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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

During the Annual Joint Programming Conference 2016, the attendees stressed that the time is ripe for
providing evidence of the impact achieved by Public to Public Partnerships (P2Ps). This requires adequate
Monitoring and Evaluation approaches and their implementation. P2Ps, as highly complex system
innovation platforms, are drivenbyfic ol | ect i ve s e awhthalsaappgliestoehair Monitoriggo
& Evaluation processes. A joint research strategy calls for a joint approach toward monitoring and
evaluation of the instruments used and joint actions conducted to gain evidence on the performance of
JPIs toward their objectives and expected impacts. Monitoring and Evaluation is considered essential for
the effective development and implementation of JPIs (Joint Programming Initiatives). The High Level
Group for Joint Programming (Groupe de haut niveau pour la Programmation Conjointe i GPC) has a
dedicated Implementation Group, iMoni t or i ng & ,Basked with tdéveloging JaRedmeman
framework to measure the performance and impact of JPIs on relevant societal challenges, highlighting
the importance of Monitoring and Evaluation in the joint programming process.

Thus, the specific objective of this report is to survey and analyse activities and progress made among
JPIs in the area of successful evaluation and impact assessment practices in order to provide good practice
examples to the wider JPI (and P2P) community. This publication contains three case studies that examine
the approach to Evaluation and Impact Assessment at three JPIs and presents the key lessons learned.
The case studies do not constitute in-depth evaluations of JPI activities and ongoing practices. Instead,
they aim to illustrate how select approaches promote effective monitoring, evaluation, and impact
assessment and could provide inspiration to the JPI community. The case studies outline the main benefits
and challenges practitioners have faced when putting in place such approaches, and the key factors for
their successful implementation. The main target audience for this publication are JPI monitoring and
evaluation teams as well as the wider P2P community.

The case studies examine Monitoring and Evaluation approaches and instruments used in the context of
existing JPIs. The case study analysis relies on a review of existing literature and targeted interviews with
relevant P2P programme managers and participants.

Table 1. Overview of the case studies conducted as part of Deliverable 2.3

Case study Type of activity
17 FACCE-JPI Applies a Stepwise Approach to Assess Stepwise assessment of three impact
Impact at Network Level targets

2i Recal i br at i Bvaluatoh Framewbix:6Asool for | Adjusting the Monitoring & Evaluation
organisational learning, management, and impact creation framework to take into account the
maturation of the JPI

31 Indicators for Assessing Progress of P2Ps: The Case of Development of indicators and
JPI MYBL external evaluation

Key lessons learned

The case studies highlight a variety of benefits commonly accruing to JPIs that set up adequate Monitoring
& Evaluation frameworks and activities, including: (i) the development of a comprehensive, focused set of
indicators beyond operational objectives and th
the indicator framework; ii) tool for organisational learning, where impact assessment provides the
opportunity to reflect on internal organizational processes that can feed back into revisions of Strategic
Research Agendas (SRAS); iii) assisting the overall coordination and giving direction for future activities;
and iv) raising awareness among key stakeholders and improving impact communication.

The cases pinpoint a number of factors that enable the development of effective Monitoring and Evaluation
frameworks, such as:

e

expli



1 Considering the feasibility of the evaluation framework and its implementation from the
beginning: It is important to move beyond only looking at the robustness of a framework and take
into account how feasible the approach and process will be in practice. Keeping the indicators and
related data collection activities as simple and cost-effective as possible and striking the right
balance between ambition and practical information, while reflecting the aims of the assessment
and the indicatiscrugah val ue added,

1 Early implementation of monitoring geared toward the P2Ps objectives: It will be especially
beneficial for i mpact assessment | ater on, partic
objectives. Moreover, it would allow for a learning process that possibly leads to adaptation of the
indicator set to better reflect updated objectives and activities.

1  Flexibility of initial set of indicators: Tying into the importance of early implementation, it is
equally important to allow for additions, substitutions, and reductions (due to inappropriate proxy
measures or difficulty in data collection such as data being not available, sensitive, or expensive) to
the performance indicators at a later point when the JPI has matured more fully. Moreover, it is
necessary to continuously consider the adaptation of indicators according to updated objectives and
activities.

