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[bookmark: _Toc433973086][bookmark: _Toc448144101][bookmark: _Toc433017926]Introduction
The objective of the study is to provide evidence on the development of the performance framework (PF) established during the programming phase of the European Structural and Investment (ESI) Funds, assessing the use of the provisions related to the performance framework in the programming for the ERDF, CF and the ESF (where combined with the ERDF/CF). Additionally, the study will provide an analytical basis for informing the debate on the design of cohesion policy and related impact assessments post 2020.
[bookmark: _Toc433973087][bookmark: _Toc433973188][bookmark: _Toc448144102]Study tasks and content
The study covers the following five tasks, as presented in the Terms of Reference (ToR):
Task 1: Prepare a methodological report
Task 2: Provide a synthesis of how the provisions relating to performance framework (including the performance reserve) are reflected in all Partnership Agreements, operational programmes financed by the ERDF and the CF, including multi-fund programmes, and ETC programmes financed by the ERDF.
Task 3: Provide an assessment of how performance frameworks have been designed during the programming phase.
Task 4: Provide conclusions
Task 5: Attend meetings with Commission staff
This Draft Final Report is aimed at providing a synthesis covering the manner in which the provisions relating to the performance framework (including the performance reserve) are reflected in all Partnership Agreements (PA), operational programmes (OP) under the Investment for Growth and Jobs objective (IGJ) financed by the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and the Cohesion Fund (CF), including multi-fund programmes including the European Social Fund (ESF), and the European Territorial Cooperation (ETC) programmes financed by the ERDF. Moreover an assessment of how the performance framework has been designed during the programming phase and resulting conclusions on strengths and weaknesses are provided. The Draft Final Report is based on a web-survey with managing authorities (MA), interviews with programme representatives and an electronic database in MS Excel format that enables subsequent statistical analysis of the data gathered throughout the study. The report presents the following aspects and findings in relation to the performance framework:
Presentation and assessment of processes and how the performance frameworks were elaborated and designed during the programming phase (see chapter 2);
Presentation of the design of performance frameworks, i.e. indicator set up, and a review of the appropriateness of milestones of targets (see chapter 3);
Presentation of the establishment  of the performance reserve (see chapter 4);
Presentation of the conclusions on the strengths and weaknesses of the performance framework with regard to the application of the provisions applied during the programming phase, as well as the first conclusions on the added value of this new element in the regulatory framework (see chapter 5).
The annexes provide detailed information on the methodology and the findings deriving from the document analysis and survey. 
The study covers all ERDF and CF programmes, including multi-fund programmes with the ESF, component, that have a performance framework. The nine programmes (out of the set of 291 programmes) not having identified PF indicators are either technical assistance (TA) programmes or a SME initiative and are not required to identify a PF (see Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013, (23), 323). One ETC programme, the INTERREG V-A Italy-Croatia programme, is not covered, as it has not been submitted to the EC by summer 2015.
The programmes covered were reviewed by the core team and the study’s team of national experts (covering the EU-28). However, not all of the analysed programmes had been approved by the European Commission (EC) at the time of analysis, which means that some of the data may have changed subsequently. In total, all of the programmes analysed in the study cover both approved and non-approved programmes. Within this report: 
The analysis of the PF covers 291 programmes financed by the ERDF and the CF, including multi-fund programmes, in total. Of these, 282 programmes have defined PF indicators as required by Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013. 
207 programmes are under the IGJ objective, and 
75 programmes are under the ETC objective. 
From the 207 IGJ programmes that have defined PF indicators, the majority are regional programmes (67%), while 20% are national programmes and 13% are multiregional programmes[footnoteRef:2].  [2:  	Categorisation following the relationship between programmes and NUTS regions as encoded in SFC 2014: “Regional programme: programme covering a single NUTS2 region or a single NUTS1 region (unless that region covers the whole country); multiregional programmes: covering more than one NUTS2 or NUTS1 region, but not the whole country; national programmes: covering the whole country” (EC, 2015).] 

From the 75 ETC programmes, the majority of 75% are INTERREG V-A programmes, i.e. cross-border cooperation programmes, 20% are INTERREG V-B programmes, i.e. transnational ones, and 5% are INTERREG V-C programmes, i.e. interregional programmes. 
This report includes a set of 46 programmes (13 under the IGJ objective, 33 under the ETC objective), which had been submitted but not yet approved by the EC at the time of the analysis. 

The report is furthermore based on the analysis of the information recorded by bodies preparing programmes on the methodologies and criteria applied to select indicators where available at the time of analysis (not the case for all programmes). 
[bookmark: _Toc438196428]
1
[image: ]The study is based on varied sources of data including desk research, the review of all PAs, programmes[footnoteRef:3], ex-ante evaluations – as well as additional information as recorded by the bodies preparing the programmes on methodologies of the PF - and 60 interviews with representatives from programmes on the national level and Commission representatives. Furthermore, these results were grounded on findings from a focus group with the EC and a web-survey. The web-survey analysis brought 161 respondents covering 138 adopted and not yet adopted programmes of which 32 ETC programmes. With regard to ETC programmes only cross border and transnational cooperation programmes are covered by the web-survey.  [3:  	Including related methodologies on the establishment of the performance framework where available] 

Figure 1.	Programmes covered by the study
Source: Project consortium, 2015
[bookmark: _Toc433973088][bookmark: _Toc433973189][bookmark: _Toc448144103]The context of this study – the performance framework & the performance reserve
The performance framework has been included as a compulsory element in all programmes for the 2014-2020 programming period of the ESI Funds (with the exception of programmes priorities dedicated to technical assistance and programmes for the SME initiative) in order to support the requirements of result orientation by setting up specific objectives and related indicators. The performance framework is intended to ensure that priorities are implemented as planned and the programme is kept on track to achieve its objectives. Additionally, the performance framework aims to ensure a monitoring of progress towards achievements of objectives and targets as well as to promote good performance[footnoteRef:4]. [4:  	Bachtler, John (2013) Which way forward for Cohesion Policy Programmes in 2014-2020? In: Nordregio News Issue 1, 2013 – What Future for EU Structural Fund Programmes? Online Source.] 

The performance framework consists of milestones to be attained by the end of 2018 and targets set for the end of 2023, which have to consist of financial and output indicators In addition, key implementation steps – which refer to an important stage in the implementation process of operations under a particular priority – may also be used for milestones. Since in the case of ERDF and the Cohesion Fund, output indicators refer to the expected deliverables of the fully implemented operations, the milestone value for some types of interventions may be zero. In such cases a relevant key implementation step should be added in order to better reflect the progress made in the implementation. . The performance framework may also include – where appropriate – result indicators. However, the use of result indicators is not recommended for the ERDF, the CF, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) because of the timing of the expected attainment of the results, and the necessity of evaluation to disentangle the policy effects from external effects – thereby allowing the assessment of impacts[footnoteRef:5]. [5:  	European Commission (2013) Guidance Fiche Performance Framework Review and Reserve in 2014-2020. Version 3 – 19 July 2013. p. 6] 

As highlighted above, the performance framework is in most cases based on the deliverables which are under the control of the managing authorities, i.e. the financial progress and the output indicators related directly to the investments supported under the programmes.  The underlying assumption is that if the intervention logic applied in the programme is correct, then achievement of outputs should lead to the achievement of intended results. At the stage of programming, the key challenge for MS and regions is therefore to identify milestones and targets which are both realistic and sufficiently ambitious thereby enabling reporting on performance through reliable information that captures progress.
The achievement of milestones will be assessed in 2019 (“performance review”) on the basis of information provided in the Annual Implementation Report (AIR). All priorities, which have attained their milestones, will have their performance reserve definitively allocated. No performance reserve is available for programmes under the ETC goal and for programme priority axes under the YEI, although these programmes also include a performance framework. This performance review may also lead to the amendment of programmes, because the reserve related to priorities which have not achieved their milestones by the end of 2018 will have to be re-attributed to priorities which did achieve their milestones. In case of serious failure to achieve milestones, interim payments for the priority concerned may be suspended. The achievements of targets will be assessed in 2024 for the EAFRD and the EMFF and in 2025 for the ERDF, the CF and the ESF, and serious failures may result in net financial corrections.
[bookmark: _Ref433010679][bookmark: _Toc433017927][bookmark: _Toc433973089][bookmark: _Toc448144104]Processes for the establishment of performance frameworks
This chapter provides an overview and assessment of how performance frameworks have been designed and applied during the programming phase. It focuses on the following aspects:
First, looking at the main actors responsible for designing and setting up the performance framework (chapter 2.1). 
Followed by an analysis of the role of the dialogue between the managing authorities and the EC, national coordinator, ex-ante evaluator and actors in other ESI programme drafting processes (chapter 2.2).
The specific challenges and roles of the guiding documents with regard to complex priorities and specific delivery modes (financial instruments, integrated territorial investment and community-led local development) of the performance framework will be elaborated. The key elements of the processes set to ensure consistency between programmes and funds are outlined and analysed (chapter 2.3).
Finally, processes to ensure consistency in the functioning of the performance frameworks and similarities between MS are discussed (chapter 2.4)[footnoteRef:6]. [6:  	The aspects of how MS and regions selected indicators for the performance framework and how they fixed corresponding milestones and targets, which is also part of task 3 of this study, is discussed in chapter 3, ] 

The findings presented in this chapter are primarily based on the interviews with representatives from the programmes, national level respondents, and web-survey respondents. The assessment is complemented through a review of all PAs, programmes, ex-ante evaluations as well as through additional information from the MS and the EC.  
[bookmark: _Toc429671043][bookmark: _Toc432600844][bookmark: _Ref433023451][bookmark: _Ref433027599][bookmark: _Ref433096824][bookmark: _Toc433973090][bookmark: _Toc433973190][bookmark: _Toc448144105]Main actors and documents influencing the performance framework by Member State and type of programmes
When analysing the key players influencing the performance framework, i.e. the stakeholders responsible for the elaboration of the framework, a clear pattern of these main actors can be identified at the EU-level. According to the web-survey 
64% of the programmes include performance frameworks developed by the drafting team; 
15% of the programmes have performance frameworks elaborated by a central coordination body and;
13% of programme performance frameworks were developed by ex-ante evaluators.
While 9% are reported to be developed by other actors, this category was shown to primarily consist of a combination of the three aforementioned actors. The drafting team of the programmes primarily develops the frameworks, evaluators and other stakeholders such as the EC often support these actors. 
[bookmark: _Toc448146043]Who developed the performance framework? By type of programme
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc433973091]Source: web-survey on performance frameworks 2015 
The drafting teams of the programmes had a decisive role for all types of programmes. 
The central coordination bodies and the ex-ante evaluators had similar influence on the programmes in general, but the picture is more complex when looking at the types of programmes. Analysing the responses by different programme types shows some differences, in particular with regard to the role of the ex-ante evaluator and the central coordination body. First of all the central coordination body covering several programmes played a smaller role in the national programmes than it did in the regional programmes (which is natural as the coordination body usually comes into play when two or more programmes invest in the same area), and the role of ex-ante evaluators was significantly bigger in the national programmes than in the regional ones. Secondly, central coordination bodies are perceived as playing a relevant role within ETC programmes, although these are of different character than those in IGJ programmes (mostly referring to MA representatives involved in several programmes or INTERACT). 
The importance of central coordination bodies for national programmes was also confirmed by the interviews as it was stated that in particular in Member States with only one national programme , the MA for the programme and the national coordinators for the PA are either identical or cooperate closely. The importance reflects also on the methodology and mechanisms to ensure consistency in the functioning of the performance framework and the performance reserve as such was developed in one go, i.e. parallel development[footnoteRef:7].  [7:  	Additional information on the PAs methodology and mechanisms to ensure consistency in the functioning of the performance framework is available in chapter 2.4.] 

When focusing on the methodology and mechanisms available to ensure consistency in the functioning of the PF as integrated in the PAs it can be seen that the texts on performance frameworks in the PAs are drafted by the national coordination bodies. These often make use of a small drafting/support group and inputs from the programmes. Besides the approach of parallel elaboration of the performance frameworks, as discussed above, the document analysis, the interviews with stakeholders and the web-survey findings, roughly revealed two ways of how consistency has been ensured:
‘down-loading’ - in some countries, e.g. France, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia and Sweden, the national coordination body supported the development of performance frameworks at the programme level (e.g. through the provision of methodologies and technical support). The statements below show the variety of approaches taken when the national coordination body played a strong role in the development of the performance framework : 

In France, the national coordinator (CGET) was actively involved in the development of the performance framework in the PA and provided support to MAs. The objective was not to substitute the MAs in the process of identifying and quantifying performance framework indicators, but to ensure the consistency of the approach across programmes and to provide MAs with practical methodologies to estimate targets. In short, the national coordinator disseminated an information note to all MAs in order to raise the awareness of the programme drafters. In these cases, national guidelines were published for the selection of the performance framework indicators. Finally, the national coordinator established a national methodology to support MAs in calculating target values. 

In Poland, the Ministry of Infrastructure and Development supported the elaboration of the performance frameworks. 

In Portugal, the national entity was pivotal in the elaboration of the performance frameworks for the PA and for programmes (definition of characteristics of indicators, milestones and targets). At the programme level, the MAs and drafting teams were in charge of the performance framework. 

In Slovakia, the Central Coordination Authority set internal rules for the development of performance frameworks at the programme level, while the actual elaboration was the responsibility of the MAs. As compared to the other examples listed, Slovakia has only national level programmes which also reflects on the work on ensuring consistency. 

In Sweden, the MA and national coordination body had an overall coordination function in the development of the performance framework, including the selection of indicators and definition of milestones and targets. In such cases the regional drafting teams were mainly used for referrals. 
‘up-loading’ - In some other Member States, , as e.g. Belgium, Germany and the UK the development of the section containing the methodology and mechanisms to ensure consistency in the functioning of the performance framework in the PA draws largely on the work done at the programme level. Various approaches were implemented to ensure that coherence was applied A few examples follow below:

In the UK, the performance framework in the PA is not articulated separately for each UK nation (as are most other parts of the PA). Instead, there is one UK-wide section which articulates the general provisions for performance framework requirements, which were agreed upon between the national coordination body and the MAs of the regional OPs. 

In Germany, the performance frameworks were mainly developed by the MAs. In some cases the line departments were also responsible, each department for its specific part. Often this is reflected by an interactive process between drafting teams and line departments. The German Federal Ministry led a working group on indicators for all regional ERDF programmes. This working group has met regularly since 2011 and intensively discussed possible indicators. The MAs agreed on definitions and procedures for common output indicators. The procedures where harmonised as far as it was possible – given programme-specific structures and topics.
Depending on the organisational setting of the programmes and role of intermediate bodies, there are also some cases where intermediate bodies played a crucial role in the development of the performance framework. The examples are as follows: 
In Ireland, the ERDF MAs are nominally in charge of the performance framework management at the programme level, while in practice, the intermediate bodies had an instrumental role in setting indicators, milestones and targets that satisfy the performance framework criteria. 
In Lithuania, the intermediate bodies where responsible for selecting indicators and preparing detailed descriptions and justifications for these indicators and their values. In order to provide guidance for the process, the MA prepared recommendations for the intermediate bodies and conducted a final check of the indicators and their values. The development of the performance framework encouraged the bodies involved in programme design and implementation to pay greater attention to the indicator development process and to develop sound target values. 
In addition to the examples listed above, the ex-ante evaluators also played an important role in the development of the performance framework. For instance, in the case of Cyprus, the ex-ante evaluators made crucial contributions regarding the indicator system and performance framework. The importance of the ex-ante evaluators was also highlighted by many responses in the web-survey. Especially in Bulgaria the role of the ex-ante evaluators is indicated as considerably more influential than in other MS.
In conclusion, even though the drafting team played the most important role in developing performance frameworks, the central coordination body and the ex-ante evaluators had significant influence as well. The importance of the latter two is especially visible for the ETC programmes. 
[bookmark: _Toc433973092]Main input relevant for the elaboration of the performance frameworks
At the EU-level, programme specific documents are the most influential for developing performance framework indicators. Programme specific documents cover, amongst others, annual implementation reports (AIR) of the previous programming period, previous programming documents and internal monitoring and evaluation reports. Respondents to the web-survey from 27 programmes indicated that the development of indicators is almost entirely based on programme specific documents, whereas national and regional strategy documents rank second and third. The findings, differentiated by types of programmes and EU MS, show the following:
When differentiating the approaches by types of programmes, no significant differences can be observed. In all cases programme specific documents are the most important sources for developing the performance frameworks; these are generally followed by national strategies. Only within ETC programmes are regional strategy documents perceived as a more important information source than the national strategy programmes, being based in the nature of the programmes of supporting cooperation between NUTS-3 regions from at least two different MS (CBC). 
A differentiated analysis of the EU Member States shows that Greece, Italy, Bulgaria, Slovenia and Portugal based the development of their indicators more on national strategy documents than other Member States. On the contrary, the development of indicators in Germany, Finland and Spain is more strongly based on regional strategy documents. 
The review of influencing documents and the question if these are clear for the responsible stakeholders shows the following findings:
The EC Implementing Regulation No 215/2014 laying down rules for implementing Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 with a specific focus on the determination of milestones and targets in the performance framework was perceived by 73% of all programme respondents to be a rather clear source for developing the performance framework.
· According to the web-survey only one ETC programme and one German programme have indicated that the Implementing Regulation 215/2014 was very unclear regarding the performance framework, and selected interviewees mentioned a.) the late delivery of guidelines from the EC which compromised the timeframe allocated to them for elaborating the performance framework, and b.) modifications of EU guidelines during the process of elaborating the programmes as challenging.
· The majority considers the Commission Implementing Regulation 215/2014 rather clear when grouping the findings by types of programmes. 
· There are some country specific patterns present, e.g. in Greece and Poland the Implementing Regulation is seen as very clear while respondents from Italy and Spain have indicated that the regulation was rather unclear to them. 
Besides the influence of guidance documents and regulations on the development of the performance frameworks, past experiences from previous programming periods was a main source of information while designing the framework. The drafting teams took into consideration the past experience and data from previous programming periods when developing the performance frameworks. However, it should be noted that still for 22% of the programmes past experience was not used for developing the performance framework; these OPs are mainly found in Belgium, Estonia, France, Greece, Italy, Slovakia and the UK. 
The IGJ programmes, in particular the national OPs, are more strongly based on past experience than other types of OPs. In most cases, there are no substantial differences between single and multi-fund OPs. 
In conclusion, programme specific documents are the most influential for developing the performance framework as they provided relevant information mainly for the selection of indicators. Guiding documents from the EC where quite clear for the responsible stakeholders while elaborating the performance frameworks, and additionally, past experience played a major role in developing the indicators used in the performance frameworks. 
[bookmark: _Toc429671052][bookmark: _Toc432600853][bookmark: _Ref433023458][bookmark: _Toc433973093][bookmark: _Toc433973191][bookmark: _Toc448144106]Role and influence of dialogue with ex-ante evaluators, the Commission and other programmes
As already pointed out in the previous subchapter, the performance frameworks were most often elaborated in dialogue of the programmes’ drafting teams with various stakeholders (ranging of ex ante evaluators to national coordinators and the EC). As highlighted in chapter 2.1, the performance framework was an integral part of the dialogue and negotiations during the elaboration of the PAs and programmes. Overall, the performance frameworks were mostly established in cooperation with the national coordinator. 73% of the programmes developed the performance framework jointly with the national coordinator and 60% of the programmes had regular meetings with the national coordinator. 
Role and influence of dialogue with the ex-ante evaluator
In many cases, the assessment by the ex-ante evaluator – which was conducted with close links to the drafting of the programme documents – was particularly important as these evaluators reviewed the indicator values, gave suggestions for improvements, and confirmed the final indicator values. The web-survey shows that about 64% of the programmes that responded indicated that the performance framework was changed after review by the ex-ante evaluators. Values of milestones and targets were most often changed, followed by cases where in addition also indicators were changed, which are followed by cases where only indicators were changed. The following points describe these findings per programme type, fund and Member State: 
Analysing the web-survey data by programme type shows that the ex-ante evaluation contributed to changing the selection of indicators of transnational cooperation programmes. 
The ex-ante evaluator had the strongest influence on amending milestones and targets in single fund programmes and cross-border programmes. 
Single fund programmes have changed their performance framework more often than multi-fund programmes – 67% against 57%. All aspects of the performance framework (indicators, milestones and targets) in different combinations were changed more often in mono-fund programmes.
Multi-thematic programmes show the highest prevalence of no change in the performance framework following the ex-ante evaluation; this is followed by multi-category programmes.
The share of multi-thematic programmes where no change has been indicated is particularly large (58% as compared to an average of 33% across all programme types). 
The web-survey data indicates that no change is most often reported in the UK, Portugal, Italy, France, Denmark, Finland, Slovakia and Spain. 
Three Romanian Programmes have changed the indicators as well as their milestones and targets. In five French OPs the milestones and targets were changed after review by the evaluators. 
Role and influence of dialogue with the Commission
The level of interaction in the drafting process of the performance frameworks shows the important role of the European Commission, as 44% of the programmes requested guidance and 43% of the programmes had occasional discussions with the EC. The dialogue with the EC was also emphasised in almost all interviews. The dialogue with the Commission prior to the submission of the programme was usually perceived as helpful to clarify and modify the setup of the performance frameworks, i.e. the selection of indicators, milestone and targets. 
	Examples – dialogue with the EC
In the case of Denmark some of the milestones were adjusted after discussion with the Commission. In the case of Estonia both milestones and targets were amended and defined after discussion with the Commission. 
One interviewee representing an INTERREG V-A programme highlighted the intense exchange with the EC in comparison to the last funding period. 
In Croatia, the Commission had a substantial impact on the performance framework. 
In the UK (e.g. in Scotland) the bilateral dialogue between the MA and the Commission had a significant influence on determining the final design of the performance framework provisions. Specifically, Commission feedback on the initial submitted draft pushed for greater use of common output indicators, while on-going dialogue resulted in some adjustments to the intervention logic and the selection of different result indicators.
Some cases highlight that the Commission feedback resulting in changes of the performance framework were implemented after the submission. This was the case, for example, in Austria where the Commission gave feedback and suggestions for improvement of the targets (asking for a more specific calculation based on the priority area specificities) after the submission of the programme. 


