












































































































































2.1.2
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some work in collecting updates but it should eliminate the possibility of ‘multiple
counting’ of outputs that is likely to persist with the current system.

INTERIM REVIEW OF STRATEGIC PLAN PROGRESS

It is only at this stage (maybe half-way through the planning period) that information
from all the ‘action-lines’, and from the financial monitoring system, should be re-
aggregated to address overall Agency objectives. The review should allow for a
collective analysis of:

= Progress in achieving outputs — especially reasons for success or
underachievement, as well as possible implications for re-scheduling or
reallocation.

* Relationship of ‘outcomes’ to impacts. How consistent are the identified outcomes
with the main objectives of the Agency? Again, were there ‘hoped-for’ outcomes
that have not materialised so far? Are there unforeseen outcomes? How can
established outcomes be grouped under the objective headings? Is there a need
for re-allocation or re-planning based on these conclusions? Can new ‘hoped-for’
outcomes be formalised on the basis of experience to date?

This kind of review should be possible to undertake in a day — but only if information
is collected and collated before-hand.

END OF TERM EVALUATION

The end of term review should follow the same procedure as above — in terms of
collecting and interpreting internally-generated data. But, as the last review did, it
should also: -

= Allow for structured feedback from Board members.

= Collect feedback from external working partners. These consultations would
hopefully be more focussed if the evaluation process is already based on specific
lines of activity. It could allow for, eg, discussing the specific (perceived) impact of
the Agency, in two or three specific areas of actiyity, with relevant partners.

= Collect feedback from wider interests. The sample we used in this evaluation
could be tightened up to form a ‘panel’ of stakeholders, representative of a wider
range of interests with whom the Agency works.

= Consideration could be given to consulting a wider range of interest groups still —
that is, groups or interests with whom the Agency may not have developed
meaningful working relationships — Trade Unions? Employers? Teachers? Social
Workers? EU officials? The establishment of such a panel or ‘sounding-board’
would not take vary much extra effort and could yield some useful feedback on
how impact is seen at a broader level.

= Updating the review of external environment — very important if cumulative
outcomes are to be translated into some understanding of impacts. It is especially
important to revisit the prevailing definitions of poverty and exclusion; the extent
4

Page




and nature of poverty and responses to poverty. This will provide a context for
reviewing the Agency’s impact at a national and European level; it will also
provide the context for understanding the challenges presented by the
subsequent strategic planning period.

The overall conceptual framework for what is proposed is summarised in the Figure
below. Basically the bottom half of the diagram is confined to internal monitoring,
based on actions and programmes. The top part (important at interim and final review

stages) looks at the broader questions of CPA impact on the broader operational
environment.

The left-hand side of the diagram is about description and monitoring; the right-hand
side is about evaluation and assessment.
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