1 Adapting instead of reinventing Monitoring & Evaluation: The cases of both FACCE-JPI and
JPI MYBL demonstrate that it is highly beneficial to use existing frameworks (in this case JPND® )s
as a starting point and adapting it to their specific needs. Relying on other work done, by JPIs to Co-
Work and other JPI evaluation teams, is an efficient approach toward the Monitoring & Evaluation
framework development and ensures comparability across JPIs. Such external expertise is also a
good strategy to compensate for areas where the JPI may lack internal knowledge and to ensure a
comprehensive framework.

Nevertheless, the case studies also reveal the obstacles and challenges to be overcome in the process:

 Time-consuming process and tedious data collection: Elaborating the Evaluation and
Monitoring framework, refining the indicators, and gathering disparate types of data from a variety
of sources are some of the reasons evaluation and impact assessment activities tend to be rather
time-consuming. Chasing non-responses to questionnaires, harmonizing possible adjustments (cf.
FACCE-JPI), and coordinating intense collaborative work are additional commonly experienced
challenges.

1  Ensuring measurability: Every indicator needs to be measured through easily accessible, reliable,
and readily collected data and have baseline data available for comparison purposes. Furthermore,
it is vital to clearly define how indicators are quantified/qualified.

1 Lackof internal expertise: Sometimes there is limited experience and expertise with the evaluation
of research programming activities in the JPI context. A possible way to overcome this challenges
is to rely on other JPI evaluation teams, possibly of JPIs that are more mature and have more
advanced frameworks in place, and external expertise (e.g., appointing an independent external
expert group)

Several key conclusions can be drawn from the case study analysis: Planning impact assessment as

early as possible in the life cycle of a P2P reduces costs and time associated with the activity and

facilitates the Monitoring & Evaluation process. Involving actors that can create policy impact (i.e.,

national delegates in the General Assembly) might encourage national delegates to spur national strategic

and structural alignment activities. Furthermore, using Monitoring & Evaluation activities as areflection

and learning tool is a good strategy since JPIs are highly complex system innovation platforms that

develop in an evolutionary manner. They demand an evaluation and impact assessment approach that is
similarly evolutionary (régelaraeflaction anrthe evaluatoor mamewerk too n 6 ) al
ensure its added value.
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Abstract

During the Annual Joint Programming Conference 2016 the attendees stressed that the time is ripe

for providing evidence of the impact achieved by Public to Public Partnerships (P2Ps). This requires

adequate Monitoring and Evaluation approaches and their implementation. P2Ps, as highly complex

system innovation platforms, are drivenbyfic ol | ect i ve s e awhthalsaappliesltoe ar ni ng o
their Monitoring & Evaluation processes. This is the first of three case studies that showcase

processes that allow P2Ps to assess whether and how impact will be/has been achieved.

The Joint Programming Initiative on Agriculture, Food Security and Climate Change (FACCE-JPI)

developed an evaluation framework with major objectives considered from the beginning. It therefore
introduces three ATargetso as t he fassessallatepibpn of t he f |
step. FACCE-J Pl succeeded in carrying out the evalwuation on
of an online survey sent out to the Governing Board members.

The key prepar at oFACCHEJPIcEvamatiantframeworkb heudl i shed in 2013,
elaborated with input from a number of external experts. During the phased process, the JPI co-
coordinator was continuously involved.

FACCE-JPI presents an approach whose benefits are worth sharing within the P2P community.
Nevertheless, this process also shows obstacles and provides valuable lessons learned.

1 Key benefits of FACCE-J P | &pwise dvaluation approach are improved feasibility by
assessing fiTargetsod according to their measurabild:i
the JPlI 6s objectives ensures that the framework no
integrates indicator s beyond the P2P6s organisational struct

1 Major obstacles are the time-consuming overall process, the tedious data collection, and initial
scarce internal experience with this specific form of evaluation of research programming
activities.

i Lessonslearnedwer e t hat early i mplementation of monitorin
objectives is beneficial for future evaluations as is considering the feasibility (besides
robustness) of the evaluation framework and its implementation from the beginning.
Including a phased process that allows time for organisational learning seems to be a wise
step to take provided links are created in order not to evaluate the achievement of different
targets in isolation from each other. Boiling down the number of potential indicators to only
few implemented items is also wise provided this is not done at the expense of the variety of
potential impact types).

This case indicates that P2Ps profit from considering their objectives in their evaluation frameworks from
the beginning and starting activities to assess impact in a timely manner respecting the time lag of impact
creation. Early waves of data collection among internal and external stakeholders can build awareness,
improve organisational learning and, in turn, improve the creation of impact.

