considered at all. In all development cooperation, however, ownership and mutual 
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responsibility are fundamental principles. Hence, when looking forward, the role of partner 
organisations in the response system needs a thorough discussion. 
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Annex 1. Fiche Contradictoire for EuropeAid’s evaluations 2004-2006 
Year Report Overall assessment of 

quality of report 

Fiche 

contradictoire 

2004    

 Evaluation of the European Commission's Country Strategy for Egypt - 1, 2, 3 

 Evaluation de la Stratégie de Coopération de la CE avec le Honduras  Correct  1,2 3 

 Thematic Evaluation of Population and Development oriented Programmes in EC External 

Co-operation 

Acceptable 1,2 3 

 Evaluation of Trade-Related Assistance by the EC in Third Countries  Good 1,2 3 

 Evaluation of EC Interventions in the Transport Sector  in Third Countries  Acceptable 1,2,3 

 Evaluation of EC Country Strategy for Ethiopia Good 1,2 3 

 Evaluation of the EC Support to MERCOSUR Good 1,2 3 

 Evaluation of Regulation 2667/2000 (European Agency 

for Reconstruction 

Acceptable 1,2 3 

 Evaluation of the assistance to Western Balkan countries 

under Regulation 2666/2000 (CARDS) 

Acceptable 1,2 3 

 Evaluation of Food Aid Policy and Food Aid Management and special operation in support 

of Food Security 

Good 1,2 3 

 Evaluation of EC Country Strategy for Lesotho Good 1,2 3 

 Evaluation of the Environment and Forests Regulations 2493/2000 and 2494/2000  Good 1,2, 3- 
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2005 

   

 Evaluation de la stratégie pays de la CE au Benin (ref. 951662) Good 1,2 3 

 Evaluation of EC Regional Strategy for the Caribbean (ref. 951663) Good  1,2 3 

 Joint Evaluation of General Budget Support (ref. 951665) -  - 

 Evaluation of EC Country Strategy for Ghana (ref. 951664) Good  1, 2 

 Evaluation de la Stratégie régionale de la CE  en Amérique Latine (ref. 951661) Good  1,2 3 

 Evaluation of European Community Support to Private Sector Development in Third 

Countries (ref. 951656) 

Good  1,2 

Year 

2006 

Report Overall assessment of  

quality of report 

Fiche 

contradictoire 

 Joint Evaluation of Co-ordination of Trade Capacity Building in Partner Countries (ref. 727) - - 

 Evaluation of Council Regulation 99/2000 (TACIS) and its implementation (ref 728) Fair  - 

 Armenia: Country Strategy Evaluation (ref. 804) Good  - 

 Evaluation of the European Commission's Support to the United Republic of Tanzania (824) Very good 1, 2 

 Joint Evaluation of General Budget Support (ref. 705) - - 

 Thematic Evaluation of the EC Support to Good Governance (ref. 884) -  

 Evaluation of EC Support to Micro-Project Programmes under the European Development 

Fund in ACP countries (ref. 904) 

Bon  1, 2 

 Thematic Evaluation of the Water and Sanitation Sector (ref. 965) Good  1, 2 

 Evaluation conjointe de la coopération de la CE et de la France avec le Mali (ref 991) - 1, 2 
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 Evaluating co-ordination and complementarity of country strategy papers with national 

 development priorities (joint evaluation) (ref. 966) 

- - 

 Evaluation de la coopération de la CE avec l'Ile Maurice (ref.998) Bon  1, 2 

 Evaluation de la coopération de la CE avec les Seychelles (ref. 999) Bon  1, 2 

 Evaluation de la coopération de la CE avec les Comores (ref.1000) Bon  1, 2 

 Evaluation de la coopération de la CE avec le Rwanda (ref. 1006) - - 

 Evaluation de la stratégie régionale de la CE en Afrique Centrale (ref. 1037) - - 

Key: The quality of the reports have been assessed by the evaluation unit. 1, 2 and 3 refers to the first, second and third column respectively of 

fiche contradictoire. 
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Annex 2 Criteria for assessment of the quality of MRE-documents 
 1 not acceptable 2 3 4 excellent not applicable Average  

Overall assessment of evaluation       
Assessment of relevance of evaluation and findings      
Assessment of accuracy of evaluation and findings      
Assessment of usefulness of evaluation and 
findings 

     

 

Response        
Comments and response to findings and 
recommendations 

     

Motivation for agreement or disagreement      
Description of learning for improvement of 
program/project work 

     

 

Action plan       
Unambiguousness of the action plan      
Concreteness of the action plan      
Individual accountable for implementing the plan      
Time plan for implementation of the action plan      
Date for follow up of action plan      

 

Follow up       
Explication of implementation of action taken       
Description of action taken to recommendations/ 
decided action 

     Total 

 

Number of responses to which the Aidorg: Number of decided actions Number of actions taken 
Agrees    
Partly agrees   
Disagrees   
Total   
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Key for assessment of the quality of MRE-documents: 
 
1. not acceptable or absent 
If the document does not consist of any information on the measured qualities or if the text does not include fundamental information this is 
classified as not acceptable or absent (1). 
 