The EC was found to be quite influential when it comes to changing the performance framework; 83% of the programmes have changed aspects of their performance framework after review by the Commission. A large number of programmes (more than 30% of programmes) changed values of their milestones and targets, followed by a share of programmes (approximately 20% of programmes), which changed their indicators and amended values of milestones and targets. The following paragraphs describe some specifics per objective, fund and programme type: 
Although the survey shows a larger share of ETC programmes which did not change their programmes after review by the EC (no change: 28% of all ETC programmes, against 14% of all IGJ[footnoteRef:8] OPs), it should be noted that the web-survey is based on adopted and not yet adopted programmes and a significant share of ETC programmes was not yet adopted at the time of the web-survey, so further changes may still have occurred.  [8:  	Whereas, 34% of the IGJ OPs changed the milestones and targets, followed by 22% that changed their indicators, milestones and targets and 15% that changed their indicators;] 

Notably, out of all programmes, the regional OPs changed their framework most often as a result of the EC review (83% selected having made some kind of change, i.e. indicators, targets, milestones or others). Looking into further details, the share of national regional development OPs that changed milestones and targets (54%) is higher than the share of regional (32%) and sectoral[footnoteRef:9] OPs (30%).  [9:  	Sector OPs are national programmes with a specific focus (as compared to general regional development), see also text box on page 17.] 

The share of programmes in which parts of the framework have changed after review by the Commission is slightly higher for multi-fund programmes than for single fund programmes. For both types of programmes, values of milestones and targets were amended most often. The share of programmes where indicators and values of milestones and targets were amended is higher for multi-fund programmes (25%) than for mono-fund programmes (17%).
Programmes with other complex priorities (multi-category and multi-thematic) more often changed their performance frameworks when compared to the EU average. 
90% of the multi-category programmes and 75% of the multi-thematic programmes changed parts of the framework after review by the Commission. The large share of changes for multi-category programmes is mainly due to a large share of programmes where both the milestones and targets have been amended.
In all Member States amending values of milestones and targets is indicated as the most frequent to have changed after review by the EC. Romania was found to be the exception, where more OPs indicated no change. Additionally, in Poland a significantly higher share of OPs changed their indicators after review by the Commission when compared to EU averages (28% compared to 15%).
Role and influence of dialogue between programmes 
The web-survey also identified the relevance of interaction between programmes in the same Member State. These interactions consisted mostly of frequent discussions (25%) and information exchange (35%). This was also confirmed during the interviews, as for example in the Netherlands where the level of interaction to draft the performance framework concentrated mainly on the interactions with the EC and other Dutch OPs. 
Programmes had limited interaction laterally with programmes in other Member States. When this form of interaction is concerned, it is mostly occasional discussions and occasional information exchange. The exception to this is Lithuania, where occasional information exchanges and ad hoc discussions with representatives of OPs in other Member States were also reported to be held on various occasions.
The interviews and desk research identified that other national bodies, intermediate bodies, line ministries and line departments where partly involved in cases where they were responsible for more specific parts of the programme, as e.g. in some German programmes or in Sweden. In Sweden, the MA has received help from various governmental agencies when developing the performance framework (e.g. Swedish Energy Agency regarding indicators on CO2 emissions).
In a nutshell, when differentiating by cohesion policy objective, fund, category of region and thematic orientation, it can be recognised that:
Differentiating by cohesion policy goal shows only minor differences in the level of interaction regarding the Commission, national coordination and other OPs in the same country. The level of interaction with OPs in other countries, in both cases, is low, although slightly higher for programmes under the ETC goal. These programmes also have more interaction with the Commission requesting guidance and in the form of occasional discussions. 
The share of ETC programmes that had occasional informal exchange with other programmes in the same country is higher than for OPs under IGJ goal. 
A higher share of these (IGJ) OPs requested guidance at the level of national coordination and a larger share of IGJ OPs have frequent discussions with other OPs in the same country.
Differentiating by multi and single fund programmes shows that multi-fund programmes tend to request guidance from the national coordinator more frequently than single fund programmes (60% against 29%). The level of interaction of single and multi-fund programmes with the national coordination body is high, comparable with the EU-level pattern. Although, single fund programmes have discussions with the national coordinator less frequently and less programmes develop the frameworks jointly with the national coordinator. Single fund programmes interact more with the Commission and more often develop the frameworks jointly with other programmes in the same country. 
Multi-category and multi-thematic programmes largely follow the overall EU pattern. The types of programmes which seem to interact less with other programmes in the same Member State have more interaction with the national coordinator. These types of programmes develop the performance frameworks jointly, to a large degree, with the national coordinator. This is true for 89% of the multi-category programmes and 96% of the multi-thematic programmes. 
This was particularly highlighted through interviews in Austria, Cyprus, Estonia, France and Greece. 
Conclusions  
[bookmark: _Toc432346782][bookmark: _Toc432402033][bookmark: _Toc432404533][bookmark: _Toc432408044][bookmark: _Toc432408837][bookmark: _Toc432422551][bookmark: _Toc429671056][bookmark: _Toc432600857][bookmark: _Ref433023468]Concluding, the analysis highlights not only the importance of central coordination but also the EC’s influence on the review of the performance frameworks. Multi-fund programmes as well as programmes with complex priorities have notably more often changed their performance frameworks based on EC dialogue when compared to the EU average. Modifications are recognisable for all EU MS except Romania. Apart from the strong role of ex-ante evaluators in reviewing and modifying the performance frameworks, interaction with programmes in the same MS, and in other MS, was only occasional. Modifications after review by different stakeholders, such as the EC or ex-ante evaluators, underlines the new aspect of performance frameworks as a mandatory element of 2014-2020 ESIF, and the importance of indicators, milestones and targets being even more pronounced.
[bookmark: _Ref433226703][bookmark: _Toc433973094][bookmark: _Toc433973192][bookmark: _Toc448144107]Specific challenges and role of guiding documents for complex priorities and specific delivery modes 
This section examines more particularly the specific cases of complex priority axes and priority axes covering specific delivery modes.
[bookmark: _Toc433973095]Complex priorities 
Programmes consist of priority axes, “which concern one Fund, one category of region," and "correspond (…), to a thematic objective and comprise one or more of the investment priorities of that thematic objective” (Regulation (EU) 1303/2013, Article 96). However, the Regulation allows for some exceptions from this principle to increase impacts and effectiveness of priority axes. By consequence there can be:
PAx concerning more than one category of region
PAx covering more than one Fund 
PAx comprising of one or more investment priorities from different thematic objectives 
There can also be PAx, which combine two or even three of the above-listed possibilities.
	Multi-region programme with multi-region PAs, example
For multi region programmes it needs to be considered that not all PAx of a multi-region programme necessarily have to refer to more than one category of region. 
As the example of the programme 2014AT16RFOP001 in Austria shows, the programme has identified five PAx with a PF., Three of them combine support for both more developed regions and regions in transition and the remaining two PAx refer to more developed regions only.



If a priority axis covers more than one Fund or more than one category of region, the milestones and targets as well as the amounts from the performance reserve have to be broken down by Fund and/or category of regions. In such situation the achievement of milestones and targets for each Fund or category of region will be carried out independently from the other Fund(s) or category(ies) of regions included in the priority axis and the performance reserve per fund / category of region will be allocated independently of each other. However, if one PAx combines investment priorities from more than one thematic objective, but uses resources of only one fund and covers only one category of region, then it has one performance framework. 
When concentrating on the specific challenges of complex priorities, the range of responses varied widely. The EC guidance fiche performance framework was perceived as the most useful one by the majority of web-survey respondents, followed by the EC implementation regulation and the draft guidelines for programmes. Some interviewees did not see any special issues related to the performance framework under the complex priorities, and there was no use for specific guidance either[footnoteRef:10].  [10: ] 

On the other hand the CPR, guidance documents, and Implementation Regulation 215/2014, were perceived ambivalently by the respondents. The majority assesses them as rather clear, however, 44% perceived the CPR as rather unclear and 41% perceived the guidance documents as rather unclear:  
This pattern is similar for all types of programmes and was also confirmed by the findings of the interviews as there were also arguments made for clearer guidance documents (e.g. in France, Portugal and Poland). These interviewees perceived the guidance documents, as well as the CPR, as rather unclear or as leaving too much room for interpretation.
Others outlined that the challenges were not necessarily linked to the EU level guidance documents and requirements, but rather to national issues
The interviews also revealed some specific challenges related to different variations of complex priorities:
Multi-region: a challenge for the multi-region priority was the definition of milestones and targets. For example, the region in transition (Burgenland, Austria) has limited funding and accordingly low milestones and targets in comparison to the remaining regions of the Austrian OP (more developed regions).
Multi-thematic: A challenge for the multi-thematic objective priority was how to keep the number of output indicators low. Combing investment priorities from different thematic objectives means - in most cases – that more output indicators are required to monitor properly the programme implementation. By consequence, each output indicator corresponds to a smaller share of the priority axis allocation; hence more output indicators have to be included in the performance framework to cover the majority of the priority allocation. And taking into account the EU criteria for the achievement and a serious failure[footnoteRef:11], more output indicators in the performance framework increases the risk of failing to achieve the milestone by the end of 2018. [11:  Commission Implementing Regulation 215/2014 Article 6.] 

Multi-fund: With regard to multi-fund complexity no specific problems were reported for the application of the performance framework[footnoteRef:12]. [12:  	One finding, referring to a different aspect of complexity, i.e. measuring potential effects of sustainable urban development in one PAx, has been highlighted by one interviewee, as the definition of proper and verifiable indicators and targets has been perceived as a challenge.] 

In some cases (e.g. in Poland) it was underlined that documents were delivered too late in the process, in other cases (e.g. Croatia and UK) people perceived contradicting viewpoints when bringing together regulations, guidance documents and feedback provided by Commission staff. 
[bookmark: _Toc433973096]Specific delivery modes 
The term 'specific delivery modes' covers: 
Integrated Territorial Investment (ITI), is an instrument to implement urban or territorial development strategy in an integrated manner, hence it may combine investments from different funds included under more than one PAx of one or more operational programmes.
Community-Led Local Development (CLLD) focuses on the implementation of the, development strategies designed by the local action groups for specific sub-regional areas.
Financial instruments - Union measures of financial support provided on a complementary basis from the budget to address one or more specific policy objectives of the Union. Such instruments may take the form of equity or quasi-equity investments, loans or guarantees, or other risk-sharing instruments, and may, where appropriate, be combined with grants.
When it comes to specific delivery modes, the guidance fiche on performance framework was perceived as the most useful guidance document (potentially because it was also the best known reference document), followed by the Commission Implementing Regulation and the draft guidelines for programmes. Thereafter, the short reference guide for financial instruments in ESIF was mentioned as was the guidance fiche on Integrated Territorial Investment. 
This pattern is highly similar across all programme types. Akin to the complex priorities, the CPR, and guidance documents (including implementing acts) were perceived as rather clear by the majority of respondents, but as unclear by a comparably large group; 45% and 42% for the CPR and guidance documents, respectively. 
Challenges in setting up performance frameworks involving specific delivery modes were partially linked to the identification of relevant indicators while keeping the total number of indicators to a minimum. 
In Lithuania, some uncertainties were faced in the case of financial instruments. The CPR and the Commission Implementing Regulation define that both milestone and target values for output indicators should refer to fully implemented operations, but it was not entirely clear what constitutes a 'fully implemented operation' if it is being financed by financial instruments. However, in the end it was not necessary to include indicators related to financial instruments, because other indicators were sufficient to cover the majority of the priority axis allocation.
In England, the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) felt also impelled to make provisions for the delivery specifics caused by the anticipated governing of the Implementing Regulations when considering milestones and targets. For example, Community-led Local Development (CLLD) allows for up to 25% of the budgetary allocation to be set aside for running costs and animation[footnoteRef:13], meaning that rate of expenditure is also affected by the time taken to get CLLD schemes established. [13:  	“Animation” relates to information dissemination, promoting awareness of CLLD projects and other related activities.] 

In conclusion, specific challenges in the elaboration of the performance frameworks as new mandatory element of programming in relation to complex priorities and specific delivery modes are visible only occasionally. A.) The majority of interviewees did not see any special issues related to complex priorities, although some mentioned as problematic the definition of appropriate indicators for programme regions with less funding or focusing on more than one thematic objective. Generally, guiding documents were perceived as useful. Interviewees from 3 MS mentioned certain vagueness in the CPR. B.) For specific delivery modes, the EC guidance was perceived as rather clear by the majority of respondents. Specific challenges identified while elaborating the performance frameworks related to financial instruments.  
[bookmark: _Toc429671061][bookmark: _Toc432600862][bookmark: _Ref433023476][bookmark: _Ref433094453][bookmark: _Toc433973097][bookmark: _Toc433973193][bookmark: _Toc448144108]Processes to ensure consistency in the functioning of the performance framework
Ensuring consistency in the functioning of the performance framework needs arrangements at national level and has been pointed out as being a challenge for a large number of MS Of course  indicators as such are not a new element but their importance has increased thanks to a combination of performance framework and reserve in this programming period. Overall, the obligation to ensure consistency across programmes (where appropriate) makes the task more complex.
Within this section the PAs have been used as the source for the data base analysis, thus covering all ESI Funds (i.e. ERDF, ESF, EAFRD, EMFF, CF) through the information provided therein.
There are various approaches used to establish consistency for the performance frameworks. Largely the approaches taken also depend on the division of labour and responsibilities between national coordination bodies and programme bodies. According to web-survey results, most programmes ensured coherence between the PA and programme by having regular meetings and information exchanges. In a lot of cases the same persons were involved. There were national guidelines for OPs regarding indicators. The differences between programme types are rather limited in that respect. The involvement of the same person at several levels in the process was comparably more important in the multi-thematic and multi-category programmes. 
The variety of approaches were confirmed when taking a look at the information available in the MS PAs identifying the actions taken at the MS level to ensure consistency across programmes and funds: seminars, national guidelines, regulations and generally harmonised procedures (e.g. uniform definitions of indicators across a MS, as for example in Germany) were widely applied. More precisely:
Seminars where mentioned by 15 Member States
National guidelines[footnoteRef:14] where indicated in 16 Member States [14:  	National guidelines meaning national guidance papers being available] 

Regulations were mentioned by 10 Member States
Harmonised procedures[footnoteRef:15] were applied in 19 Member States [15:  	Harmonised procedures meaning similar approaches taken by different Funds or regions due to agreed procedures at national level] 