The author is grateful to Heather McKhann (INRA; FACCE-JPI co-coordinator) and Paul Wiley,
responsible for FACCEOG6s evalwuation of Target 1: Al ign
LEARN Consortium partners for their useful suggestions on earlier drafts of this case study.

0N, ERA
7 'ALEARN
2020
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1  Ambition and Background of FACCE-JPI

1.1 Ambition of FACCE-J P 6 s Mo rEvatuationiFrargewadk

This case study showcases how FACCE-JPI assesses impact through its Monitoring & Evaluation activities.
Six years after its launch, the ambition is to show evidence for impact created in the course of time. This
ambition requires adequate approaches and processes of evaluation. FACCE-JPI developed a stepwise
approach. This case study also shows how Monitoring & Evaluation activities also serve as a reflection and
learning tool.

FACCE-JPI set up its Monitoring & Evaluation framework relatively early in 2013. The four-phased process was
executed under the funding scheme of two CSAs and took more than three years so far, while the JPI co-

coordinator was continuously involved. Thek ey pr epar at or y EAGCEGR Bvhluation t he A
frameworko? that was published in 2013 under the first CSA. It builds on the Logic Framework analysis of

JPND, which was undertaken with external advisors, and the work done in JPIs To Co-Work and was adapted

to the needs of FACCE-JPI. This document encompasses an indicator framework for different kinds of impacts

and suggestions for data collection including a questionnaire to the Governing Board members.

The evaluation framework paper therefore introduces threei Tar g:et s 0
i Target 1: Alignment (T1)
i Target 2: Scientific Impact (T2)
9 Target 3: Societal Impact (T3)

The FACCE-JPI evaluation framework provides potential indicators for the three Targets. For each Target, the
indicators are identified accordingtothet hr ee di mensi ons fAor gani saatdi dimallt cotmewc

According to the document , it should be kepdPlwilln mind t&h
appear at a | ater stage than others, aThelFACCEePIt i me f r ame
monitoring & evaluation therefore focuses on the organisation, process, and outcomes of Target 1 using

monitoring data and a questionnaire sent to the Governing Board.

1.2 Background: Aims and achievements of FACCE-J Pl 6 s al i gnment activities

AsFACCE-J Pl 6s eval uat i on tHatmaimna & aignmenty thelf@lowmeg describes the general
background of the initiative and the JPI b6s aims and achi
JPI was launched in October 2010 by the European Council. It brings together 22 countries committed to

building an integrated European Research Area addressing the interconnected challenges of sustainable

agriculture, food security and impacts of climate change.# It aims to do so with a strong transdisciplinary

research base, encompassing economic and social aspects in addition to scientific ones, and with a creative

approach towards the alignment of national programmes.

FACCE-J Pl 6s Str at egi c®wBsevalidated iy the BAGE@EGd\erning Board in 2012. An
implementation plan was launched at the end of 2013, setting out short-term and mid-term priority actions to

2Hansen, S. S., Walldo J., Gatke, N. (DASTI), Breuer B., Bender, J. (BLE), Heather McKhann (INRA, FACCE Secretariat), Ve
S., Ropac, S. (BMLFUW), Pastori, G., Arkenberg, A. (BBSRC, FACCE SecretaRA(L C2RBEVALUATION FRAMEWORK
Framework fo monitoring and evaluation of FAGQEI and its joint actionSACCE CSA.
https://www.faccejpi.com/Media/Monitoringand-EvaluationFramework

3ibid. p 24

4FACCHPI. Abouus.

https://www.faccejpi.com/AboutUs/Whatis-FACCHPI

5 FACCE JPSstrategic Research Agendrevised Edition (2016).
https://www.faccejpi.com/content/download/4042/38829/version/1/file/FACEIR1%20 SRA.PDF
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implement the SRA. An update to the original SRA took place in 2016. This update refreshed the original five
core themes® around new, more impact-driven research priorities.

In 2013, the Secretariat launchedtheex-post eval uation ARetrospective Look ot
FACCBMhi ch was executed by an external evalwuator (intern
processes can foster collective ownership and efficient alignment of research between the various actors.

Although FACCE-JPI managed to develop innovative instruments for alignment (FACCE being a reference

regarding: knowledge hubs, thematic annual programming etc.8), the interviewees acknowledged that

alignment was still a major challenge. The findings were considered in the revision of Target 1 / Policy Impact

indicators and point to the increasing significance of adequate monitoring and assessment of alignment

activities.