2. partly acceptable but can be criticised for incompleteness or vagueness 
If the document does not include enough relevant information on measured qualities it is assessed as partly acceptable (2).  The response could 
for example refer to ongoing work and procedures with a weak connection to the actual recommendation or it is not clear what action is decided 
to take or the action is described on a general level or in a vague way. 

The first column “Number of responses to which the Aid org  agrees…“ counts main recommendations listed in the first column of the MRE 
document . This means that recommendations not included in the document but which could be found in the evaluation report is not counted. 

The second column “Number of decided actions” counts action that are decided to be taken, not action already taken or vaguely expressed 
statements concerning actions or ongoing work.  However, if it is stated that the organisation will intensify or expand a course of action already 
taken this counts as an action. 

 
3. acceptable in terms of comprehensiveness and clarity, only minor critique can be raised 
If the document does include relevant and easily understandable information on measured qualities even though it is not complete it is assessed 
as partly acceptable (3).   
 
4. excellent in terms of comprehensiveness and clarity 
If the document includes clear, relevant and easily understandable information on measured qualities it is assessed as excellent (4).   
 
The aggregated measure (total) is based on the average grade of “overall assessment of evaluation”, “response”, ”action plan” and “follow 
up”. 

The third column “Number of actions taken” counts actions implemented, taken or followed up without considering the connection to 
recommendations and decided actions. How well the implementation of action taken is described and whether actions taken are related to 
recommendations and decided action is assessed separately under “follow up”. 

Key for counting number of responses, decided actions and actions taken 



 

Annex 3 Programme officers’ experience of two response processes 

Evaluation de la coopération de la CE avec l'Ile Mauric 
The steps taken to develop a response to this joint evaluation between the Commission and 
France concerning cooperation with Mali, 2006 indicate that few people have been involved 
in the process. Viewed from the responding Services (DG DEV/D2) point of view, the 
responsible officer was given a task and responsibility to coordinate the response process 
within the commission. First the officer developed a draft response, which consisted of his/her 
own response and options for what could be a suitable response from the commission as a 
whole. In this case there was no discussion with other Services/units in Brussels. The draft 
response was sent to the EC delegation in Mali, followed by an electronic mail discussion. 
The discussion led to an agreement on the response which was sent back to the evaluation 
unit. The delegation in Mali had the last word on the response. Whether France has developed 
a response is not known, but there was no interaction with France on this matter. In any case 
the Commission’s response does not include a response from France. One important 
experience from the response process was that not all recommendations were considered 
relevant:  
 
“It was a question of responding to criticism that was real and sometimes to criticism or 
findings that we found not completely real”  
 
In relation to the policy process the FC did not have a good timing. The organisation was 
implementing the strategies and in also in a process of programming the new strategies   
 
…”many of the things that came out as recommendation in the report we had already 
implemented”…” What came up was that the report was partly obsolete. Some of the things 
that the evaluation had found out, we already had found out.” 
 
Overall, the process worked smoothly the only problem was that this request came on top on 
many other tasks. Despite that, it was perceived as a suitable way to deal with the response 
something that the organisation would have to provide in any case. 
 
“It [FC] probably keeps the replies shorter” 
 
In this case the findings were relatively positive and there was not a need to react to a lot of 
criticism. 
 
The FC, with the response in the second column, has not been used so far. If nobody ask for it 
the third column will not be filled in. 
 
The officer does not remember the content of the FC. He would have to look at it in order to 
answer questions about the response. It is not considered a very important document or 
procedure in the decision making process. In comparison to the FC developed in the Inter-
Service Quality Support Group (iQSG) it is less important. The FC developed in the iQSG is 
used in programming process and is therefore more feasible. It is also considered more 
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important and attached as an official document. It is a response to internal evaluations of 
drafts of strategy papers. This FC refers to future action in contrast to FCs complied for 
evaluations. 