Nearly 70% of all MS applied harmonised procedures, 57% of MS had national guidelines, around 54% of MS held seminars and approximately one third of all EU MS had regulations to ensure consistency in the functioning of the performance framework. In Hungary and Portugal, all four types of actions as mentioned above were taken to ensure consistency. Furthermore, these Member States identified additional actions, such as internal discussions and training sessions. 
Additionally, in the PAs of 10 MS some other additional actions to ensure consistency across programmes and funds were found; these actions cover internal discussions and training sessions –the use of forecasting tools or meetings to guarantee consistent procedures. These actions were not only mentioned in the PAs of the MS with the EC, but partly also in the programme methodologies, i.e. information recorded by the bodies preparing programmes and confirmed by the interviews. Thus for example, in Germany, a meeting of all ERDF MAs served to exchange on the performance framework of the 2014-2020 funding period, where the participants (representatives of the ERDF programmes) sighted the upcoming or already selected indicator for the performance framework and discussed issues of indicator selection and definition. The information coming from the programme methodology of the OP Competitiveness (2014RO16RFOP001) in Romania shows that the Performance Assessment Functional Working Group was set-up. This group was meeting regularly and having the role of designing the conceptual framework (elaboration of the so-called “Guide to the performance framework”) for selecting appropriate suite of indicators and setting targets and for designing the performance framework in order to ensure consistency in the functioning of the performance framework. 
On the other hand, there are cases where the PAs do not detail processes leading to joint methodologies. For instance, the methodology of the PF in Austria highlighted the differences between the fund-specific programmes: the four Austrian ESIF programmes do not have similar PAx and the risk of inconsistencies between the performance frameworks is therefore not given. Although it needs to be mentioned that based on the findings of the interviews, there were joint working groups on the performance framework, even if not explicitly highlighted in the PA of Austria with the EC. Similarities to this situation (i.e. methodology not highlighting actions to ensure consistency across funds) are also observable for e.g. Belgium (see above) and the Netherlands: the PA did not include information about national level meetings in the PA of the MS with the EC, but where highlighted during the interviews. 
The following are the main coordination mechanisms observed during the interviews with main stakeholders:
One programme only: the main focus on the coordination was between different ESI funds, via e.g. joint working groups. This can e.g. be observed for Austria, Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, Luxembourg, Malta and Slovenia, even if not identified during the desk research of the PAs. 
In Cyprus, consistency between the different funds was ensured by defining a national coordination authority responsible for the preparation and submission of the PA. The MAs of the various funds were directly involved in the preparation of the PA. 
National methodology on indicator milestones and targets: The provision of a national method on how to elaborate the performance framework, i.e. values of milestones and targets, can e.g. be observed in France and Portugal. In both cases this is accompanied by national guidelines. 
In France, the consistency between PA and programmes, programmes and funds and across programmes was ensured through the methodological support delivered by the NC CGET over the programme drafting period (end 2012 – beginning of 2014).
In Portugal, the national coordination body developed several initiatives to ensure the consistency of the performance frameworks, including a common methodology for setting reference values for milestones and targets. 
National guidelines for the selection of PF indicators: The provision of a national guideline on how to elaborate the performance framework, i.e. selection of indicators, can be found in France, Greece, (for key implementation steps), Latvia, Portugal (incl. national common indicators), Sweden (national list of common indicators).
National level meetings: The organisation of national meetings offering a platform where programme bodies could coordinate their efforts and agree on certain aspects was seen e.g. in Belgium, Germany and the Netherlands (incl. two working groups). 
In Belgium, its permanent representation to the European Union in Brussels took care of the integration of frameworks and exchange between regions to increase consistency between programmes. The coordinating region for the national level was invited to each coordinating meeting of the different regions, and contributed actively to the discussion which allows preparing the basis for the national integration of the regional work. Each region brought together the different regional authorities responsible for the different programmes.
In Germany, the performance frameworks were elaborated at the level of the programmes. The Federal Ministry led a working group on indicators for all regional ERDF programmes. This working group met regularly since 2011 and discussed possible indicators intensively. The MAs agreed on definitions and procedures for common indicators. The procedures were harmonised and the different OP-were given specific structures. 
In the Netherlands representatives of the four MAs attended informal meetings with the Commission, resulting in strong coherence between the four ERDF OPs. Additionally, there were regular meetings between the MAs for the ERDF programmes. 
Various forms of committees taking care of the coordination can be found in Croatia (Coordination Committee), Ireland PAMC (Partnership Agreement Monitoring Committee), Spain and the NCCF (National Coordination Committee of the Funds), Sweden (Fund coordination group consisting of the three MAs of the ESI funds), and the UK (Performance Management Group led by BIS).
Ad hoc and informal coordination efforts were most often reported from Poland, where seminar, national guidelines, regulations and harmonised procedures were identified in the PA as actions taken to ensure consistency across programmes and funds. However, direct contacts, meetings and occasional discussions were highlighted by the interviewees as aspects that influenced the final shape of the performance frameworks in all programmes.
Special cases: In addition to the above, there are also a number of specific approaches:
Finland Mainland: Coordination between ESI funds was not seen as necessary in Finland. The relevant ministries cooperated on the PA, but did not take any specific actions to ensure consistency between the performance frameworks. They consider that actions financed under each programme are different, and that there is no more than one OP for each of the Funds for Finland Mainland. 
Finland Åland: all ESI funds have the same MA which implies a certain coordination of efforts while elaborating the performance framework. 
Denmark – a concentration of MAs has been established: only two MAs for all four ESI funds. The PA was developed in collaboration between the AgriFish Agency and the DBA, i.e. the relevant ESIF MAs. The DBA as MA for both ESF and ERDF ensures consistency between these two funds, and the same is the case for the AgriFish Agency for the EAFRD and EMFF.
Malta: the most important actions undertaken to ensure consistency between the PA and OP is the setup of a specific unit in charge of the drafting of both documents as well as the coordination with the partnership principle. With regard to the implementation, to ensure consistency the MA has established a spot-check verification protocol for the data provided in relation to milestones, targets and indicators. This approach will ensure both data consistency and enable the MAs to identify early issues in relation the implementation of the performance framework thus providing the possibility to take timely corrective actions.
Cases where coordination was not necessarily perceived as relevant include for instance Finland (see above) Lithuania and the UK. In the case of Lithuania it was argued that the multi-fund OP is different in nature, objective and in characteristics. In the UK there was no concerted top-down approach to designating PF indicators; consistency within thematic objectives across programmes was not emphasised. Neither BIS nor the devolved governments issued national guidance on establishing the PF. Although at the early stages of OP preparation the UK PA Programme Board did communicate a set of “preferred” performance indicators to the individual MAs in the interests of promoting commonality. At the UK level, a Performance Management Group led by BIS was established “to ensure that the indicators are implemented in a consistent manner and to exchange information of high value outcomes and best practice”. However, the fulfilment of this objective is not evident when the final PF indicators across all UK OPs are reviewed. The individual OP MAs had considerable independence with which to design PF provisions.
	Interesting examples 
FR – National guidance
In France, the consistency between PA and programmes, programmes and funds and across programmes was ensured through methodological support delivered by the NC CGET over the programme drafting period (end 2012 – beginning of 2014).
Three types of activities were carried out in cooperation with managing authorities in 2013 and up to the approval of the programmes. These activities related to:
(1) the transmission of an informative note about the PF (normative framework, requirement, timing and methodologies) to all managing authorities;
(2) the definition of national guidance for the selection of PF indicator types
(3) the elaboration of a national methodology to set the target indicators, with inputs from managing authorities;
(4) Actions taken to ensure consistency between programmes and funds; 
(5) Actions taken to ensure consistency within thematic objectives across programmes; 
(6) Monitoring and follow-up systems for preventing performance framework issues.
All MAs participated in the seminars organised by the NC CGET and beneficiated of a personalised support. The follow-up activities carried out by the NC allowed MAs during the drafting period to:
(1) Complete the information needed to set-up the PF at OP level;
(2) Adapt the national methodologies to each OPs, in order to fit well with local challenges and information available;
(3) Ensure consistency of the work done by the MAs on the PF with the national methodology;
(4) Verify the consistency of the approach chosen at regional level when different from the national one, justifying the gap reported when target values were different). 
MT – Data consistency during the implementation 
To ensure consistency, the MA has established a performance on the spot check to verify the data provided in relation to milestones, targets and indicators. This approach will ensure both data consistency as well as enable the MAs to identify issues in relation the implementation of the performance framework at the earliest, thus providing the possibility to take timely corrective actions.
PT – National guidance processes and common indicators 
The National Entity was the central agent to ensure national consistency. This process had distinct activities in two main phases.
(1) In the first phase, the activities were related with the construction of a guiding process, namely through the elaboration of the Partnership Agreement and guiding documents for the MAs to select indicators, milestones and targets. 
(2) In the second phase, several activities as meetings and workshops were developed. To reinforce the integration of the national philosophy within the instruments was ensured by involving persons in both, the PA and the OP. 
The existence of EC Common Indicators and National Common Indicators reinforces the consistency within thematic objectives across programmes. In this last case, the National Entity made a great effort to create this set of indicators, in order to monitor the evolution of specific indicators, being able to compare it within all OPs and/or aggregate to have national figures. However, the National Entity assumed some difficulty to create and maintain the consistency between OPs, due to the several changes in all OPs during the programming process (Source: Interview CDA). 
In order to monitor and promote follow-up systems for preventing PF issues, the National Entity promoted in the PA the execution of several actions (source: PA), such as: Development of training actions on the issue of monitoring evaluation to entities directly involved in the implementation of ESIF; existence, for national option of an annual report on the Partnership Agreement, in addition to the two moments asked by EC; and creation of early warning mechanisms of monitoring concerning indicators or targets that prove to be inadequate in the first run times, to allow fine-tune the model before the allocation of the performance reserve. 


[bookmark: _Toc429671065][bookmark: _Toc432600866]Looking at the usefulness of the coordination mechanisms, the vast majority of programmes indicate that mechanisms to ensure consistency between performance frameworks in the Member State were present and useful. Single fund programmes, regional programmes and cross-border programmes are the most positive about the existing coordination mechanisms. 
Generally, the study identified a large variety of approaches to establish national consistency, which largely depends on the national set up of bodies and responsibilities. Regular meetings and information exchange between involved stakeholders, national guidelines, as well as shared responsibilities, were identified in the majority of programmes. Differences in approaches are mainly not visible for programme types, but rather Member States. Only occasionally was coordination between the different ESIF was not perceived as relevant. The vast majority of programmes indicated consistency mechanisms to be useful. 
[bookmark: _Toc433973098][bookmark: _Toc433973194][bookmark: _Toc448144109]Conclusions
Overall, the drafting teams have a strong role in the development of the performance frameworks. Depending on the national set-up for ESIF management, national coordination bodies and intermediate bodies are also influential and ex-evaluators. Likewise, the expected contribution of performance framework to better focusing the programmes already in the programming phase and better steering of programme process in the implementation phase was already confirmed or is expected.  
In addition, the work performed by these bodies and individuals was largely based on past experience and programme specific documents. Programme specific documents can be regarded as the most influential documents and sources for developing the performance framework. EC guidance was mainly perceived as quite clear for the responsible stakeholders.
All in all, elements of dialogue and feedback seemed to be an important element when designing and revising the performance framework. The timing and different actors of these feedback loops have to be distinguished as the analysis highlights not only the importance of central coordination but also the EC’s influence on the review of performance frameworks:
Feedback/review during the set-up process – both the national coordinators and the ex-ante evaluators as well as the Commission seemed to have a significant influence on the continuous revision of the performance framework and the indicators. This is due to the new role of the ex-ante evaluation, being designed as an accompanying intervention.
Feedback/review after submission of the programme – the Commission played a major role here as 83% of programmes changed parts of their performance framework after EC review. Still, it should be noted that the EC also had an important feedback role during the set-up phase of the performance frameworks (i.e. during the set-up process, as highlighted above).
Multi-fund programmes as well as programmes with other complex priorities have notably more often changed their performance frameworks based on EC dialogue compared to the EU average. The modifications after the review of different stakeholders such as the EC or ex-ante evaluators underlines the new aspect of performance frameworks being a mandatory element of 2014-2020 ESIF, underlining the importance of indicators, milestones and targets.
Generally, all forms of feedback have been used to revise all elements of the performance framework – notably the milestones and the targets as well as the indicators. Another important aspect with respect to the role and influence of dialogue is the finding that other MAs and other country experiences have been reported as hardly been playing a role, even though learning from other experiences is frequently requested by MS.
Specific challenges in the elaboration of the performance frameworks in relation to complex priorities and specific delivery modes are only occasionally visible. Although there is some criticism, overall, the guidance received from the EC was appreciated, in particular, the guidance fiche on the performance framework. This guidance fiche was perceived as the most useful guidance document, followed by the Commission Implementing Regulation and the draft guidelines for programme.
Nevertheless, developing the performance framework for complex priorities and specific delivery modes was not an easy process – both with respect to dealing with the complexity of the task and the resources required to accomplish it. Identifying indicators which sufficiently reflect the scope of complex priorities combining investment priorities from different thematic objectives without increasing the total number of indicators was challenging. Additionally, the definition of milestones and targets was more challenging for complex priorities than in other cases, since there are more uncertainties involved in these instances. For specific delivery modes, challenges while elaborating the performance frameworks in particular in relation to financial instruments were highlighted, leading partly to very low milestones and targets in the performance frameworks.  
There is a great variety of approaches to establish national consistency (in line with Article 15 of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013), which largely depends on the national set up of bodies and responsibilities. Generally, coordination mechanisms used were in the form of consultations and dialogue rather than top-down guidance (e.g. through a methodology imposed by the coordinating unit/at national level). The review of the PAs with the EC highlighted various actions taken at the MS level to ensure consistency across programmes and funds, which was confirmed by the methodologies available at programme level. Seminars, national guidelines, regulations and generally harmonised procedures (e.g. uniform definitions of indicators across a MS) were often applied in the MS. Nearly 70% of all MS applied harmonised procedures, 57% of MS had national guidelines, around 54% of MS held seminars and approximately one third of all MS had regulations to ensure consistency in the functioning of the performance framework. As identified in the PA, the majority of MS (93%) applied at least a single action to ensure consistency across programmes and funds. 
The sole desk review of PA and methodologies was enriched by the web-survey findings and the interviews with programme and national representatives, which mainly confirmed the desk review findings and provided additional information, which was partly not included in the PA.
Differences in approaches are mainly not visible for programme types, but rather Member States. A majority of MS and MAs found these mechanisms useful, as only occasionally coordination between the different ESIF was not perceived as relevant, as the vast majority of programmes indicated consistency mechanisms to be useful. 
[bookmark: _Ref433011044][bookmark: _Toc433017928][bookmark: _Toc433973099][bookmark: _Toc448144110]Design of the performance frameworks and underlying rationale
This chapter describes the design of the performance framework and provides a synthesis of how the provisions relating to the performance framework are reflected in all programmes financed by the ERDF and the CF, including multi-fund programmes and ETC programmes financed by the ERDF. This chapter focuses on the following aspects:
The use of categories of indicators – apart from the general description of the use of different categories – i.e. output indicators, financial indicators, key implementation steps, result indicators – their use across MS, programmes/PAx, funds and regions is reviewed in detail (see chapter 3.1). 
Furthermore, the establishment of milestones and targets in accordance with Annex II of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 is discussed. This analysis is especially carried out for common output indicators (ERDF/CF and ESF) and financial indicators. Furthermore a reflection on the appropriate level for milestones, taking into account the rhythm of delivery of outputs is included (see chapter 3.2)[footnoteRef:16].  [16:  	The arrangements set up at national level to ensure consistency in the functioning of the PF across programmes and funds, which is also part of task 2 of this study, is discussed in chapter 2.4., which focuses especially on these arrangements and processes. Additionally, the aspect of the performance reserve is reviewed in chapter 4.] 

The findings presented in this chapter are mainly based on the review of the relevant sections of all PAs, programmes, ex-ante evaluations as well as on additional information as received by the MS and the EC. Additional insights were gained through the results of the interviews with representatives from programmes, the national level, and the web-survey. 
	Analysis of Programmes – setting the frame of the analysis
The analysis differentiates between programmes funded under the IGJ objective and the ETC objective. Furthermore the analysis illustrates findings per OPs and per priority axes (PAx) when indicated. 
The analysis of the PF has covered 291 programmes financed by the ERDF and the CF, including multi-fund programmes co-financed by the ESF. Of these, 282 programmes have a performance framework as required by Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013. The nine programmes[footnoteRef:17] (out of the set of 291 programmes) not having identified PF indicators are all either technical assistance (TA) programmes or an SME initiative programme and are not required to have a PF (see Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013). [17:  	2014ES16RFSM001, 2014FR16M2TA001, 2014GR16M3TA001, 2014MT16RFSM001, 2014PL16CFTA001, 2014PT16RFTA001, 2014RO16RFTA001, 2014SK16RFTA001, 2014CZ16CFTA001] 

Accordingly the analysis, as presented in the following chapter covers 282 programmes, of which 207 are covered by the IGJ goal and 75 are covered by the ETC goal. From the 207 IGJ programmes that have a PF, the majority are regional programmes (67%), while 20% are national programmes and 13% are multiregional programmes[footnoteRef:18]. While 38% of the national programmes have a general regional development focus, 62% of programmes demonstrate the following specific focus: [18:  	Categorisation following the relationship between programmes and NUTS regions as encoded in SFC 2014: “Regional programme: programme covering a single NUTS2 region or a single NUTS1 region (unless that region covers the whole country); multiregional programmes: covering more than one NUTS2 or NUTS1 region, but not the whole country; national programmes: covering the whole country (EC, 2015).] 

19% of national programmes focus mainly on smart growth; 
19% focus mainly on sustainable growth;
14% of national programmes are transport and infrastructure ones; and 
10% of national programmes focus on human capital.
From the 75 ETC programmes, the majority of 75% are INTERREG V-A programmes, i.e. cross-border cooperation programmes, 20% are INTERREG V-B programmes, i.e. transnational ones, and 5% are INTERREG V-C programmes, i.e. interregional programmes.
Therefore the PF database includes indicator information on 282 programmes and financial information on 291 programmes which stem from all EU Member States and cover all types of ETC programmes[footnoteRef:19]. It needs to be mentioned that this report also includes a set of 46 programmes (13 under the IGJ objective, 33 under the ETC objective), which have not been approved at the time of the analysis, which means that data may still have changed before the time the documents are approved by the EC.  [19:  	One ETC programme, the INTERREG V-A Italy-Croatia programme is not included in the database/this report, as it has not been submitted to the EC by summer 2015. ] 



[bookmark: _Ref426109869][bookmark: _Toc427649640][bookmark: _Toc429671071][bookmark: _Toc432600872][bookmark: _Toc433973100][bookmark: _Toc433973195][bookmark: _Toc448144111]The use of the four categories of indicators 
A first step to provide a synthesis of how the provisions relating to the PF are reflected in the operational programme and its PAx is the assessment of the use of the four categories of indicators, namely output indicators, financial indicators, key implementation steps and result indicators, in the PF. Both output and financial indicators must be included in the PF, while result indicators can be used where appropriate. Key implementation steps have to be applied where no outputs can be achieved at a milestone stage[footnoteRef:20]. When the expected milestone value was particularly low, the Member State could propose to add a key implementation step in order to give a better representation of the progress in implementation.  [20:  	European Commission (2013) Guidance Fiche Performance Framework Review and Reserve in 2014-2020. Version 3 – 19 July 2013. p. 6] 

In this section, the use of these four indicator categories is introduced briefly. The analysis focuses on the use of indicator categories in relation to the following aspects: Member States[footnoteRef:21], funds, programmes (dealing with different thematic orientations of the programmes as a whole, such as smart growth or sustainable growth, dealing with programmes which PAx are referring to one or more thematic objectives), and categories of regions. Furthermore, an additional analysis was completed categorising programmes along their financial volumes. [21:  	A detailed description of the use of indicator categories in the PF, including a brief description of the selection procedure of indicators for the performance framework, is available in the Annex.] 