To date, FACCE-J P | kéysachievements with respect to alignment activities are:

fLaunch of 10 joint research actions, mobilising appro
research activities, 80% coming from national research budgets.

flncrease of visibility and influence on European and
themes are gradually taken into account by national research agendas in view of aligning national
programmes.

1 Development of innovative instruments (e.g. knowledge hub) that have been duplicated by other JPIs.

2 Assessment of Targets i Approach, Overall Process, and Implementation

This chapter firstly introduces the general approach (the idea of impact types and the strategy of their

assessment), section 2.2 presents FACCE-J Pl 6 s over all Monitoring & Evaluati ol
operationalisation of the first impact type assessed (Target 1) and provides information on the data collection.

21FACCE-J Pl 6s approach: Thrtepwise@valnatoat s and t heir s

FACCE-J Pl 6s approach and process is that-JRImonitoingandduces t hr
evaluation framework describes the relationship of Targets as follows: the alignment and coordination of
national and European programmes (Target 1) is needed to ensure high quality transnational research

SFACCAVt LQ& TFTAGS O2NB NBaSI NOK (KSySay
w { dza i | A séduinft uSderkignat&change, based on an integrated food systems perspective: modeling, benchmarking
and policy research perspective
w 9YDPBANRYYSyGltfte &dzadrAylFotS INRSGK YR AYUISYyairFTAaOoldazy
resource availability
w !dasSaairy3d [|-offRbetM@EeR fdod prydHctiain,Niodrv/&sity and ecosystem services
w !'RFELIGFGA2Yy G2 OfAYIFIGS OKFy3aS GKNRdAAK2dzi GKS gK2tS F22F
w DNBSYyK2z2dza$§ 3 & Y Adiniethand rityglion infhe AgNdilde anal forediySsedtoy/ carbon
sequestration, fossil fuel substitution and mitigating GHG emissions induced by indirect land use change
" Sébastien Treyer, S., Brun, M. (IDDRI) (2REBTROSPECTIVE LOOK ON THE RE&TYBARS OF FAQ@CRievements,
perspectives and room for progress. Internal use.
8 For more information on these instruments, please see:
Gatke N.,McKhann H.,Albouy,l., Bunthof,C.,Bura,M., LesserC.,Aller Moran,P.,te BoekhorstD.,WileyP.(2016)FACCE
JPI Implementation Pla2016- 2018. p 12
https://www.faccejpi.com/Media/ImplementatiorPlan20162018
10
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activities (Target 2). These research activities in turr
the societal challenge (Target 3).

FACCE-J PI 6s f r ame wontska definifioa of the thees Fargets:

For each Target, the indicators are identified accordingtothet hr ee di mensi ons HfAorgani sat.i
iprocesso, and fAoutcomeo.

1 The structure i the ability of the JPI to construct the necessary structures
1 The process i the ability of the JPI to ensure efficient decision making

1 The outcome i the ability of the JPI to produce long-term outcome or impact

Time lag of intended impacts and suggested method of data collection

Accordingtothe FACCE-J PlI eval uation framework document, fAit shoul
expected results of FACCE-JPI will appear at a later stage than others, and the time frame has to be set

appropriately. °afhe FACCE-JPI evaluation therefore focuses on the organisation, process and outcomes of

Target 1 @ wh contihuous enonitoring effort amd which forms the organisational basis of the JPI and

for targets 2 and 3. The latter are outcome-based targets and focus on the projects generated by FACCE. Here

only the outcome di mensi on i s-JR evdlwmtoafranaworka Withoespgddtton g t o t h e
Target 2 and Target 3, fAmai nisgvingcagaadtyaceaghe pemsta met er and pr c
assess/measure, which are evaluated according to their quality, fitness for application and innovation (T2), and

to their problem-s ol vi ng cafacity (T3).0

The AMonitoring/evaluation of T1 s houl-iPl(&s¢he pastrpfagicalmed by
model) in order to guarantee the functionality/good performance of FACCE, while monitoring/evaluation of T2

®Hansen, S. S., Walldo J., Ggtke, N. (DASTI), Breuendy,B. (BLE), Heather McKhann (INRA, FACCE Secretariat), Vetter
S., Ropac, S. (BMLFUW), Pastori, G., Arkenberg, A. (BBSRC, FACCE SecretaRa{y CZRBEVALUATION FRAMEWORK
Framework for monitoring and evaluation of FAGIPEand its joint atins. FACCE CS#4
https://lwww.faccejpi.com/Media/Monitoringand-EvaluatioaFramework
ibid. p 25
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and T3 would best be performed by (natural) scientists and experts in the field and generate both an impact
assessment and a feedbacktothe St r at egi c Research Agenda. 0o

Figure 1 presents a plan for the stepwise evaluation of the three Targets according to the timing and the data

sources O6closenessd to the P2P6s or galRliewmlaationframaworkst ruct ur
document. 1t furt hermore displays its sugge sdtategones, anfithe t he i noc
actor performing the evaluation.