The evaluation of Commission’s cooperation with Mauritius 
The International Relations Officer at DEV/E2 was a member of the reference group set up 
for the evaluation of the Commission’s cooperation with Mauritius (2006). His/her experience 
was that the evaluation unit first compiled the recommendations in the first column of the FC-
table and sent it along with a demand from Head of the Evaluation unit.  The request indicated 
the officer’s responsibility for compiling responses from the services and the delegation in 
Mauritius, and for submitting an official response. He/she first sent the document to the 
delegation in Mauritius and asked them to draft a first outline of replies. This draft was sent 
back to him/her and the officer reacted to the draft followed by a mail conversion. At the 
same time the officer waited for the reaction from AidCo who had consolidated the internal 
reactions from the Services. Once all comments were at the table the officer told those 
involved that: 
 
“the final word should be mine otherwise we will not agree forever. I used my power as desk 
officer and I had the final word” 
 
The desk officer used her power to support arguments and responses from the delegation and 
the Services that he/she assumed would be a fair response in accordance with the intentions of 
the commissioner’s will. The Head of Unit signed the response before it was sent back to the 
evaluation unit. The Head of Unit read the FC and had a few questions before he signed the 
response.  
 
“We have a political line and the political line is our commissioners and you cannot say 
something that is outside the political line.” 
 
According to this desk officer the first owner of the FC in this case was the delegation. They 
had to give there views first. All in all no more than five persons were involved, two from 
AidCo and two from the Delegation in Mauritius.  
 
The Delegation perceived the FC process well whereas the Services in Brussels in some cases 
misunderstood or did not accept their task. A few people were sceptical to the FC process and 
did not want to react to the fiche contradictoire because they had an ongoing mission in the 
country under consideration. They wanted to react after the mission, but the officer told them 
that they could do that one year later and at present they should only react to the text in the 
FC. However, they did not accept this procedure mainly because of a negative reaction to 
what was felt as a critique directed to the Services own work. 
 
“The delegation replied by the date which shows some commitments and they said to the 
point after a bit of discussion in my view it shows commitments.” 
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Overall experience 
One experience made is that the delegations tend to reply to everything but the 
recommendations, an experience made by the desk officers. Another experience is that the 
evaluation report consists of more recommendations than those extracted for the FC. 
 
Another experience expressed was that the evaluator did not fully understand the 
commission’s system and organisation well enough to provide realistic recommendations. For 
example they could suggest that more people should be put in or that they should have 
changed the programming at a certain point. If you have experience from the commission you 
know that is impossible. 
 
“In a perfect world maybe yes, but sometimes the reactions from the evaluators were a bit 
theoretical” 
Another experience is a lack of time for additional work: 
“In our work we do not have time to ask ourselves many questions.. there is a lot of people 
processing, deadlines, briefings...” 
 
The Services and delegation interpreted the recommendations as criticism and reacted 
defensively. “But we did, but we did “  was a comment that the officers recalled. 
 
The FC has not been used by any of the officers or anyone they have met. The FC has neither 
been referred to in the programming or in discussions with colleagues. However, the 
evaluations have been partly useful, that is, some of the conclusions have been used or rather 
the draft report. Once the report is finalised it tends to be old. 
 
“What the value added is after a year … I am not sure” 
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Annex 4 Interviewees  
 
Heads of Unit 
Mr Jean-Louis Chomel, Head of the Evaluation Unit (2 interviews). 
Mrs Dominique Dellicour, head of unit of Governance, human rights, democracy and gender 
Mr John Caloghirou, Head of Unit DG DEV 
 
Evaluation managers at the Evaluation Unit of the EuropeAid Co-operation Office
Mrs. Chambel Figueiredo,  
Mrs. Kusina-Pycinska  
Mr. Hicham Daoudi, 
 
Programme officers and evaluators 
Mrs. Daniela Concina,  International Relations Officer at DEV/E2 
Mr. Gianluca Azzoni,  EuropeAid, Quality Management Officer ,AIDCO/E6  
Mr. Guido Carrara,  International Relations Officer, DEV/D2  
Pierre Lejeune  AidCo (A/01) 
Stefan Schleuning  Aid Co (A/02) 
Fredrik Svedäng Relex (E/01) 
Steve Bullock Relex 
Roger Short  Team leader of evaluation 
Mr Tangay de Biolley,  Team-leader of evaluation 
Mr Odoardo Como,  a desk officer from AidCo C/3   
Mr Peter Ashton  programme managers at the Delegation in Trinidad-Tobago 
Mrs Tehri Karvinen,  programme managers at the Delegation in Trinidad-Tobago 
Mr Stylianos Christopoulos DG DEV responsible officer for coordinating FC  
Mr Jose Soler,  International Aid/cooperation officer AIDCO/C2 
Mr Gaeteno Viti,  Desk officer AIDCO 
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