[bookmark: _Ref426094403][bookmark: _Toc429671072][bookmark: _Toc432600873]Use of four categories of indicators in general
In total, the 282 programmes (with 1,565 PAx) identified around 5,480 indicators for their PF, of which 207 programmes (with 1,280 PAx) and 4,600 indicators belong to the IGJ objective and 75 programmes (with 285 PAx) and 880 indicators are covered under the ETC objective. The number of indicators per PAx is a relevant aspect when considering the requirements of Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 215/2014, as the number of indicators affects the way how the achievement or serious failure to achieve the milestone  are assessed (Article 6). The rules for performance frameworks with only 2 indicators are stricter than for those with 3 or more indicators. In addition, the output indicator(s) have to represent more than 50% of the allocation of the PAx, and this EU requirement may result in an increase of the number of output indicators in the PF in the priority axes which cover many different types of operations. Bearing those two aspects in mind, the study shows that more than 65% of all PAx (1,025 PAx in absolute numbers) have identified more than 2 indicators for their PF, the remaining 34% of PAx (540 PAx in absolute numbers) have identified 2 indicators for their PF. The number of indicators and the frequency of common indicators used is discussed in the sub-chapters below. The following paragraphs provide a first overview of the four categories of indicators in general, raising initial findings on the differences across MS, funds, categories of regions and types of programmes. 
But before this first overview, the following table and figure give a first insight in the number of programme PAx, differentiated by their number of PF indicators per Member State: 
The illustrations show that the majority of PAx have identified more than 2 PF indicators. Especially, Denmark, Luxembourg, Latvia, the Netherlands and Slovenia have only PAx with more than 2 PF indicators. 
Exceptions are Spain, France and Sweden with a majority of more than 50% of all PAx having maximum two PF indicators in their performance frameworks.
[bookmark: _Toc433979512][bookmark: _Toc315076379] Number of PAx differentiated by number of PF indicators and Member State
	Member State
	Number of PAx with PF indicators

	
	Absolute numbers
	In %

	
	Number of PAx with
	
	Number of PAx with
	

	
	max 2 PF Indicators
	more than 2 PF Indicators
	Total
	max 2 PF Indicators
	more than 2 PF Indicators
	Total

	AT
	2
	3
	5
	40
	60
	100

	BE
	6
	8
	14
	43
	57
	100

	BG
	9
	14
	23
	39
	61
	100

	CY
	2
	5
	7
	29
	71
	100

	CZ
	6
	17
	23
	26
	74
	100

	DE
	19
	50
	69
	28
	72
	100

	DK
	-
	4
	4
	-
	100
	100

	EE
	1
	11
	12
	8
	92
	100

	ES
	69
	63
	132
	52
	48
	100

	FI
	2
	5
	7
	29
	71
	100

	FR
	124
	97
	221
	56
	44
	100

	GR
	20
	97
	117
	17
	83
	100

	HR
	3
	6
	9
	33
	67
	100

	HU
	22
	18
	40
	55
	45
	100

	IE
	5
	5
	10
	50
	50
	100

	IT
	63
	105
	168
	38
	63
	100

	LT
	1
	9
	10
	10
	90
	100

	LU
	-
	2
	2
	-
	100
	100

	LV
	-
	9
	9
	-
	100
	100

	MT
	5
	6
	11
	45
	55
	100

	NL
	-
	10
	10
	-
	100
	100

	PL
	57
	128
	185
	31
	69
	100

	PT
	7
	67
	74
	9
	91
	100

	RO
	2
	19
	21
	10
	90
	100

	SE
	25
	10
	35
	71
	29
	100

	SI
	-
	11
	11
	-
	100
	100

	SK
	5
	21
	26
	19
	81
	100

	UK
	1
	24
	25
	4
	96
	100

	ETC
	84
	201
	285
	29
	71
	100


Source: Database on performance indicators. 2016. 
The following figure represents the findings graphically, showing the share of PAx with max. 2 PF indicators (blue stripe) and the share of PAx with more than 2 PF indicators (green stripe) per MS.  The absolute numbers of PAx per category are shown on each stripe. PAxPAx
[bookmark: _Toc448146044]PAx with 2 or more PF indicators per Member State – share & absolute figures 
 [image: /Users/phani/Desktop/Picture1.png]
Source: Database on performance indicators. 2016. 

[bookmark: _Toc433973101]Output indicators
PF output indicators are selected by the MS from among the indicators already chosen for the programme. In order to capture the crucial information on the progress of a PAx, the aim is to relate the selected indicators to operations representing the majority of the resources allocated to the PAx and – in case of the ERDF and the Cohesion Fund – to reflect the outputs expected to be delivered by fully implemented operations. 
The following figure presents an overview per EU MS and the number of PAx (share and absolute figure) which refer to a.) no output indicator,[footnoteRef:22] b.) 1 output indicator, c.) 2 output indicators, d.) 3 output indicators, e.) 4 output indicator, f.) 5 output indicators, and g.) more than 5 output indicators. [22:  As indicated above, the performance framework has to include milestones and targets set for the output indicator. Lack of such indicator in analysed programmes may be due to error in encoding and will be investigated by the European Commission in order to ensure programmes full formal compliance with the Regulations.] 


[bookmark: _Toc448146045]PAx with number of output indicators – share & absolute figures
[image: /Users/phani/Desktop/Picture2.png]
Source: Database on performance indicators. 2016. 
The analysis of programmes shows that output indicators are the most frequently used category of indicators[footnoteRef:23]: Taking a closer look at the level of programme PAx shows: [23: ] 

Approximately 45% of all PAx of IGJ programmes (569 PAx in absolute values) have identified one output indicator only for their PF; the remaining 55% of PAx identified from 2 to 18 output indicators in their PF (the latter case is a complex priority axis).
For ERDF programmes, 50% of PAx identified 1 output indicator for their PF, around 30% of PAx identified 2 PF output indicators and the remaining 20% of PAx identified no output indicator or 3 to 9 PF output indicators. For the CF funded programme, 67% of PAx identified 2 PF output indicators and 33% of PAx identified 3 PF output indicators. 
When taking a closer look at the level of PAx, the following gets visible:
Approximately 46% of all PAx of ETC programmes (132 PAx in absolute values) have identified one output indicator only for their PF – going in line with findings from the IGJ programmes; the remaining 54% of PAx identified from 2 to 7 (1 PAx) output indicators in their PF. 
Only 3 PAx (2 OPs[footnoteRef:24]) out of the set of 285 PAx of ETC programmes in total have not identified any output indicators, but use key implementation steps instead. [24: ] 

On average, there are more output indicators in PF related to certain thematic objectives. Indeed, thematically, PF output indicators are frequently used for fund-specific investment priorities (IP) in the field of research, technological development and innovation (thematic objective (TO) 1), as well as in the area of low-carbon economy (TO4), with a specific focus on energy efficiency, smart energy management and renewable energy use in public infrastructure (IP 4c). Furthermore, PF output indicators frequently refer to the aspect of SME competitiveness (TO3), focusing especially on the promotion of entrepreneurship (IP 3a) and SME capacity (IP 3d). Further details on the distribution are provided in Annex (p.36, figure 31).

[bookmark: _Toc448146046]Fund-specific IPs and the use of programme-specific vs. common output indicators (IGJ programmes) – share & absolute figures
 [image: /Users/phani/Desktop/Picture3.png]
Source: Database on performance indicators. 2016. 

Common output indicators
Whereas the above discussion covers both common and programme-specific output indicators, the following analysis focuses on common indicators. Common output indicators for the ERDF, the CF as well as the ESF are frequently used for the PF of the MS. Taking a closer look at output indicators in the EU (the average across all analysed programmes, see below figure), what becomes notable is that common output indicators and programme-specific indicators are used equally. When studying the level of EU MS, one can see that 
Austria, Denmark and Luxembourg mainly use common output indicators in their PF; all MS have a share of 75% to 88% of all output indicators being common. Furthermore in Spain, Greece, Croatia, the Netherlands, Sweden and the United Kingdom more than 60% of all PF output indicators are common;
on the contrary, an extremely low level of common output indicators is used in Estonia and Poland; in both cases the MS share of common output indicators ranges below 30% of all PF output indicators.
[bookmark: _Toc448146047]Common output indicators and programme-specific output indicators per Member State – share & absolute figures
 [image: /Users/phani/Desktop/Picture4.png]
Source: Database on performance indicators. 2016. 
The review of the use of common indicators per type of region shows the following:
Programmes for single regions show a higher share of common output indicators (53%) than programmes for multi-regions (43% of output indicators are common output indicators). 
In more detail: Programmes covering more developed regions, and regions in transition, use common output indicators to a greater extent: for both types of regions common output indicators represent 60% of all PF output indicators; these are quite different from programmes covering less developed regions and those programmes which refer to more than one category of region (i.e. multi-region programmes), which use a lower share of common output indicators: only 45% of all PF output indicators are common output indicators.
Analysing the use of common output indicator per fund-specific investment priority, the high share of common output indicators used in the programmes’ performance frameworks can be also confirmed at this level (55% of all output indicators referring to an IP are common ones). Additionally it shows that out of the set of 74 fund-specific IPs to which indicators of the analysed programmes refer to, 35 IPs are mainly covered by common output indicators (>50% of all output indicators being common ones). IPs which are mainly (i.e. more than 80% of all PF output indicators are common ones) covered by common output indicators are IPs under TO3, TO4 and TO7 (for details see following figure); as well as selected ones under TO8 and TO9. To IPs 4i, 4ii, 4iv, 4v, 8a, 8vii and 9c only common output indicators are referring to (no programme-specific indicators at all). Further details on the use of programme-specific and common output indicators are provided in Annex (p.38, figure 34).
The analysis of ETC programmes shows that nearly one quarter of the output indicators selected for the PF of ETC programmes are common output indicators. Furthermore, mainly ERDF funded ETC programmes, which are the majority of ETC programmes, use common output indicators for their PF, as just one programme funded from the combination of ERDF and IPA (e) uses common output indicators too; the other programmes funded from the combination of ERDF and IPA(e), respectively, from the combination of ERDF and ENI and the combination of ERDF, IPA(e) and ENI use no common output indicators at all. This finding is in line with the fact that mainly INTERREG V-A programmes use common output indicators (26% of all output indicators being common ones), INTERREG V-B programmes use a relatively low share of common indicators (14% of all outputs) and INTERREG V-C programmes do not use common indicators at all. For ETC programmes, no strong differences for the categories of regions are recognisable as the situation for programmes focusing on single regions is similar to those programmes focusing on more than one category of regions: those ETC programmes which are explicitly referring to either more developed or outermost and northern sparsely populated regions use a slightly higher share of common output indicators (33% of all PF output indicators).
[bookmark: _Toc433973102]Programme-specific output indicators
When reviewing programme-specific indicators, i.e. output indicators which are neither common ERDF/CF output indicators nor common ESF output indicators, the analysis shows the following situation:
Programme-specific output indicators are used by nearly all analysed programmes; 
Twelve of the programmes included in the analysis so far are missing programme-specific output indicators, and use only common ones; 
In line with the findings presented above, Estonia and Poland and Slovenia show a very high level of programme-specific output indicators, representing more than 70% of all output indicators identified for the PF; 
Furthermore Slovakia and Portugal show high levels of programme-specific output indicators, with more than 60% of programme-specific output indicators, well above the EU-average of 50% of output indicators being programme-specific ones. 
The review of the use of common indicators per type of region shows the following:
Multi-region programmes use programme-specific output indicators to a higher extent than single region programmes (57% of all output indicators vs. 47%). In more detail, this means:
Single –region programmes covering either more developed regions or regions in transition use programme-specific output indicators to a lesser extent: for both types of regions around 40% of all PF output indicators are programme-specific.
Programmes covering less developed regions and those programmes which refer to more than one category of region (i.e. multi-region programmes) use a higher share of programme-specific output indicators: around 55% of all PF output indicators are programme-specific.
Comparing the use of programme-specific output indicators per fund-specific investment priority, shows that out of the set of 74 fund-specific IPs to which PF indicators are referring to, 39 IPs are mainly covered by programme-specific output indicators (>50% of all output indicators being programme-specific ones).
The analysis of ETC programmes highlights the importance of programme-specific indicators for the PF. It is apparent that programmes funded from the combination of ERDF and ENI, ERDF and IPA(e), as well as ERDF, IPA(e) and ENI, programme-specific output indicators are mostly relevant as in these cases, there is an absence of common output indicators (for details please see above). These findings correspond with the high share of programme-specific indicators used for INTERREG V-C and INTERREG V-B programmes. For ETC programmes, only minor differences for the categories of regions are visible as the share of programme-specific indicators is quite high for all types of regions, although remaining at a lower level for those programmes focusing especially on more developed and northern sparsely populated regions.
Summarising, when concluding the use of common and programme-specific output indicators, the higher share of common output indicators in Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Germany, Denmark, Spain, France, Greece, Croatia, Italy, the Netherlands, Sweden and the UK gets evident. In all other MS and ETC programmes, programme-specific output indicators represent a higher share of PF output indicators in total.
[bookmark: _Toc433973103]Financial indicators
In line with the regulatory requirements, there is one financial indicator per performance framework (when the PAx covers more than one Fund or more than one category of regions, each of them has its own PF) and the indicator should relate to the total amount of eligible expenditure entered into the accounting system of the certifying authority (CA); i.e. the total amount of expenditure incurred by beneficiaries and paid in the implementing operations. 
The analysis shows that financial indicators are the second often used type of indicators for the programmes’ performance frameworks. When taking a closer look at the level of programme PAx, the following gets visible:
All PAx have identified at least one financial indicator as part of their performance framework, which is in line with the regulatory requirements. 
1,097 PAx in absolute numbers, representing more than 85% of all IGJ PAx, have identified one financial indicator only.
There are 182 PAx in 56 OPs where more than one financial indicator can be found in the PF.
For all ETC PAx, one financial indicator was identified for the performance frameworks. 
The following figure provides an overview per EU MS and the number of PAx which refer to a) no financial indicator, b) 1 financial indicator, c) 2 financial indicators, d) 3 financial indicators, e) 4 financial indicator, f) 5 financial indicators, and g) more than 5 financial indicators.

[bookmark: _Toc448146048]Share of PAx with number of financial indicators
[image: ]Source: Database on performance indicators. 2016. PAx
Generally, financial indicators represent 33% of all PF indicators in EU-average, i.e. financial indicators are the second most often used indicator for the PF, as is illustrated above. The analysis of MS specifics shows
a generally high share of financial indicators in the MS PF – i.e. financial indicator representing a high share on all PF indicators – of Austria, Denmark and Sweden with financial indicators representing more than 40% of all PF indicators identified;
Estonia and Greece in particular, but also Lithuania, Latvia, Portugal and Romania, show a share of financial indicators below the EU level, i.e. less than 30% of their indicators are financial indicators across all categories of funding. 
However PAx referring to more than one category of region or combining more than one Fund have more than 1 financial indicator, as in such cases each of the fund / category of region has its own performance framework. 
[bookmark: _Toc433973104]Key implementation steps
Key implementation steps can be used as milestones only, because by the end of the programming period, outputs should be available, and key implementation steps are not intended as final programme targets[footnoteRef:25] They should be used in cases where no measureable output is expected by the end of 2018 As defined in Article 5(4) of the Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 215/2014, key implementation steps “shall be an important stage in the implementation of operations under a priority, whose completion is verifiable and may be expressed by a number or percentage”..  [25:  	European Commission (2013) Guidance Fiche Performance Framework Review and Reserve in 2014-2020. Version 3 – 19 July 2013. p. 6] 

Key implementation steps are applied diversely across the EU. Generally, this category of indicators was not used very often by the programmes and PAx (for 75% of all PAx no key implementation step was identified) for the PF. For some programmes, PAx and MS key implementation steps represent an important indicator category: 
MS with a high share of KIS (>20% of all PF indicators) are Greece, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Romania and the UK. 
Especially national programmes show an increased share of key implementations steps in their PF (on average: 15% of all PF indicators). 
In total, 397 PAx (IGJ: 315 PAx; ETC: 82 PAx) out of the total of 1,565 PAx with a PF, have identified key implementation steps in their PF. 15% of all PAx of IGJ programmes have identified one key implementation step, while 22% of all PAx of the ETC programmes have identified one key implementation step in their performance framework. 
The identification of one or two key implementation steps per PAx is the most commonly used practice in Europe. Only a few PFs selected between three and four key implementation steps per PAx. More than 5 (up to 18[footnoteRef:26]) key implementation steps were only used occasionally.  [26:  	18 key implementation steps were identified for one complex PAx of a Greek programme, which identified 18 output indicators and 18 corresponding key implementation steps for their milestones (“approved projects”). ] 

The following figure provides an overview per EU MS and the number of PAx which refer to a) no key implementation step, b) 1 key implementation step, c) 2 key implementation steps, d) 3 key implementation step, e) 4 key implementation steps, f) 5 key implementation steps, and g) more than 5 key implementation steps. The figure underlines the above finding of the importance of KIS in the performance frameworks of Greece, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Romania and the UK.
[bookmark: _Toc314943831]

The implementation of the performance frameworks in 2014-2020 ESI Funds


[bookmark: _Toc448146049]PAx with number of key implementation steps – share & absolute figures
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Source: Database on performance indicators. 2016. 


In absolute terms, the highest number of key implementation steps was identified for Greece (M2) with 106 key implementation across all programmes. Whereas, in relative terms Bulgaria showed the highest number of key implementation steps, with 4.0 per PAx (M2). 
With regard to the use of key implementation steps across thematic objectives, 14% of the key implementation steps of the analysed programmes are linked to TO6[footnoteRef:27], 12% to TO4[footnoteRef:28], 12% to TO7[footnoteRef:29] and 10% to TO1[footnoteRef:30]. A rather low share of key implementation steps fall under the remaining TOs. Besides, 27% of the key implementation steps of the analysed programmes are linked to PAx referring to more than one thematic objectives (category “multi”).  [27:  	TO6: Preserving and protecting the environment and promoting resource efficiency]  [28:  	TO4: Supporting the shift towards a low-carbon economy in all sectors]  [29:  	TO7: Promoting sustainable transport and removing bottlenecks in key network infrastructures]  [30:  	TO1: Strengthening research, technological development and innovation] 

The following figure illustrates the proportion of key implementation steps per thematic objective. It got evident that especially for PAx under TO7[footnoteRef:31] key implementation steps make 19% of all PF indicators identified for the performance framework of the PAx.  [31:  	TO7: Promoting sustainable transport and removing bottlenecks in key network infrastructures] 

[bookmark: _Toc448146050]Share of key implementation steps per thematic objective
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Source: Database on performance indicators. 2016. Note: PAx
Key implementation steps are used for a variety of different aspects and it is difficult to categorise them into common categories as their precise names, definitions and units of measurement are not standardised. A rough analysis of the names and units of measurements used most frequently for key implementation steps shows clearly that about a quarter of them relate in one way or the other to the number of approved or contracted projects or operations. Getting projects or operations up and running is thus clearly the most common feature among key implementation steps. Other aspects for which key implementation steps are used more often relate to ‘enterprises’ (e.g. number of enterprises receiving support). About 9% of the key implementation steps can be linked to ‘enterprises’. This is followed by key implementation steps linked to ‘km’ of infrastructure ( approx. 7%). These categories of KIS – i.e. referring to ‘enterprises’ and ‘km’ – are akin to output indicators, but measure outputs in relation to selected but not fully implemented operations. Furthermore, about 2% are linked to the amount of expenditure in EUR. This will only be true for the situations where milestone for output indicator = 0, which is not always the case. Probably at the same level – but more difficult to assess due to lacking detail on the meaning of key implementation steps – are aspects such as the development or implementation of strategies and agreements.
	Example OP 2014GR16M2OP001/ Competitiveness, Entrepreneurship and Innovation
The programme identified the following key implementation steps as milestone “Approved project for common indicator 02 Number of enterprises receiving grants”, which complemented the common ERDF output indicator “Number of enterprises receiving grants” implying finalised projects (for final target measurement). Thus following suit the project implementation cycle of the programme.
Example OP 2014TC16RFCB022/INTERREG V-A Greece-Bulgaria
The programme identified the following key implementation step as a milestone “Projects with at least one signed Contract of technical – construction works sub-projects”, which complemented the common ERDF output indicator “Total length of newly built roads, of which: TEN-T” (for final target measurement).