Fig. 1: Suggested Plan for the Stepwise Evaluation of Targets 1-3 (Timing and data collection)

Target 1 (Alignment / narrow concept of Policy Impact)

Alignment of national and
European Research
programmes

-included sukcategories:
organisation, process and
outcomes

- performed by the
coordination of FACGHEPI

Target 2 (Scientific Impact)

Increase high quality of
transnational research

activities

- evaluated according to their
quality, fitness for application
and innovation

included sukcategory:
outcomes

- performed by (natural)

scientists and experts

Improve impact of societal
challenge

- evaluated according to their
problem-solving capacity
-included sukcategory:
outcomes

- performed by (natural)
scientists and experts

Earlv staae/close tora. structure

CAYAVI 3 WOf

2 Batbr didseizdeRotetiramtora. structure

Source: Own presentation, based on FACCE-JPI evaluation framework

2.2 Overall process

Figure 2 displays the Monitoring & Evaluation activities of FACCE-JPI as a four-phased process which
o. The subseduenbparagoaphé describe the four phases (for general
ng

reflectsthe6 ev ol ut i

information, see FACCE-J P |

0sSs

Moni tor.

&. Eval uat

12
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Figure 2: Overall Process i Four Phases

wKey preparatory document "FACEIP| Evaluation Framework" drafted in 2013 )
- approach: Targets-2 with suggested indicators; recommends to assess Target 1 first;
I e incl. indicator tables and questionnaire to Governing Board (closed and open questions)
e e | wmplementation of monitoring(incl. basic indicators FAGOE's Targets) D
~N
wRevision and reduction of indicators
wExternal evaluation in 2013 (report beginning of 20143sults considered in revision of
ZRREVERIENN  indicators and monitoring
Reduction )
wData collection: Questionnaire on Target 1 )
- sent out questionnaire to Governing Board in May 2016;
<Pl - collection of data until September 2016
CUCRREIEEE ()0Ongoing collection of monitoring data
Collection J
wAnalysis and interpretation of Target 1 indicato(gternal, ongoing), )
report expected in 2017; learning tool: feeds back into policy cycle via SRA revision
AVNIENAESEN wRevision of Target 2 and Target 3 indicators
WERIEeUI  ()Providefeedbackfor the revision of theStrategic Research Agenda y

Next: Revisior

Source: Own presentation

1. Preparation and Monitoring

Thekey prepar at orEACCEJR Bvalaatidn frimeworko!! serves as a starting point for
Monitoring & Evaluation of FACCE-JPI and its joint actions. This paper presents procedures and tools for
Monitoring & Evaluation of joint activities. It was written by FACCE partners with input from external experts.
The Governing Board adopted this document in 2013. This document explores different approaches to
monitoring and evaluating JPIs (and similar P2Ps) as a first step i concluding that overall experience is weak.
The documentpresentsanfiencycl opaedi ao0 oforepchmrgdatbl e i ndicators

Based on the definition of Targets, basic indicators for Target 1 monitoring were defined and implemented.

2. Revision and Reduction of suggested indicators

Firstly, indicators for Target 1 were refined. The indicators were therefore revised and significantly
reduced under the funding of a second CSA. AccordingtotheJPco-c oor di nat-loirf,e aadiaptadt i ono
place in order to improve feasibility of monitoring & evaluation, e.g., use a relatively small set of indicators and

1 Hansen, S. S., Walldo J., Ggtke, N. (DASTI), Breuer B., Bendg), Blg@her McKhann (INRA, FACCE Secretariat), Vetter
S., Ropac, S. (BMLFUW), Pastori, G., Arkenberg, A. (BBSRC, FACCE Secretariat) (20RBEVACOETION FRAMEWORK
Framework for monitoring and evaluation of FACJPEand its joint actionSEACCESA.
https://www.faccejpi.com/Media/Monitoringand-EvaluatiorRFramework
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avoid data difficult to collect (not available, sensitive, expensive, time-consuming).