At the MS level, the analysis of the share of key implementation steps in relation to all PF indicators shows that: 
The Netherlands and the United Kingdom show values well above the EU-average with around 30% of all PF indicators being key implementation steps; this goes in line with the above finding of these countries showing high shares of PAx with 1 or more key implementation steps in their PF.
on the contrary no key implementation steps at all were identified for Austria, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland and Luxembourg.
The assessment of the use of key implementation steps per type of region shows the following situation:
Programmes focusing on a single region and those focusing on more than one type of regions show a similar situation of key implementation steps (approx. 12%).
Programmes focusing on more developed regions show a very low level of key implementation steps (7% of all PF indicators), 
whereas particularly less developed regions show values above the average (15% of PF indicators being key implementation steps). 
ETC programmes show, on average, a share of PF key implementation steps ranging within the EU-average of IGJ programmes (12% of all PF indicators of ETC programmes are key implementation steps), although a clear difference between the funds is visible: 
While ERDF programmes have identified 12% of their PF indicators as key implementation steps, 
a third of the PF indicators of the programme funded by ERDF and ENI and the programme funded by ERDF, IPA(e) and ENI in combination are key implementation steps, but 
the programmes funded from the ERDF and IPA(e) have not identified any PF key implementation steps.
Furthermore, the analysis emphasises an increased importance of key implementation steps for INTERREG V-C programmes, since more than 15% of these PF indicators are key implementation steps. Additionally, for ETC programmes no differences in the use of key implementation steps between programmes for single regions and those for multi-regions are identifiable. At the regional level, ETC programmes intended for more developed regions do not use any key implementation steps. Finally, key implementation steps are less important for programmes covering regions in transition. 
[bookmark: _Toc433973105]Thematically, PF key implementation steps are frequently used for PAx following fund-specific IPs in the field of research, technological development and innovation (TO1). In line with the findings for output indicators and emphasising the importance of the innovation aspect in the funding programmes. This concentration on innovation and research is also visible for ETC programmes and their PAx. Key implementation steps show a similar focus in the area of low-carbon economy (TO4), with a specific focus on energy efficiency, smart energy management and renewable energy use in public infrastructure (IP 4c). Further details on the number of PF key implementation steps and fund-specific investment priorities are provided in Annex (p.40, figure 38). 
Result indicators
This category of indicators is not recommended for the PF for ERDF and CF programmes because it would be difficult to disentangle policy effects from the effects of external factors. For the ESF result indicators may be used. 
No result indicators were applied by MS in the ERDF and CF programmes analysed. Exceptions are the priority axes featuring ESF funding and / or YEI, where result indicators are included to match them: 
Bulgaria defined two result indicators for its OP “Science and Education for Smart Growth” (funded by the combination of ERDF and ESF) for the PAx of “Education and lifelong learning” (ESF-funded), 
Hungary defined three result indicators for its OP “Territorial and settlement development OP” (funded by the combination of ERDF and ESF) for the ESF-funded PAx of “Human resource developments at local and county level, inducing employment and social cooperation”, “Sustainable urban development in cities with county rights” and “Community-led local development (CLLD)”,
3 programmes in France (funded by the combination of ERDF, ESF and YEI) and the combination of ERDF and ESF[footnoteRef:32]) selected 6 result indicators. The programme 2014FR16M0OP008 “Regional programme Picardie 2014-2020” even identified common result indicator 10 “Participants in continued education, training programmes leading to a qualification, an apprenticeship or a traineeship 6 months after leaving” for the PAx “Enhance employability of Picardy's youth through lifelong learning and skill acquisition” (PAx funded from YEI).  [32:  	Relevant PAx funded from ESF only] 

ETC programmes did not use any result indicators in their PF at all.
	Selection of indicators for the performance framework
Setting up a methodology for the selection of indicators and setting of milestones and targets for the performance framework was stated as rather not difficult by 39% of the OPs in the web-survey, 36% indicated to have had little difficulties, 20% had a lot of difficulties and 6% did not have any difficulties at all. 
[bookmark: _Toc448146051]Did you have particular difficulty with establishing a methodology and criteria to select indicators for the performance framework?
[image: ] 
Source: web-survey on performance frameworks 2015 
When grouping the findings by programme type, the results indicate that ETC (and in particular cross-border) programmes had somewhat greater difficulties establishing a methodology for selecting indicators for their performance frameworks than IGJ programmes. Among the IGJ programmes, in particular single-fund programmes and national programmes seem to have more difficulties with establishing the performance framework than do other types of programmes. The lower number of national programmes might bias this. Representatives from national programmes in Estonia, Hungary, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia indicated to have experienced a lot of challenges setting up frameworks. These are all programmes with less history in developing indicators. It appears that OPs in Romania, France, the Netherlands, Estonia, Slovenia and Bulgaria experienced challenges with indicator selection. On the other hand, the results suggest that OPs in the UK and Denmark had no difficulties at all. Overall, the interviews confirm that the elaboration of the performance framework, including the selection of indicators, was largely based on past experience (largely referring to the work on indicators conducted during the previous programme period and not necessarily explicitly to past experience with performance frameworks. Differentiating by programme type shows that there are only minor differences in how milestones and targets were reported to have been set (findings of the web-survey). In all cases previous experience was felt to be the most important factor. Previous experience was most often indicated in transnational cooperation programmes (45%) and least often indicated in national programmes and multi-thematic programmes (30%).
[bookmark: _Toc448146052]How have the milestones and targets been set? 
[image: ] 
Source: web-survey on performance frameworks 2015 
In addition, there are various cases where calculations/models, taking into account the number of funding years and allocated financial resources were developed – the second most important factor for almost all types of programmes as indicated in the web-survey, e.g. France or Portugal. Whereas in most cases these models were elaborated at the programme level, in France a national model was elaborated to be applied across all ERDF and ESF programmes. The principle components of the models were stated to be primarily based on past experience (analysis of 2007-13 OPs, financial resources and timing). In some cases (e.g. France) unit costs were also taken into account. Calculations and models show the highest indications present in cross-border programmes (29%), multi-thematic and multi-category programmes (28%) and regional programmes (27%). Only with transnational programmes were internal discussions (25%) indicated as more important than modelling (20%). For all other programme types internal discussions were indicated as the third most important input to setting milestones and targets (20% – 25%). The cases of the selection of indicators also involved broader discussions with partners and focus groups, intermediate bodies and regional actors were invited to make suggestions on indicators and target values for the performance framework (e.g. Mainland Finland OP). Focus group discussions were organised to receive input from partners and stakeholders. In some cases, the broader discussion also involved collecting information from other Member States. This was the case for the Åland OP, the Lithuanian OP and the French model at the national level. 
The responsible persons for elaborating the performance frameworks for the interviews, generally self-reported a positive opinion on the selection of PF indicators. In line with the opinion that the PF is certainly encouraging MS towards result orientation and clear and verifiable targets and can act as a valuable innovation to better define indicators and targets. On the other hand, some caveats and concerns were mentioned by different interviewees. Some mentioned that the PF indicator orientation long term development perspectives may be lost and that targets will generally be set too low in order to avoid loss of funds – thus levelling down the performance of the ESI funds. 


Concluding, the analysis of the four categories of indicators shows that output indicators are the most frequently used indicator category, while financial indicators are the second most often used type of indicator for the programmes’ performance frameworks and key implementation steps were used to a even lesser extent, mainly in cases where no measureable output is expected by the end of 2018.  Result indicators are generally not applied by most of the MS, in line with EC recommendations for ERDF and CF.
[bookmark: _Ref426094407][bookmark: _Toc429671073][bookmark: _Toc432600874][bookmark: _Toc433973106]Use of four categories of indicators per MS
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[bookmark: _Toc314943833]
[bookmark: _Toc448146053]PF indicator types per MS & ETC – share & absolute figures
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Source: Database on performance indicators. 2016. 


When comparing the approaches of the different MS, the following situation becomes evident according to indicator categories, which is also highlighted in the previous figure:
Estonia, Finland and Luxembourg show an above the EU average share of output indicators (in line with PAx that identified more than 1 output indicator for their PF).
Low figures of output indicators are visible for the Netherlands and the UK. Additionally, Romania and Sweden also show a lower share of output indicators in comparison with the EU-average; the lower share of output indicators in the Netherlands and the United Kingdom corresponds to a share of key implementation steps that are above the EU average. The use of key implementation steps is based on the indicator milestone need to be based on actual, and not projected, realisation. Therefore Member States partly selected key implementation steps for their performance frameworks. The Netherlands, especially, show a specific distribution of different categories of PF indicators (33% output indicators, 33% financial indicators, 33% key implementation steps).
Apart from countries not using key implementation steps at all, such as Austria, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland and Luxembourg (all with a clear focus on (common) output indicators), countries namely Greece, Lithuania, Latvia and Romania also show shares of key implementation steps that are slightly above the EU average.
In Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Ireland and Sweden, a proportion of financial indicators above the EU average are to be observed, being based in the application of complex priorities.
Result indicators are only used in Bulgaria, France and Hungary, but to a very small extent.
The majority of MS show PAx for which more than 2 PF indicators were identified; exceptions are France, Hungary and Sweden (higher share of PAx up to 2 PF indicators, than PAx with more than 2 PF indicators).
[bookmark: _Toc432335089][bookmark: _Toc432346730][bookmark: _Toc432401872][bookmark: _Toc432401947][bookmark: _Toc432408751][bookmark: _Ref426094572][bookmark: _Toc429671078][bookmark: _Toc432600879]Use of four categories of indicators across programmes of different financial volumes (IGJ and ETC programmes)
The analysis of IGJ programmes with different financial funding – i.e. those with up to 500,000,000 Euro (Category a), programmes with financial funding ranging between 500,000,000 and 3,000,000,000 Euro (Category b), and those with more than 3,000,000,000 Euro funding (Category c) – does not show major differences concerning the use of indicator categories for the three types of programmes. Only those programmes with increased financial volumes (category c) show an enlarged share of key implementation steps used for their PF than the other two types of programmes. 
The 75 ETC programmes were categorised as follows: Programmes with financial funding up to 100,000,000 Euro (Category a), those with financial funding between 100,000,000 and 300,000,000 Euro (Category b), and programmes with financial funding with more than 300,000,000 Euro (Category c). When examining the use of the four categories of indicators the following picture becomes evident: 
While programmes of categories a and b demonstrate a similar distribution of indicator categories, going in line with the EU ETC average, category c programmes show a lower share of output indicators of 42% (EU ETC: 56%) and a relatively high share of key implementation steps of 28% of all PF indicators (EU ETC: 12%) - in line with findings from IGJ programmes.
Category a-programmes show a significantly higher share of common output indicators: 28% of all output indicators are common ones; on the contrary: category c programme use common indicators to a much smaller extent of 17% (EU ETC: 23%).
Financial indicators of all categories cover a similar share of 30% of all PF indicators.
Result indicators are not relevant at all.
[bookmark: _Toc432335094][bookmark: _Toc432346735][bookmark: _Toc432401877][bookmark: _Toc432401952][bookmark: _Toc432408756][bookmark: _Toc432335095][bookmark: _Toc432346736][bookmark: _Toc432401878][bookmark: _Toc432401953][bookmark: _Toc432408757][bookmark: _Ref426110094][bookmark: _Toc427649645][bookmark: _Toc429671080][bookmark: _Toc432600881]Concluding, a relatively high share of key implementation steps for those programmes with increase funding (IGJ and ETC category c) is visible. Generally, ETC programmes of category c, i.e. highest funding, show a lower overall share of output indicators, because the key implementation steps were used more often. 
[bookmark: _Ref433223945][bookmark: _Toc433973107][bookmark: _Toc433973196]

[bookmark: _Toc448144112]Appropriateness of milestones and targets (according to Annex II of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013)
A second step in providing a synthesis of how the provisions relating to the performance framework are reflected in the programmes and how the requirements from Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 in relation to milestone and target setting were taken into account is the assessment of the establishment of milestones and targets for the four categories of indicators, with a specific focus on common output indicators and financial indicators. This assessment follows the Annex II criteria of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013. The indicator evaluation along these criteria is based on the judgment of the study’s national experts, who did the assessment of appropriateness of milestones and targets following a standardised guidance[footnoteRef:33]. Additionally, findings from the interviews and the web-survey are integrated in the following discussion where relevant. The following aspects are described in detail, based on the information available at the time of the preparation of the report: [33:  	For methodological details, please see the chapter A.1.1.] 

The general findings on milestones and targets, i.e. the complete picture of the financial and output indicators’ milestones and targets of IGJ and ETC programmes in accordance with the Annex II criteria, are illustrated.
Furthermore, the categories of common output indicators (ERDF/CF and ESF) of IGJ programmes are analysed, including a reflection on the appropriate level for milestones taking into account the rhythm of delivery of outputs in different intervention areas, as thematically illustrated by the common indicators.
Finally, for financial indicators a reflection on the level for milestones, taking account of the rhythm of delivery of outputs in different intervention areas is included.
The national experts’ judgement – i.e. the assessment of the appropriateness of milestones and targets – is partly based on programme documents which were not yet adopted when analysing them. Furthermore, methodologies were not available for all programmes. The results of this assessment therefore illustrate a general overview. The overview encompassed the examination of milestones and targets, in particular, whether they are: realistic, achievable on the progress of a priority; relevant and necessary for monitoring the progress of the programmes; consistent with the nature and character of the specific objectives of the PAx; transparent, with objectively verifiable targets and the source data identified; verifiable, without imposing a disproportionate administrative burden; and whether the indicator’s milestones and targets are consistent across programmes. 
Based on the review of these potential problematic issues, it appears that no serious problems have been detected. It is noteworthy to stress that the seriousness of the issue is considered in terms of not meeting EU regulative framework. Furthermore, the review only seeks to provide an outline of the situation. Indeed, a more in-depth examination would exceed the scope of this study.
[bookmark: _Toc429671081][bookmark: _Toc432600882][bookmark: _Toc433973108][bookmark: _Toc448144113]General findings on milestones and targets
The web-survey respondents that expressed difficulties in establishing a methodology for indicator selection have indicated more difficulties meeting the requirements of Annex II of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 for the milestones and targets. Most programmes indicated that it was "somewhat" difficult meeting these requirements. Generally, the interviewees did not see any specific challenges linked to the requirements of Annex II, neither concerning the use of common output indicators, nor the general compact design of the performance framework (i.e. simple system of indicators and reduction to the essentials).
[bookmark: _Toc433973109]Review of IGJ programmes
When reviewing if milestones and targets are realistic, achievable on the progress of a priority: 
For all output indicators included in the database it becomes evident that for the vast majority of the PF output indicators (at least 82%), milestones and targets were considered realistic and achievable. For the remaining ones it is unclear if milestones and targets met this criterion. The assessment of financial indicators resembles the one of the output indicators, though ranging at a certainly higher level (at least 85% of financial indicators considered realistic and achievable).
When going into detail on output indicators, the results show that the programme-specific output indicators are identified as being a bit clearer (at least 83%) than common output indicators (at least 81%). 
Particularly those PAx funded from the CF and the combination of ERDF, CF and ESF (M3) show milestones and targets of output and financial indicators which are all deemed as being realistic and achievable. Programmes funded from the combination of ERDF and CF (M0) show very clear financial indicators, while some of the output indicators remain unclear. 
The same holds true for those national programmes which are especially focusing on sustainable growth, and those programmes which PAx all refer to more than one thematic objective only.
Following the web-survey findings it can be seen that setting realistic targets was more of a challenge for transnational cooperation programmes (followed by cross-border programmes and single fund programmes).
Based on the interview findings, the stakeholders of Croatia mentioned that achieving this criterion was a challenge for the programme.
At least 89% of the output indicators, milestones and targets were considered relevant and necessary for monitoring the progress of the programmes:
For the residual output indicators, it remained unclear if milestones and targets can be considered relevant; this finding is in line with the assessment of financial indicators. 
When differentiating this analysis for the types of output indicators, i.e. programme-specific and common ones, it can be demonstrated that programme-specific indicators were regarded as being mainly relevant and necessary for monitoring the progress of the programme; for common output indicators this remains often unclear (for 12% of all output indicators). 
Particularly, programmes funded from the CF, the combination of ERDF and CF (M1), and the combination of ERDF, CF and ESF (M3) show milestones and targets of output and financial indicators which are predominantly deemed relevant and necessary for monitoring the progress of the programmes. 
The same holds true for those national programmes focusing especially on human capital, sustainable growth and smart growth, and those programmes which PAx all refer to more than one thematic objective only.
When reviewing whether milestones and targets are consistent with the nature and character of the specific objectives of the PAx: 
The analysis shows that consistency is given for more than 90% of output indicators, and for at least 77% of the financial indicators, the latter representing a significantly lower share. Common output indicators and programme-specific output indicators have similar characteristics. 
Predominantly programmes funded from the CF and the combination of ERDF, CF and ESF (M3), and those programmes funded from the combination of ERDF and CF (M1) show milestones and targets of output and financial indicators which are often deemed to be consistent with the specific objectives. 
The same holds true for national programmes focusing on human capital, as well as transport and infrastructure programmes, and the programmes which PAx all refer to more than one thematic objective only.
Following the web-survey findings it can be seen that consistency with the nature and character of the specific objectives of the priority was more challenging for transnational programmes and national programmes than for other types of programmes.
When reviewing the question if milestones and targets are transparent, with objectively verifiable targets and the source data identified, the assessment shows the following: 
Milestones and targets are deemed transparent, with objectively verifiable targets and the source of data identified for more than 80% of the output indicators, covering both programme-specific and common output indicators; for financial indicators a similar, certainly more positive picture, is visible as at least 88% of indicators have set transparent milestones and targets. 
Mostly programmes funded from the CF, the combination of ERDF, CF and ESF (M3) and the combination of ERDF, CF, ESF and YEI (MA) show milestones and targets of output and financial indicators which are all deemed as being transparent with objectively verifiable targets. 
The same holds true for those national programmes focusing on human capital, although for the main category of national programmes in total, web-survey respondents reported transparency to be a greater challenge than for other types of programmes.
Mostly those programmes which PAx all refer to more than one thematic objective only show milestones and targets of output and financial indicators which are all deemed as being transparent with objectively verifiable targets.
Milestones and targets for at least 85% of output indicators and nearly 90% of financial indicators were considered verifiable, without imposing a disproportionate administrative burden: 
Common output indicators and programmes-specific output indicators show similar characteristics, although programme-specific output indicators are to a certain degree clearer (at least 88%) than common output indicators (17% remaining unclear). 
Principally programmes funded from the combination of ERDF, CF and ESF (M3) show milestones and targets of output and financial indicators which are all deemed as being verifiable without imposing a disproportionate administrative burden. 
The same holds true for those national programmes focusing on human capital, as well as those supporting smart growth, and those programmes which PAx all refer to more than one thematic objective only.
This criterion was most frequently indicated as very difficult by the respondents of the web-survey. In particular, multi-thematic programmes (raising the issue of coordination), multi-category programmes and regional programmes (raising the issue of the availability of statistics at regional level) seem to be challenged by this criterion.
An exception – lying in the appropriateness of especially this criterion for indicators, as this might not always be the case – is the criterion requiring the indicator’s milestones and targets to be consistent across programmes: 
Only around 70% of output and financial indicators were regarded as being totally clear in this context; the remaining share of output indicators was either not understood properly or reported as not meeting this requirement of Annex II; furthermore, this criterion was not relevant for 6% of the output indicators because they refer to Member States with only one programme, therefore the consistency of milestones and targets to other programmes of the MS was deemed not relevant. In the case of financial indicators 17% of indicators were not understood properly (national expert’s judgment = unclear), 5% were not meeting this requirement and for 6% of indicators this criterion was not relevant due to reasons as outlined for output indicators.
Common output indicators were generally considered meeting this criterion to a larger extent than programme-specific ones.
Also the web-survey respondents ranked this criterion as a very difficult one. 
[bookmark: _Toc433973110]Review of ETC programmes
When reviewing if milestones and targets are realistic, achievable on the progress of a priority: 
For all ETC output indicators included in the database, it becomes evident that for more than 90% of the PF output indicators milestones and targets were considered realistic and achievable; for the remaining ones it was either not possible to identify if milestones and targets meet this criterion or the situation remained unclear.
In comparison to the IGJ programmes, for ETC programmes the positive judgment ranges at a higher level.
When comparing this analysis with milestones and targets of financial indicators it becomes apparent that these are less clear (at least 83%) when compared to those of the output indicators, though ranging at a similar level alike to IGJ financial indicators.
When going into detail on output indicators it becomes evident that common and programme-specific output indicators have similar characteristics, although common indicators range at a slightly higher level than programme-specific ones.
For more than 90% of the output indicators milestones and targets were considered relevant and necessary for monitoring the progress of programmes, ranging above the judgment on financial indicators (slightly more than 80% meeting this criterion). 
When differentiating this analysis for the types of output indicators, i.e. programmes-specific and common ones, it becomes clear that again the milestones and targets of the common indicators were generally considered meeting this criterion to a larger extent than programme-specific indicators.
Especially INTERREG V-C programmes have output and financial indicators all being considered relevant and necessary for monitoring progress of the programme.
Milestones and targets of all ETC output indicators are mainly deemed consistent with the nature and character of the specific objectives of the priority. 
This judgement is a slightly different than the one for financial indicators as only three quarters of financial indicators are deemed consistent with the nature and character of the specific objectives.
Common output indicators were identified as being particularly consistent with the specific objectives, the value of programme-specific indicators ranges at a slightly lower level.
When reviewing the Annex II criterion if milestones and targets are transparent, with objectively verifiable targets and the source data identified the analysis shows that at least 87% of output indicators and at least 80% of financial indicators were identified as clear. The situation of common and programmes-specific indicators remains at a similar level. 
The criterion of indicator milestones and targets being considered verifiable, without imposing a disproportionate administrative burden, shows that the majority of output indicators are regarded as clear; when comparing this analysis with milestones and targets of financial indicators it can be seen that these milestones and targets are to a certain extent less clear as for a relevant share of nearly 20% of financial indicators it remains unclear if milestones and targets are verifiable, without imposing a disproportionate administrative burden.
The criterion of the indicator’s milestones and targets being consistent across programmes is deemed not relevant for ETC programmes.
Concluding, the review of the quality of indicator milestones and targets identified an overall high quality of indicators in relation to Annex II criteria of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013. In particular programmes funded from the CF and the combination of ERDF, CF and ESF (M3) show milestones and targets of output and financial indicators of good quality, going in line with Annex II requirements. Apart from demonstrating a good rating in relation to the majority of the criteria, indicator consistency across programmes was identified as a very difficult topic, especially for programme-specific indicators. Output indicators of ETC programmes received a very good rating, while milestones and targets of financial indicators were partly reported to be less clear, though ranging at a comparable level as the IGJ financial indicators.
[bookmark: _Ref426097215][bookmark: _Toc429671082][bookmark: _Toc432600883][bookmark: _Toc448144114]Findings on common output indicators [IGJ programmes only]
The next paragraphs will focus on common indicators (differentiated by funds) used in IGJ programmes and their milestones and targets according to Annex II of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013. 
In the subsequent section, the following aspects will be assessed:
a.) The appropriateness of common indicators according to the Regulation
b.) The rhythm of delivery of common indicators, i.e. if by 2018 a low, a moderate, a high, or a very high share of the target will be reached.
The appropriateness according to the Regulation 
The following briefly presents the overall findings on milestones and targets of PF indicators meeting the requirements of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013. The assessment is differentiated between ERDF/CF common indicators and CF common indicators and highlights fund specifics
ERDF/CF common output indicators 
When analysing if milestones and targets are realistic, achievable pertaining to the progress of a priority, common ERDF output indicators and their milestones/targets received mainly a good indicator judgment[footnoteRef:34]. Although some distinctions need to be made. In particular, common indicators - nearly solely funded by multi-fund programmes (ERDF in combination, with one exception) - focusing on road construction or upgrade (common indicators 13 and 14), improved wastewater treatment or flood protection measures (19, 29) and energy aspects (30, 33) received a low indicator judgment; due to the following reasons: a.) differing values available in programme document and ex-ante evaluation, b.) missing information allowing a serious judgment on the question if the indicator is realistic or c.) not fully developed targets available. Similar indicator judgments were visible for common indicators focusing on the number of enterprises receiving grants (2) and the number of enterprises cooperating with research institutions (26); additionally, the indicator depicting the population living in areas with integrated urban development strategies (37) remained unclear based on the availability of information and/or the findings from the ex-ante evaluation. The indicator judgement on milestones and targets of ERDF common indicators being realistic and achievable shows a quite weak judgment on those common indicators. As reported by programmes funded from the combination of ERDF, CF, ESF and YEI (MA) this is, amongst others, based on the ex-ante evaluations partly doubting the indicators being realistic. [34:  	When referring to “good indicator judgment”: 66-100% clear, moderate indicator judgment: 33-66% clear, low indicator judgment: 0-33% clear; n/a … indicator judgment not meaningful.] 