3. Implementation: Data Collection

The data collection encompasses the monitoring data (see EACCE-JPI evaluation framework p 28 ff) held by
the Secretariat (such as participation and financial contribution to joint actions, member state participation in
Governing Board meetings and other high level meetings) and the questionnaire to the Governing Board
(ibid. p 34 ff) that provides the basis to analyse the perceptions and expectations of the board on the ability of
FACCE-JPI to align national research programmes.

The Governing Board members received the survey by email beforehand in order to make it possible to see the
guestions and plan the answers. The guestionnaire was sent out as an online survey!? in May 2016. The final
response (in total 22) was received in September.

4. Analysis and Interpretation of results; Revision of indicators

The analysis of Target 1 is ongoing. This task is planned to be executed internally. The report will be
published in due course after being considered by the Governing Board.

Indicators for Target 2 and Target 3 are currently being further refined.

2.3 Implementation: Operationalisation of Target 1 and data collection

This chapter presents a practical example of how the scope of Target 1 (Policy Impact) is defined and linked to
alignment activities at network | evel as wel |l as the Tar

As indicated above, the FACCE-JPI Evaluation Framework describes Target 1 mostly as activities towards the
iAli gnmento of national and European research programme s
Target 1 indicators at network level encompasses aspects of!3:

 National awareness
1 National commitment
1 Strategic alignment

1 Structural alignment

Operationalisation and presentation of indicators

According to the FACCE-JPI Evaluation Framework, the data on Target 1 is best collected within the
organisational structures of FACCE-JPI due to the low remoteness of impact generation of this impact type
(see chapter 2.1). The recommended methods for data collection are the i) questionnaire to the Governing
Board and ii) monitoring data provided by the Secretariat.

12 Software: SurveyMonkey
13Thed { K 2 NJion Be@z&vRlGation / impact assessmient | Y RWBKISNII 2y (GKS S5STAYAGAZ2Y |y
adds supplementary information.
INRA (2015). Deliverable 4Report on the Definition and Typology of Alignment. f£Rarn 2020
https://www.era-learn.eu/alignment/definition
typology/D4.1_ReportontheDefinitionandTypologyofAlignment_INRA_final_Nov2015.pdf

14
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According to the previous definitional work, six objectives of alignment activities are introduced as a part of the
Evaluation framework in order to develop indicators and items from it:

The operationalisation of these six objectives resulted in 57 questionnaire items, most of them being closed
guestions (Likert scale 1-5), and only few open ones. In comparison to the latest evaluation on JP by the expert
group?4, the FACCE-JPI framework suggests a similar operationalisation. Here, Policy Impact at network level
can be observed by e.g. mobilisation of co-investment, the adoption of national research agendas, and new
funding regulations.

The FACCE-JPI evaluation framework document presents tables of indicators (ibid. p28ff). For each indicator,
the table shows its objective, criteria, and source. The questionnaire items are assigned to these indicators
(ibid. p34ff):

Table 1: Example for presentation of indicators

Objective Criteria Indicator Source Item
Aligning The content of research Extent of member Questionnaire On ascale from 1-5, where 5 is
national funding programmes is states indicating to the highest, to which extent do you
programmes adapted based on the that national Governing assess that specific content from
across scientific priorities as research funding Board / the FACCE - JPI Strategic
member defined in FACCE-JPI programmes is Member State Research Agenda has been
states research strategy to be adapted to match or representatives taken up in national research
complementary or match complement programmes within food security,
with programmes in other FACCE-JPI agriculture and climate change in
countries research strategy your country?

Source: own presentation, FACCE-JPI Evaluation Framework, p24f

Data collection: Questionnaire to the Governing Board

The Governing Board members received the survey items beforehand by email in order to make it possible to
see the questions and plan the answers. In May 2016, the questionnaire was sent out as an online survey
(software: fASurvey monkeyo).