[bookmark: _Toc432335137][bookmark: _Toc432346828][bookmark: _Toc432401998][bookmark: _Toc432404498][bookmark: _Toc432408009][bookmark: _Toc432408802][bookmark: _Toc432422516]When reviewing whether milestones and targets are relevant, capturing essential information on the progress of a priority the ERDF common output indicators generally show a good judgment across all programmes. Some indicators show moderate indicator judgments, such as selected transport indicators on reconstruction or upgrade of railway lines including also TEN-T (12, 12a) as reported in ERDF programmes or new or improved tram and metro lines (15), as reported in programmes funded from the ERDF and ESF (M2) in combination. Based on missing information available, selected indicators got a low indicator judgment in relation to this criterion, especially those focusing on wastewater treatment (19, funded by: ERDF, ESF and YEI (M0)), additional energy users connected to smart grids (33, funded by: ERDF and ESF (M2)) or renewable energy production (30) funded by the combination of ERDF, CF, ESF and YEI (MA). 
When reviewing whether milestones and targets are consistent with the nature and character of the specific objectives of the priority, generally a good indicator judgment is visible, although the common indicators funded by the combination of ERDF, CF, ESF and YEI (MA) are deemed of of lower quality in relation to the consistency with the specific objective(s) - based on the information available from the ex-ante evaluations. However, no specific thematic vulnerability (specific indicators that were all poorly rated) can be identified. 
Apart from the generally good judgment when assessing if common output indicator milestones and targets are transparent, with objectively verifiable targets and the source data identified, as well as, where possible, publicly available data, some indicators show a moderate or even low indicator judgment. Here, no specific fund or fund combination pattern can be identified, although indicators of programmes funded by the ERDF, CF and ESF in combination (M3) and those funded from the combination of ERDF, CF, ESF and YEI (MA) show a pervasively good indicator quality. 
The criterion of whether milestones and targets are verifiable, without imposing a disproportionate administrative burden, obviously caused some problems and introduced certain question marks, as some quite low indicator judgments are visible: for example, for common indicators in the transport sector (common indicators 14a or 16) or in the sector of waste and water (different funds and combinations of funds). Low judgment is, amongst others, based on the increased efforts required for additional data collection and the need of a technical methodology to collect data and missing information. Amongst others, sensitivity of data as well as vague sources and reporting frequencies were the reasons for lower indicator judgment in this criterion.
As identified in the general overview of the appropriateness of milestones and targets, as well as the in-depth review of common ERDF output indicators, some critical aspects for the criterion of whether milestones and targets are consistent across programmes, are raised. The consistency across programmes only applies where appropriate (following the requirements from the CPR). Apart from the general situation that for all common indicators used by MA-funded programmes this criterion is not applicable (judgment “d”) as there is only one OP per Member State available[footnoteRef:35], common indicator 10 “Additional households with broadband access of at least 30 Mbps” and indicator 14a “Total length of reconstructed or upgraded roads, of which: TEN-T” show a partly negative indicator judgment. Reasons are missing information as in selected cases the consistency across programmes could not be concluded from the available sources or the fact that often indicator milestones and targets are very specific for the programmes.  [35:   	Particularly with common indicator 2 “Number of enterprises receiving grants”, and common indicator 9 “Increase in expected number of visits to supported sites of cultural or natural heritage and attractions”;] 

ESF common output indicators
In programmes with both ERDF and ESF funding, ESF common indicators show a relatively good indicator judgment, as well as milestones and targets[footnoteRef:36]. They were found by the project team to be realistic and achievable. Although, some exceptions are observed. Common indicators from programmes funded by the combination of ERDF and ESF (M2) – covering a share of 6% of non-adopted OPs – demonstrate a low indicator judgment. This judgement is mainly based on the indicator milestones and targets being unclear due to missing information or the judgment of the ex-ante evaluation highlighting certain weaknesses. Common indicator 22 “Number of projects targeting public administrations or public services at national, regional or local level”, presents an interesting finding: The judgment for the indicators of programmes funded from the ERDF, ESF and YEI (M0) and those funded from the combination of ERDF, CF and ESF (M3) are quite good, while the programmes combining funding from ERDF and ESF (M2) register a low indicator judgment because a large proportion of indicators was regarded as being unclear. [36:  	When referring to “good indicator judgment”: 66-100% clear, moderate indicator judgment: 33-66% clear, low indicator judgment: 0-33% clear; n/a … indicator judgment not meaningful.] 

A diverse picture is visible for ESF common indicators in relation to the question, if milestones and targets are relevant and necessary for monitoring the progress of the programmes. Generally, seen as quite good indicator judgment for the majority of indicators. A couple of indicators as reported by the programmes funded from the combination of ERDF and ESF (M2) got a low indictor judgment for common indicators 10 “With upper secondary (ISCED 3) or postsecondary education (ISCED 4)”, 11 “With tertiary education (ISCED 5 to 8)”, 14 “Participants who live in a single adult household with dependent children” and 22 “Number of projects targeting public administrations or public services at national, regional or local level”. Again, this judgment is mainly routed in missing information on the indicator and findings of the review of ex-ante evaluations which led to the indicator being rather unclear.
When reviewing whether milestones and targets are consistent with the nature and character of the specific objectives of the priority, a similar picture becomes evident as mainly judgements for programmes funded from the combination of ERDF and ESF (M2) are of a lower quality – this judgement follows through the whole assessment of ESF indicators. It should be highlighted again, that a set of these programmes funded by ERDF and ESF in combination has not yet been adopted by the EC, which partly led to uncertainty during programme assessment.
When reviewing whether milestones and targets are transparent, with objectively verifiable targets and the source data identified and, where possible, publicly available, the general quality of the common ESF output indicators is good. Although a couple of exceptions (primarily in programmes funded from the combination of ERDF and ESF (M2)) need to be emphasised, these are that selected common indicators partly received a moderate or even low indicator judgement based on missing information such as unspecified data source. 
When reviewing whether milestones and targets are verifiable, without imposing a disproportionate administrative burden, there are concerns of indicator quality for similar common indicators. The main reasons being unclear data sources and concern regarding the monitoring system being inadequate. 
When reviewing whether milestones and targets are consistent across programmes, where appropriate, it becomes apparent that the judgment to a certain extent shows a lower indicator quality, based on the national experts’ judgment. Five indicators are rated with low judgement: common indicators 8 “Above 54 years of age who are unemployed, including long-term unemployed, or inactive not in education or training” (funded from the combination of ERDF, CF, ESF and YEI (MA)); followed by common indicators 10, 11, 14 and 22 (all funded from the combination of ERDF and ESF (M2)). The consistency across programmes remains unclear based on the information not being available in an inadequate form to assess this criterion.

Concluding, the discussion of ERDF-/CF-indicators and their milestones and targets according to Annex II of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 stated a generally good quality of indicators. On the contrary, the discussion of ESF-indicators and their milestones and targets according to Annex II of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 showed a diverse picture of indicators where many aspects remain unclear.
ERDF common indicators with a generally increased indicator judgement of lower quality and/or cases where one or another criterion is not appropriate, are as follows: Common indicator 23 “Surface area of habitats supported in order to attain a better conservation status”, common indicator 24 “Number of new researchers in supported entities”, common indicator 28 “Number of enterprises supported to introduce new to the market products” and common indicator 29 “Number of enterprises supported to introduce new to the firm products”. Additionally, indicator 33 “Number of additional energy users connected to smart grids” and common indicator 40 “Rehabilitated housing in urban areas” with numerous aspects, which identified a lower indicator judgement. For ESF indicators a low quality and indicator judgment is visible for common indicators 8 “Above 54 years of age who are unemployed, including long-term unemployed, or inactive not in education or training”, 11 “With tertiary education (ISCED 5 to 8)”, 12 “Participants who live in jobless households” and 14 “Participants who live in a single adult household with dependent children”.
When taking a closer look at the criteria, it is visible that for ERDF programmes the consistency across programmes was a quite difficult and partly unnecessary (as not applicable for the programmes) aspect. In contrast to ERDF-/CF-indicators, there is no Annex II criterion which is deemed especially difficult for ESF common indicators, although, a general challenge in meeting quality aspects for milestones and targets for certain indicators and programme types (combination of funds) can be recognised.

The rhythm of delivery
Apart from the fact of milestones and targets meeting the requirements of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013, the rhythm of delivery was analysed for common output indicators as well, i.e. the tracking of whether by 2018 only a low share (category I, 0-20%), a moderate share (category II, 20.1-30%), a high share (category III, 30.1-40%) or a very high share of the target will be reached in 2018 (category IV, >40%). 
[bookmark: _Toc433973111]ERDF/CF common output indicators
[bookmark: _Ref426097219]As discussed, programmes funded from the ERDF often use a relatively high number of common output indicators in their PF:
41 different output indicators are used by the ERDF funded programmes of which nearly 50% show a low share of targets to be reached in 2018: these indicators cover, amongst others, road and railway indicators, which usually reach their targets quite late in the programming period; 
around 21% of all indicators show a moderate share of targets to be reached in 2018, including, for example, waste and water indicators (ERDF common indicators 17 and 18), and 
17% of the common output indicators show a high share of target to be reached in 2018, including, amongst others, flood protection measures as covered under common indicator 20;
approximately 12% of ERDF common output indicators funded from the ERDF alone show a very high share of the targets already to be reached in 2018, covering for example indicator 9 “Increase in expected number of visits to supported sites of cultural or natural heritage and attractions”, but also indicator 16 “Total length of new or improved inland waterway”.
The programme funded from the CF uses four common output indicators in its PF, three of them show a moderate share of targets to be reached in 2018, and one indicator shows a low share of target to be reached in 2018.
For programmes funded from the combination of ERDF, ESF and YEI (M0) different approaches are recognisable: 
whereas common output indicators, covering for example the number of enterprises receiving support (both non-financial and financial) show a quite high share of targets already to be reached in 2018, 
indicators illustrating the achievements of flood protection measures or of rehabilitated land show a rather low share of targets to be reached in 2018.
For programmes funded from the combination of ERDF and CF (M1) mainly a low share of targets to be reached in 2018 is visible (more than 40% of common indicators), although nearly a quarter of indicators already show a very high share of the targets to be reached in the year 2018 (e.g. common indicators focusing on waste recycling or water supply).
A similar situation is observable for programmes funded from the combination of ERDF and ESF (M2). More than 80% of common indicators used register a low or only moderate share of targets to be reached in 2018. Only 8% of common indicators plan to achieve very high shares of targets by 2018 – examples are common indicators dealing with wastewater treatment or protection measures.
The programmes funded by the combination of ERDF, CF and ESF (M3) generally use a low number of common indicators with quite different approaches concerning the share of targets to be reached in 2018: 
an example for an indicator with a low share of its target to be reached in 2018 is common indicator 22 “Total surface area of rehabilitated land”, 
an example for a moderate share of its target to be reached is indicator 38 “Open space created or rehabilitated in urban areas” and 
indicator 12a “Total length of reconstructed or upgraded railway line, of which: TEN-T” shows a high share of target to be reached in 2018. 3 common indicators in total show a very high share of the target to be reached in 2018 already, of which one is common indicator 14a “Total length of reconstructed or upgraded roads, of which: TEN-T”.
Common indicators used by programmes funded by the combination of ERDF, CF, ESF and YEI (MA) mostly have a relatively slow uptake, i.e. show a low share of target to be reached already in 2018. Exceptions are common indicator 35 “Capacity of supported childcare or education infrastructure” with a moderate share of target to be reached in 2018 and common indicator 37 “Population living in areas with integrated urban development strategies” with a very high share of target to be reached already in 2018.
Analysing the rhythm of delivery at the level of PAx (not differentiating between funds or combinations of funds), common indicators 7 “Private investment matching public support to enterprises (non-grants)”, 16 “Total length of new or improved inland waterway” and 21 “Population benefiting from forest fire protection measures” show the fastest uptake, i.e. a very high share of target to be reached already in 2018. 
On the contrary, ERDF/CF common indicator 11a “Total length of new railway line, of which: TEN-T” shows a low share of the target to be reached in 2018. Generally, ERDF/CF common indicators focusing on transport aspects (11- 15) partly show quite low shares of the target to be reached in 2018. On the contrary, common indicator 16 “Total length of new or improved inland waterway” intends to reach already a high share of its target in 2018.
[bookmark: _Toc448146054]Rhythm of delivery – ERDF Common indicators, level of PAx
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Source: Database on performance indicators. 2015; I … low share of target to be reached in 2018 (0-20%), II … moderate share of target to be reached in 2018 (20.1-30%), III…high share of target to be reached in 2018 (30.1-40%), IV…very high share of target to be reached in 2018 (>40%)
Concluding, the average milestone is 25% for all common output indicators but notably for common output indicator 7, 16 and 21, the average milestone is very high (more than 40% of the final target already to be reached in 2018). Then, common indicators 1, 3, 10, 14a, 17, 24, 25, 27, 31, 35, 33, 36 and 37 follow which are still above the average of target to be reached in 2018. The analysis of the range of the rhythm of delivery per output indicator showed that the range is significantly wider for example for common indicators 10 and 33, while the range is quite close for indicators 6, 9 and 28. There seem to evolve no clear patterns as of which type of indicators (expressed in terms of content of indicators, combination of funds, etc.) is determining the spread of rhythm.
[bookmark: _Toc432335146][bookmark: _Toc432346837][bookmark: _Toc432402007][bookmark: _Toc432404507][bookmark: _Toc432408018][bookmark: _Toc432408811][bookmark: _Toc432422525][bookmark: _Toc433973112]ESF common output indicators
For ESF common output indicators, the following findings were made:
For programmes funded from the combination of ERDF, ESF and YEI (M0) it is visible that the ESF common output indicators applied are expected to achieve a very high share of their target already in 2018. 
For ESF common indicators as available in the programmes funded from the combination of ERDF and ESF (M2), it is observable that again a high share of common output indicators is expected to meet high shares of targets already in 2018, although a certain variety between indicators is visible.
The two ESF common indicators used by programmes funded by the combination of ERDF, CF, ESF and YEI (MA) have a fast uptake, being in contrast with the situation of ERDF common indicators as described above.
Analysing the rhythm of delivery at the level of PAx (not differentiating between funds or combinations of funds), a number of indicators show a quite high share of target to be reached in 2018: Nearly 70% of PAx having identified Indicator 6 “Below 25 years of age” in their PF show a very high share of the target to be reached in 2018. 
On the contrary, ESF common indicators 7 “Above 54 years of age” and 14 “Participants who live in a single adult household with dependent children” show a low share of the target to be reached in 2018.
[bookmark: _Toc448146055]Rhythm of delivery – ESF Common indicators, level of PAx
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Source: Database on performance indicators. 2015; I … low share of target to be reached in 2018 (0-20%), II … moderate share of target to be reached in 2018 (20.1-30%), III…high share of target to be reached in 2018 (30.1-40%), IV…very high share of target to be reached in 2018 (>40%)
Summarising, the average milestone is 34% for all ESF common output indicators used in the performance frameworks, but notably for common ESF output indicator 3 the average milestone is very high; on the contrary, the average milestones for common indicator 7 is extremely low (5% of target covered by milestone). The analysis of the range of milestones per common output indicators shows that the range is of common output indicators 9, 12 and 17 is quite narrow, Common output indicator 10 shows a wide range of the rhythm of delivery. When looking at the rhythm of delivery for the different indicators the picture remains rather heterogeneous. There seem to evolve no clear patterns as of which type of indicators (expressed in terms of content of indicators etc.) is determining the spread of rhythm.
Concluding, when analysing ERDF and ESF common indicators in the frame of the rhythm of delivery an average milestone of 25% to 34% was observed, with ESF output indicators showing a higher share of the target already reached in 2018. For both funds a quite diverse picture across the common indicators is visible for the rhythm of delivery. Also when analysing the range of milestones per common indicator, the picture remain quite heterogeneous and no clear pattern seems to evolve.
[bookmark: _Toc429671083][bookmark: _Toc432600884][bookmark: _Toc433973113][bookmark: _Toc448144115]Findings on financial indicators – level for milestones and rhythm of delivery
Financial indicators – already identified as the second most important type of indicator for the programmes’ performance frameworks – are now analysed according to the rhythm of delivery, i.e. if by 2018 a low share of the target will be reached (category I, 0-20%), a moderate share (category II, 20.1-30%), a high share (category III, 30.1-40%) or a very high share of the target will be reached in 2018 (category IV, >40%).
When summarising the financial indicators as included in IGJ programmes across the analysed programmes and EU Member States, 
approximately 29% of programmes and 21% of MS show financial indicators with a low share of the target to be reached in 2018, visible for example in Austria or Poland;
the majority of more than 55% programmes and MS show a moderate share of the target to be reached in 2018, such as for example Germany, Hungary or Lithuania;
around 10% of programmes and 14% of MS show a high share of target to be reached in 2018, for example Denmark or Finland; and
around 4% of programmes and 11% of MS show a very high share of the target already to be reached in 2018, covering Estonia and Cyprus. Generally, PAx having financial indicators belonging to Category III and IV are expected to be committed to a lower risk of de-commitment due to the n+3 rule than the others.
No specific findings are noticeable for the different funds or combination of funds of IGJ programmes – financial indicators are expected to reach a moderate share of their target in 2018. Deviations are visible for ERDF programmes (high share of target already reached in 2018) and the programmes funded from ERDF, CF and ESF in combination (M3), for which financial indicators are expected to achieve a high share of target in 2018.
The same holds true for financial indicator per thematic category of IGJ programme – besides a rather low share of the target already reached in 2018 for transport programmes – no specific findings are evident. The lower share of the target reached in the case of transport and infrastructure programmes is in line with the findings already discussed in previous chapters: transport and infrastructure projects, such as the construction of new roads and railroads, are usually finalised at the end of the programming period, which contributes to their late nature.
Reviewing the share of the target to be reached by 2018 at the level of the priority axis, the following differences between thematic objectives can be identified:
Financial indicators across all thematic objectives show mainly low to moderate shares of the target to be reached in 2018, as for all TOs the shares of category I and II cover 70% to 80%.
An exception is the allocation for some outermost regions as e.g. in Spanish, French and Portuguese programmes not referring to any thematic objective (“12.) n.a.” in the figure below) as these show slightly faster uptake.
Financial indicators of 12% of PAx under TO8 “Promoting sustainable and quality employment and supporting labour mobility” show a very high share of the target already reached in 2018. 
[bookmark: _Toc314943849][bookmark: _Toc448146056]Share of target to be reached in 2018 at the level of PAx, across thematic objectives (IGJ programmes)
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Source: Database on performance indicators. 2015; I … low share of target to be reached in 2018 (0-20%), II … moderate share of target to be reached in 2018 (20.1-30%), III…high share of target to be reached in 2018 (30.1-40%), IV…very high share of target to be reached in 2018 (>40%)
All IGJ programmes focusing on different categories of regions show similar progress in reaching the targets of their financial indicators, although mono-region programmes show a slightly faster uptake than multi-region ones. 
Financial indicators as identified for ETC programmes are usually expected to meet just a low share of their total target in 2018. Only 9% of ETC programmes (7 programmes in absolute figures) show a moderate share of financial indicators’ target already to be reached in 2018 and just one programme is expected to have a high share of its financial indicators’ target already reached in 2018. The findings of the analysis neither show any differences across funding sources nor for different types of categories supported by the programmes.
	Assessment if indicators in the PF correspond to more than 50% of the allocation of the priority axis
In order to assess if the output indicators and key implementation steps set out in the performance frameworks correspond to more than 50% of the financial allocation to the priority axis (see Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 215/2014, Article 4 (b)), the methodologies as prepared by the programme authorities were reviewed by the project team. 
The project team was provided with 120 methodologies in total, covering all MS and representing additional information for nearly 60% of all IGJ programmes. 
Further, these methodologies correspond to 764 PAx reviewed under this study (no methodologies available for 87 IGJ programmes, i.e. 40% of all programmes), some of which referring to programmes that had not yet been adopted. 
Additionally, for Spain, a centrally defined methodology for all programmes was available (methodology not available at the level of the single programme).
The majority of PAx are in line with the requirement of output indicators and key implementation steps corresponding to more than 50% of the financial allocation to the PAx. The review shows the following preliminary findings at the level of the PAx:
For the majority (90.7%) of PAx, the PF output indicators or key implementation steps correspond to more than 50% of the allocation to the PAx: 
For 16.9% of all PAx (129 IGJ PAx in absolute figures) it was just indicated that the indicators refer to more than 50% of allocations (no definite percentage value indicated). Mainly in Luxembourg, Latvia, Malta, Romania and Slovenia it was indicated that the indicators refer to more than 50%, although no definite share was given or could not be clearly identified from the information available by the project team.
For 73.8% (564 IGJ PAx in absolute figures), the definite percentage was indicated, ranging between 50.1 and 100% of the financial allocation of each PAx. Especially in Germany, Greece and Poland the majority of PAx has clearly identified the financial allocation to which the PF output indicators and key implementation steps respond to (definite values): in all three MS, for approximately 90% of all PAx, the indicators in the PF are representative of more than 50% of the allocation of the priority axis.
For 0.5% of all PAx (4 PAx in absolute figures) the percentage value identified in the methodology ranges slightly below or exactly up to 50% of total allocation, but does not correspond to more than 50% of the allocation of the PAx. Those programmes which indicators of the PF correspond to a lower share than 50% of the financial allocation to the priority axis can be found in Bulgaria (PF of one PAx of OP 2014BG16RFOP001 “Regions in Growth” is representative for exactly 50% of the allocation) and France (3 programmes[footnoteRef:37], 1 PAx each, for two of them the PF is representative for exactly 50% of the allocation).  [37:  	2014FR05M0OP001, 2014FR16M0OP002and 2014FR16M0OP008 (1 PAx each)] 

No or unclear information on the PF indicators and their correspondence to the financial allocation is available for more than 8.8% of all PAx (67 IGJ PAx in absolute figures). 
When considering the calculation method (if indicated in the methodologies) applied by the various programmes, it gets visible that a.) past experience from the former funding period 2007-13 as well as b.) unit costs were applied by the programme to identify the share of financial allocation represented by the PF output indicators and key implementation steps.


[bookmark: _Toc432346742][bookmark: _Toc432401884][bookmark: _Toc432401959][bookmark: _Toc429671084][bookmark: _Toc432600885][bookmark: _Toc433973114][bookmark: _Toc433973197][bookmark: _Toc448144116]Conclusions
The findings suggest that setting milestones and targets for the indicators was mostly a straight forward task, based on previous experience. Since the performance framework is a new regulatory requirement, “previous experience” here could refer to defining targets or monitoring outputs in the previous period. This is followed by calculation and forecasting, taking into account the number of years and financial resources and internal discussion within the team. Overarching policy/strategy documents and direction from political stakeholders was reported to play only a minor role, making the performance framework a rather administrative tool.
The analysis covering the use of the four categories of indicators covers a large number of PF indicators. The analysis highlights the frequent use of financial and output indicators in the analysed performance frameworks (in line with EC requirements). Lower shares of output indicators often correspond to a share of key implementation steps above the EU average. It should be mentioned that within the EU average, key implementation steps are used to a lesser extent and mainly in those cases where no measureable output is expected by the end of 2018. Key implementation steps – which have to be applied where no output can be achieved at the milestone stage – and result indicators were used to a much lesser extent. Generally, the majority of PAx of IGJ and ETC programmes identified more than 2 PF indicators in their performance frameworks. In total, 397 PAx (IGJ: 315 PAx; ETC: 82 PAx) out of the total of 1,565 PAx with a PF, have identified key implementation steps in their PF. 15% of all PAx of IGJ programmes have identified one key implementation step, while 22% of all PAx of the ETC programmes have identified one key implementation step in their performance framework. Generally, a diverse picture of key implementation steps is visible across the EU: High numbers of key implementation steps are visible in Greece and also in Bulgaria. Result indicators were only occasionally used. While all MS and groups of IGJ programmes (fund combinations, thematic orientation, categories of region) use output and financial indicators in their performance frameworks, the key implementation steps are not used by Austria, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland and Luxembourg. Result indicators are only used in Bulgaria, France and Hungary but to a very small extent. Common output indicators of ERDF/CF and ESF are frequently used as per the EU-average, meaning that approximately 50% of all output indicators are common ones. Extraordinary high values (i.e. high shares of output indicators used in the PFs) are visible for Austria, Denmark, Luxembourg and Sweden. When analysing the use of common output indicator per fund-specific investment priority, the high share of common output indicators used in the programmes’ performance frameworks can be also confirmed at this level.
The comparison of different fund combinations (including also multi-fund programmes) shows that programmes funded from the ERDF alone show the highest share of common output indicators (nearly 60% of all output indicators); on the contrary, programmes from the combination of ERDF, CF and ESF (M3) use mainly programme-specific output indicators in their PF. Further, programmes with only mixed-TO PAx show the highest average share of common output indicators, ranging above 70%. Between national, regional and multiregional programmes, no major differences are visible. Some specifics are recognisable for national programmes, as these show higher shares of key implementation steps and lower shares of common output indicators. Higher shares of key implementation steps are in particular identifiable for those national programmes focusing on transport and infrastructure.
Programmes with PAx that are referring partly to one thematic objective and partly to more than one thematic objective show a higher share of PF output indicators than the other types of programmes; the highest share of common output indicators is visible for Type B programmes (both IGJ and ETC objective), which also show an increase share of key implementation steps. 
The majority of IGJ and programmes cover one type of region only (IGJ: 75% of programmes, ETC: 81% of programmes); when reviewing the different types of regions no major differences get visible although the share of key implementation steps is slightly increased for less developed regions, corresponding to a low share of common output indicators. Multi-region programmes show PF indicators ranging in the EU average, although registering a lower share of common output indicators. 
The review of the quality of indicator milestones and targets identified an overall high quality of indicators in relation to Annex II criteria of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013. Apart from demonstrating a good rating in relation to the majority of the criteria, indicator consistency across programmes was identified as a very difficult topic, especially for programme-specific indicators. Output indicators of ETC programmes received a very good rating, while milestones and targets of financial indicators were partly reported to be less clear, though ranging at a similar level as the IGJ financial indicators. However, it was not always clear whether criteria were met by the PF indicators, due to missing evidence to assess their status (as highlighted).
The analysis of the rhythm of delivery for common output and financial indicators shows interesting findings and underlines the differences in the nature of common indicators, as for example, the slow uptake of transport indicators was reported illustrating the implementation nature of transport projects during programme implementation. This can be also confirmed when analysing the level of delivery at the level of PAx, as e.g. ERDF/CF common indicator 11a “Total length of new railway line, of which: TEN-T” shows a low share of the target to be reached in 2018. On the contrary, common indicators 7 “Private investment matching public support to enterprises (non-grants)”, 16 “Total length of new or improved inland waterway” and 21 “Population benefiting from forest fire protection measures” show the fastest uptake, i.e. a very high share of target to be reached already in 2018. 
For the majority of financial indicators, a moderate share of target is planned to be reached in 2018. All IGJ programmes focusing on different categories of regions show similar progress in reaching the targets of their financial indicators, although mono-region programme show a slightly faster uptake than multi-region ones. Financial indicators across all thematic objectives show mainly low to moderate shares of the target to be reached in 2018, as for all TOs the shares of category I (i.e. low share of the target to be reached in 2018, 0-20%) and II (i.e. moderate share of target to be reached in 2018, 20.1-30%) cover 70% to 80%.
The findings show that the PF was mainly elaborated and implemented as planned and the involved stakeholders (mainly administration) have generally a positive opinion on the PF and the selection of PF indicators, as the new element is certainly encouraging MS towards result orientation and clear and verifiable targets and can act as a valuable innovation to better define indicators and targets. On the other hand some concerns were mentioned covering the danger of losing programmes’ long term perspectives and setting of too low targets, which could only be confirmed for selected cases by the data analysis and review of the appropriateness of milestones and targets according to Annex II criteria, as PF indicators are generally deemed appropriate meeting these criteria as included in Regulation 1303/2013. 
[bookmark: _Ref433011087][bookmark: _Toc433017929][bookmark: _Toc433973115][bookmark: _Toc448144117]Establishment of performance reserve
Following Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013, a performance reserve consisting of 6% of the resources allocated to the ERDF, ESF and the Cohesion Fund under the IGJ Goal should be established for each Member State. The aim of this reserve is to assist the facilitation of the focus on performance and attainment of the objectives of the Union strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. Resources allocated to ETC, the YEI and TA at the initiative of the Commission are excluded for the purpose of calculating the performance reserve. Furthermore, no performance reserve is established for programmes under the SME initiative nor for TA programmes and/or priority axes focusing on technical assistance or funded from YEI (Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013, (23), 323) in these cases the other PAx have to have higher reserves in order to reach the 6% in total, which is why a flexibility of 5-7% was introduced. 
This chapter corresponds to the study’s task 2 and provides an overview of the pre-allocation of the reserve across programmes under the IGJ objective, covering all programmes analysed during this study, i.e. 282 programmes financed by the ERDF and the CF, including multi-fund programmes, in total, which have all defined PF indicators as required by Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013: The analysis assesses in which intensity different Member States, programmes and categories of regions have made use of the flexibility to set a performance reserve ranging between 5% and 7% of the allocation to each PAx within a programme (see chapter 4.1). 
The findings as presented in this chapter are mainly based on the review of the relevant sections of all PAs, programmes, ex-ante evaluations as well as on additional information as received by the MS and the EC. Additional insights were gained through the results of the interviews with representatives from programmes and the national levels and the web-survey. 
[bookmark: _Ref426097982][bookmark: _Toc427649662][bookmark: _Toc433973116][bookmark: _Toc433973198][bookmark: _Toc448144118]Allocations by Member State and types of programmes
[bookmark: _Ref426098638]As the study mainly includes programmes already approved by the Commission, the general compliance with Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 was initially confirmed. Small deviations are briefly illustrated in the paragraph below. For greater detail, the assessment of the use of lower and higher thresholds per Member State, per fund and per region, was completed. Additionally a reflection on the flexibility in relation to the thematic objectives applied is included.
[bookmark: _Ref426098649]In line with regulatory requirements, the performance reserve allocated to priority axes in all IGJ programmes analysed in this study, except for those priority axes, where no performance reserve was legally required, represented between 5% and 7% of the allocation to the priority axis.  
If different combinations of Funds are taken into account, the ERDF programmes have an average performance reserve of 6.3%, the CF programme and the programmes combining ERDF and ESF (M2) have a performance reserve of 6.1% and all other programmes of other fund combinations show an average performance reserve of 6.2%. For the analysis of the different allocations to the performance reserve at the level of PAx, categories of performance reserve levels were generated: Performance reserve 5-5.9%, 6-6.9% and 7%. 
The analysis shows the following:
4% of PAx (i.e. 48 PAx) have a performance reserve of 5-5.9%.
92% of PAx (i.e. 1,162 PAx in absolute numbers) of IGJ programmes show a performance reserve of 6-6.9% of the allocation. 
From these PAx, 211 PAx have a performance reserve of exactly 6.00%. 
5% of PAx (i.e. 59 PAx) have a performance reserve of 7% of the allocation.
This shows that 16.6% of all PAx with a performance reserve have identified a performance reserve of exactly 6.0%. All other PAx show at least a slight deviation. Besides, the analysis shows that a certain higher degree of flexibility – i.e. performance reserve 5% or 7% - in setting the amount of performance reserve provided by the Common Provision Regulation has been used only in a relatively small number of cases
In the Czech Republic, Germany, Greece and Hungary, 5-6% of the PAx covering 8 OPs (1 PAx of 1 OP in absolute terms in the Czech Republic, 4 PAx of 2 OPs in absolute terms in Germany, 7 PAx of 3 Greek programmes in absolute terms and 2 PAx of 2 Hungarian programmes in absolute terms) used the flexibility to choose a performance reserve per PAx of 5-5.9% of the allocation. In Greece 3% of PAx (corresponding to 3 PAx, covering 1 OP) chose a performance reserve of 7%.
In Italy and Poland, 7% and 11%, respectively, of the PAx, (12 PAx covering 5 OPs in absolute terms in Italy, 22 PAx covering 10 Polish programmes in absolute terms) flexibility in choosing a performance reserve per PAx of 5-5.9% of the allocation was used. In Poland another 11% of PAx chose a performance reserve of 7% of the allocations (21 PAx, 9 OPs). In Italy, 3% of PAx chose a performance reserve of 7% (5 PAx, 2 OPs).
22% of the Spanish PAx (30 PAx in total covering 5 OPs) chose a performance reserve of 7%.
Decision to set the performance reserve representing more or less than 6% of the priority allocation may be due to the need of including in programmes the performance reserve corresponding to the amounts allocated in programmes or priority axes, which do not have the performance reserve (SME initiative and Technical Assistance). 
When reviewing sub-sets of national programmes, i.e. those focusing on smart growth, sustainable growth, etc. the following gets visible:
The analysis shows that both types of programmes, those focusing on human capital and those supporting sustainable growth, have not used the flexibility that would be allowed by Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013, as all PAx of these programmes have a performance reserve of 6%. 
transport and infrastructure programmes have nearly 10% of PAx with a performance reserve of only 5%, illustrating an increased share in comparison to the other thematic types of programmes. 
In contrast to these finding are programmes supporting smart growth: 16% of PAx have a performance reserve of 7% representing a clearly increase share in comparison to the other programmes.
[bookmark: _Toc433973117][bookmark: _Toc433973199][bookmark: _Toc448144119]Conclusions
[bookmark: _Ref433011138][bookmark: _Toc433017930]The majority of MS have not made use of the flexibility to set a performance reserve ranging between 5% to 7% of the allocation. The analysis shows that only Germany, Spain, Greece, Hungary Italy and Poland made use of the flexibility by applying a performance reserve ranging between 5% and 7%; a higher degree of flexibility (i.e. 5% or 7%) was used in a total of 29 OPs. All other PAx levels were at 6% of total allocations.
The situation of mono and multi-funded programmes is quite similar, the same applies for mono-region and multi-region programmes. 
Thematically PAx with a performance reserve of 5% or 7% often refer to supporting the shift towards a low-carbon economy or to strengthening research, technological development and innovation, ICT or the competitiveness of SMEs; furthermore 10% of PAx with a performance reserve of 7% refer to social inclusion and the combat of poverty and discrimination. 
[bookmark: _Ref433211462][bookmark: _Toc433973118][bookmark: _Toc448144120]Conclusions: main benefits and challenges
The performance framework is to a large degree a new element which helps to focus programmes and underline the importance of indicators in terms of result orientation of programmes. The importance of the performance framework lies in improving programme management. Notwithstanding, the requirements of the performance framework seek to ensure that programmes deliver what is under the MAs’ control. This includes the implementation of the programmes as planned, the achievement of objectives, and the ability to anticipate and tackle problems. The performance framework, therefore, aims to ensure monitoring progress that help programmes achieving their set objectives and targets, therefore, promoting good performance[footnoteRef:38]. However, while there are clear benefits to the performance framework, there are also a number of caveats and challenges. These challenges will require attention in the years to come, and a careful consideration with regard to the limitations of the performance framework when applied across programmes and MS. [38:  	Bachtler, John (2013) Which way forward for Cohesion Policy Programmes in 2014-2020? In: Nordregio News Issue 1, 2013 – What Future for EU Structural Fund Programmes? Online Source.] 

[bookmark: _Ref432407919][bookmark: _Toc432600888][bookmark: _Toc433973119][bookmark: _Toc433973200][bookmark: _Toc448144121][bookmark: _Ref429490689][bookmark: _Toc429671087]General findings
Performance frameworks were built on a sound basis mainly relying on previous experience. The analysis shows that the drafting teams had a strong role in the development of the performance frameworks. Depending on the national set-up for ESIF management, national coordination bodies and intermediate bodies are also influential and ex-ante evaluators and the EC often support these actors. The work performed by these bodies and individuals was largely based on past experience in the field of indicators and programme specific documents. The responsible players perceived EC guidance mainly as clear.
Past experience was the most important guide for the selection of indicators and defining milestones and targets for the performance frameworks. In addition, various types of calculations and forecasting (e.g. taking into account the number of funding years and allocated financial resources) were used to ensure that the milestones and targets reflect the funding sources available and the implementation time. In most cases, discussion with experts or within relevant groups played a role in fine-tuning the figures. This underlines the efforts undertaken by the programmes to put the performance frameworks on a solid basis. 
Financial and output indicators are most frequently used in performance frameworks (in line with EC requirements). All MS and groups of IGJ programmes (fund combinations, thematic orientation, categories of region) use output and financial indicators in their performance frameworks. generally, 45% of all PAx of IGJ programmes have identified one output indicator only for their PF, the remaining 55% of PAx identified 2 or more output indicators in their PF. Lower shares of output indicators usually correspond to a higher than EU average share of key implementation steps. 
Key implementation steps are used to a lesser extent. They are applied mainly in those cases where no measureable output is expected by the end of 2018. For 75% of all PAx of IGJ programmes no key implementation steps were identified. High numbers of key implementation steps are visible in Greece as well as in Bulgaria. Key implementation steps are not used in Austria, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland and Luxembourg.
Result indicators were only used for the ESF. Result indicators are only used for the ESF. This finding corresponds to the EC’s suggestion that result indicators “may be used as they are very closely linked to the supported person or entity and the data are thus available in time”[footnoteRef:39]. Result indicators are used in programmes of Bulgaria, France and Romania, but even in these MS these indicators were used to a very small extent.  [39:  	European Commission (2013) Guidance Fiche Performance Framework Review and Reserve in 2014-2020. Version 3 – 19 July 2013. p. 6] 

Common output indicators of ERDF/CF and ESF are frequently used. Approximately 50% of all output indicators are common ones. High numbers can be found in Austria, Denmark, Luxembourg and Sweden. 
The quality of indicator milestones and targets is overall high concerning the Annex II criteria of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013. Overall, indicators demonstrated a good rating in relation to the majority of the criteria. However, indicator consistency across programmes was identified as a very difficult topic, especially for programme-specific indicators. Output indicators of ETC programmes received a very good rating. Milestones and targets of financial indicators were reported to be less clear, though ranging at a similar level as the IGJ financial indicators. However, it was not always clear to the project team whether criteria were met by the PF indicators, due to missing evidence to assess their status.
The rhythm of delivery for common output and financial indicators is realistic. The analysis underlines the differences in the nature of the interventions being monitored by those indicators, as for example the slow uptake of transport indicators was reported illustrating the implementation nature of transport projects during programme implementation. For the majority of financial indicators, a moderate share of target is planned to be reached in 2018. Financial indicators across all thematic objectives show mainly low to moderate shares of the target to be reached in 2018, as for all TOs the shares of category I and II cover 70% to 80%. All IGJ programmes focusing on different categories of regions show similar progress in reaching the targets of their financial indicators, although mono-region programme show a slightly faster uptake than multi-region ones. 
The majority of MS have not made use of the flexibility to set a performance reserve ranging between 5% to 7% of the allocation. The analysis shows that only Germany, Spain, Greece, Hungary Italy and Poland made use of the flexibility of using a performance reserve ranging between 5% and 7%; flexibility was used in a total of 29 OPs. All other PAx levels were around 6% of total allocations. The situation of mono and multi-funded programmes is quite similar, the same applies for mono-region and multi-region programmes. 
The development of the performance framework has generated considerable debate and exchanges - various feedback loops and revisions played an important role. Dialogue and feedback were important when designing the performance framework. The timing and different actors of these feedback loops have to be distinguished as the analysis highlights not only the weightiness of the central coordination but also the EC’s influence on the review of performance frameworks:
Feedback/review during the set-up process – both the national coordinators and the ex-ante evaluators seemed to have had a significant influence on the continuous revision of the performance framework and the indicators. This is due to the new role of the ex—ante evaluation, being designed as an accompanying intervention.
Feedback/review after submission of the programme – the Commission played a major role here as 80% of programmes changes parts of their performance framework after EC review. Still, it should be noted that the EC also had an important feedback role during the set-up phase of the performance frameworks (i.e. during the set-up process, as highlighted above).
Multi-fund programmes as well as programmes with complex priorities have changed their performance frameworks more often based on EC dialogue, when compared to the EU average. Modifications are recognisable for all EU MS except Romania. The modifications after the review of different stakeholders, such as the EC or the ex-ante evaluators underlines the new aspect of performance frameworks being a mandatory element of 2014-2020 ESIF, underlining the importance of indicators, milestones and targets.
Generally all forms of feedback have been used to revise all elements of the performance framework – notably the milestones and the targets as well as the indicators. However, other MAs and other country experiences have been reported as hardly having played a role, even though learning from other experiences was highly requested by MS.
Specific challenges in the elaboration of the performance frameworks in relation to complex priorities and specific delivery modes are visible only occasionally. Although there is some criticism, the overall guidance received from the EC was appreciated. In particular, the guidance fiche on performance framework was perceived as the most useful guidance document, followed by the Commission Implementing Regulation and finally the draft guidelines for programmes.
Developing the performance framework for complex priorities and specific delivery modes was not an easy task – both with respect to dealing with the complexity of the task and the resources needed to accomplish it. Identifying indicators which sufficiently reflect the scope of complex priorities without increasing the total number of indicators was challenging. Additionally, the definition of milestones and targets was more challenging for complex priorities than in other cases due to the higher frequency of uncertainties involved in these instances. For specific delivery modes, challenges while elaborating the performance frameworks especially in relation to financial instruments were highlighted. 
The necessity to set up arrangements at the national level for ensuring consistency in the functioning of the performance framework has been taken seriously, with various actions taken to ensure coordination . A majority of MS used coordination mechanisms to ensure consistency in the functioning of the performance framework in line with Article 15 of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013. Generally the study identified a large variety of approaches to establish national consistency, depending greatly on the national set-up of bodies and responsibilities. Various actions were taken at the MS level to ensure consistency across programmes and funds, which was partly confirmed by the methodologies available at programme level. Seminars, national guidelines, regulations and generally harmonised procedures (e.g. uniform definitions of indicators across a MS) were often applied in the EU MS: Nearly 70% of all MS applied harmonised procedures, 57% of MS had national guidelines, around 54% of MS held seminars and approximately one third of all EU MS had regulations to ensure consistency in the functioning of the performance framework. Differences in approaches are mainly not visible for programme types, but are across MS. A majority of MS and MAs found these mechanisms useful. Only occasionally, coordination between the different ESIF was not perceived as relevant; the vast majority of programmes indicated consistency mechanisms to be useful. A number of MS did not identify for coordinative actions, despite the thematic concentration and needs driven, result based territorial support policy (as principles of all ESI funds). 
Overall, the performance frameworks were predominantly elaborated and implemented as planned. The involved stakeholders (mainly administration) generally have a positive opinion on the PF and the selection of PF indicators. This new element appears to encourage MS towards result orientation and the development of clear and verifiable indicators and targets. As for the challenges faced, the picture is patchier. All in all, challenges regard the concerns that PF indicators have been steering the programming rather than being a vehicle for the assessment of results. Some MAs deem the PF rather as control mechanism than a proper way to assess the results of programmes.
[bookmark: _Toc432600889][bookmark: _Ref433105652][bookmark: _Toc433973120][bookmark: _Toc433973201][bookmark: _Toc448144122]Strengths: Expected benefits for a better result orientation & value added of the performance framework
Performance works are beneficial for a stronger result orientation and guidance of programmes. The web-survey results demonstrate that only a minority of 10% of the respondents mentioned experiencing no benefit of the performance framework. All others identified certain positive aspects of the performance framework in the context of a better result orientation of programmes and Partnership Agreements. The set-up of the performance frameworks is largely expected to be beneficial for guiding the programmes during their implementation and has been deemed useful for setting realistic targets and performance expectations.
The expected benefits identified are summarised in the following paragraphs:
The performance framework is one out of three pillars of the result orientation of ESI Funds, focusing on measureable milestones and targets ensuring that programmes’ progress is achieved as planned and that the programme is kept on course in achieving its objectives. This has been mentioned by different interviewees and web-survey respondents as a benefit of the performance framework. Better steering and guiding of programme implementation through the means of the performance framework and the identified performance reserve is a relevant benefit of the regulation. The performance framework’s characteristic of a control mechanism to anticipate and tackle problems as soon as they arise. In this context, generally, a positive view of the result orientated concept of the performance framework was communicated by the interviewees as well as by the web-survey respondents. For example, 34% of the programmes mentioned better steering and guiding during the programme implementation phase as the main benefit of the performance framework.
In addition, authorities perceive the inclusion of the performance framework as an added value in the programmes, when fitting to the programmes’ objectives as clear, realistic and verifiable milestones and targets (30% of programmes mentioned this as the main benefit of the performance framework in the web-survey, in particular single-fund programmes and transnational cooperation programmes). The general compliance with Annex II criteria of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 was also confirmed by the main findings of data analysis, highlighted by the positive expert judgment. This is especially evident for common output indicators, although the task of aligning the indicator targets with Annex II criteria was deemed difficult by a group of web-survey respondents and interviewees. 
17% of web-survey respondents saw a main benefit of the performance framework in its role to help focussing the programme (thematically).
Strengthened coordination and the possibility of building synergies between ESI-Funds are perceived as added values of the performance framework. The programmes learned from their methods while establishing the frameworks, as for example highlighted for the Netherlands as interviewees perceived the PF as a valuable innovation to better define indicators and targets.
Dialogue and internal discussions and reflections between various stakeholders at the national and European level has been fostered, demonstrating an active role of the programme drafting teams (underlining the same division of labour for the development of the performance frameworks as for drafting programmes and Partnership Agreements) and of the ex-ante evaluators (development of the methodology & identification of milestones and targets). Ex-ante evaluators have made crucial contributions regarding the indicator system of the performance frameworks.
The development of the performance framework depended to a large degree on past experience and, therefore, builds on findings from former funding periods and monitoring data: 2007-13 monitoring data and experiences from responsible bodies were reviewed and analysed in the context of the changed conditions of funding. However bearing in mind that this finding demonstrates a certain risk of creating an artificial path dependence in the funding policy, as programmes might fund those aspects which worked quite well in the past and based on existing discourse and orientation of actions. 
The performance frameworks use partly harmonised indicators, demonstrated by the frequent use of common output indicators in the analysed performance frameworks: specifically Austria, Denmark and Luxembourg use mainly common output indicators in their PF. Furthermore in Bulgaria, Spain, Greece, Croatia, Ireland, the Netherlands, Sweden and the UK more than 60% of all PF output indicators are common. 
On the other hand, the advantage of programme-specific performance frameworks implies that adjustment to the specific programme context and the reflection of individual characteristics of each region and programme can be made.
Summarising, the value added of this new, mandatory element cover the following aspects:
The tendency of programming towards result orientation has been strengthened.
The setting of milestones and targets had to be put on a sounder basis and thus increased the quality of planning. It may also lead to a smoother implementation of the programmes (less programme revisions to be expected). 
For a number of MS the performance reserve is an incentive for a more effective and efficient performance of the ESI funds.
The role of common output indicators – as 50% of all PF output indicators are common output indicators – has been strengthened and therefore an overall comparability of performance over all programmes has increased.
[bookmark: _Ref429490694][bookmark: _Toc429671088][bookmark: _Toc432600890][bookmark: _Toc433973121][bookmark: _Toc433973202][bookmark: _Toc448144123]Weaknesses: Main challenges 
Apart from the general findings covering the well-functioning process of elaborating the performance reserve, a set of challenges and weaknesses pertaining to the performance framework were also identified during the analysis, covering the following aspects:
The elaboration of performance frameworks has been perceived as rather complex and was mainly handled by experts at a technical level. This may limit the ownership of the performance framework at the political level and thus the potential it can have for guiding the programme implementation.  
Tight timeframe and modifications in guidelines: Some interviewees mentioned the late delivery of guidelines from the EC which compromised the timeframe allocated to them for elaborating the performance framework.
There is risk that the MS have set indicator targets at a low level to ensure that they will be reached, which results in rather conservative targets: As interviewees have highlighted, performance frameworks tend to favour programmes that define conservative targets but do not leave the opportunity to analyse the reasons, why targets have not been achieved, and learn from it. Thus, the focus is not put on the content covered by the indicator but simply on achieving the target value. However, this perception from the interviews was not confirmed by the analysis of indicator milestones and targets, which can mainly be regarded as being in line with Annex II criteria (for details see chapter 4.2.). 
The dilemma of result orientation and ‘indicator fixation’ is there, in cases where indicators in the PF have been steering the programming rather than being a vehicle for the assessment of results. Some MAs deem the PF rather as control mechanism than a proper way to assess the results of programmes – see especially the results from the interviews – e.g. Netherlands and Germany. However, it has to be borne in mind that the indicators in the performance framework were not designed to follow progress towards results, as results may be influenced by other factors beyond the MA's control, so there appears to be a confusion between results and the purpose of the performance framework.
Finally, as highlighted in the interviews with Dutch or Swedish representatives, there are difficulties associated with the long-term evolution of results which cannot be properly captured due to their intrinsic nature along with the unreliability of external influential factors. This seems to be a more general issue of performance management systems since incentives need to be linked to indicators that are under the control of organization. This leads to a slimming down of the potential focus of the PAx. Especially in intervention areas with complex and rather qualitative effects  – e.g. in the field of innovation and creativity, the identification of proper indicators and the consequent weakness of picturing the result in a quantifiable way, showed the limitation of the PF – see interview results – e.g. Ireland, Sweden.
[bookmark: _Toc433280281]
[bookmark: _Ref429490698][bookmark: _Toc429671089][bookmark: _Toc432600891][bookmark: _Toc433973122][bookmark: _Toc433973203][bookmark: _Toc448144124]Particularities: Complex priorities and specific delivery modes
When reviewing specific challenges and particularities for complex priorities, the Guidance Fiche Performance Framework Review and Reserve in 2014-2020 (EC, 2013) and the Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 215/2014 laying down rules for implementing Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 were perceived as most useful for the purpose of setting up the performance framework under complex priorities. In the web-survey, the question of the documents being clear raised some ambiguity: 60% of respondents perceived them as rather clear, while approximately 40% perceived them as rather unclear.
For the majority of MS no special issues relating to the performance framework under complex priorities was observed. It was frequently mentioned that, in these cases, there were more indicators per type to be defined (e.g. financial ones), but no major challenges were experienced while developing the performance framework of complex priorities.
In other cases, some challenges were identified and are listed below: 
Difficult definition of milestones and targets for multi-region priorities, e.g. due to low funding sources
Conflicting requirements between the financial allocation of the different categories of regions and the need to respect the 50% rule at the level of each category, making the aspect of complexity the most challenging one in the eyes of one Romanian interviewee. 
Challenging selection of indicators for multi-thematic priorities, reflecting the majority of thematic aspects of the PAx
There were no specific challenges mentioned for multi-fund priorities, since the indicators were defined for each specific fund separately because they covered different interventions and therefore no challenges occurred.
Challenges when setting up performance frameworks involving specific delivery modes were partially linked to the difficulty of identifying relevant indicators while keeping the overall number of indicators to a minimum, keeping the ones established by the programmes’ legal basis.
[bookmark: _Toc429671090]
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