The final response was received in September with responses from all 22 Governing Board members (the
initial deadline of July was extended to September). Chasing non-responses was successful but time-

14see also operationalisation in: Hunter A., Hernani J5ify, C., Kristin Danielsen K., Antoniou L. (2@&luation of Joint
Programming to Address Grand Societal Challengesal Report of the Expert Group. European Commission, Directorate
General for Research and Innovation; Directorate Bpen Innovatin and Open Science
https://lwww.era-learn.eu/publications/eepublications/evaluatio-of-joint-programmingto-addressgrandsocietat
challengedinal-report-of-the-expertgroup
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consuming. All in all, an extra six weeks was needed from the original deadline to the final responses
(considering that this was over the summer period):

1 A group email reminder to all Governing Board members was sent before and after the first deadline
that explained the importance of the survey for the on-going success of FACCE-JPI.

9 After the second deadline, individual emails were sent to non-respondents, followed by individual
phone calls to encourage the last missing answers.

2.4 Linking concepts of FACCE-JPI and JPIs to Co-Work / ERA-LEARN

This case study also aims at indicating similarities of the FACCE-J P1 6s (2013) -WolklERA-BEERRN To Co
202006s (2016) e vBhethreeTargets of--AQCE-&Pp dorsespond to the conceptof 6 i mpact type
presented by JPIs To Co-Work/ERA-LEARN 2020 (see Background Document on P2P evaluation / impact

assessment pl4; cf. also definitions in annex Box Al):

9 Narrower form of Policy Impact with focus on alignment (Target 1)
1 Scientific Impact (Target 2)

9 Societal Impact (Target 3)

Concepts of afipefirediotiengsdso

FACCE-JPI 6s approach al so t ak degredsoftmeasaragbdity oftthe Tatgbte Thdi f f er en't
concepts of HAperiodicityodo and-LAErAeRMo tieStheosr 0 Gun tdreo dounc ePd2 Pb y
i mpact assessmeae carfrex BoxiAh) are relevant to estimate

1 The FACCE-JPI Evaluation Framework refers to the conceptof i p e r i o dThis ¢comcgpbassumes
that impact types tentatively emerge along a timeline. In a qualified sense, the order corresponds to the
Tar get s é. Policydrapact (partly corresponding to Target 1) can take on an enabler function
with respect to Scientific and Societal Impact.

1 Thefir e mo t e of anpastireation from the P2P is implicitly considered by FACCE-JPI:

0 The creation of impact can occur relativelyc | ose to the P2Po6sgsvpemer e of |
national delegates directly influence national alignment activities (cf. Target 1 / Narrower form
of Policy Impact with focus on alignment; data collection via questionnaire to the Governing
Board).

o | mpact creation can also take place rather far f
uptake of scientific results created bytale P2P6:
then applied in the economic/societal sphere (Target 3 / Societal Impact). Another perspective
is more actor-centred: t he i mpact can spread from direct st a
beneficiaries and end-users.

3 Key results

FACCE-JPI elaborated and implemented an evaluation framework that assesses FACCE-J Pl 6 s al i gnment
activities and their effects (as a narrow concept of Policy Impact) as a first step. We identify two major

milestones of the overall process according to the JP co-coordinator: 1) the development of the FACCE-JPI

Evaluation Framework document, as the initial milestone, serves as a reference point for current and future
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work and the 2) actual data collection.

3.1 Key benefits

By showing evidence of impact, this exercise can create legitimacy of Joint Programming and improve support
of stakeholders. The planned evaluations especially can provide information on the impact created and can be
partly related back to alignment activities. Furthermore, it can initiate organisational learning. Through this, the
evaluation does not only illuminate the current status of Target 1 (Alignment) but can also provide
organisational learning opportunities and shape future alignment activities and expectations around it.

As the data analysis is ongoing, the key results focus on the evaluation framework in general and its practical
implementation.

1 A stepwise evaluation approach improves its feasibility: Assessing Targets / impact types according
to their degree of measurability and, hence, focus the efforts on Target 1 seems beneficial.

1 Indicators beyond internal processes: In the past, there was criticism on over-focusing on operational
objectives. This approach buil ds on i n digansdtianal s
structure and processes.

1 Potential for awareness building among key stakeholders: A questionnaire to the Governing Board
involves national delegates who can potentially initiate alignment activities at national level. By being
partoftheev al uat i on, awareness is raised -psrheivedioleasa n
active contributors to (national) alignment activities.

1 Organisational learning feeds back into revision of the SRA (and the whole P2P community): This
impact assessment also serves as a learning exercise for FACCE-JPI. Internally, a high degree of
reflection and organisational learning is expected that can feed back into the revision of the Strategic
Research Agenda. According to the JPI co-coordinator, the whole P2P community might also profit
from these experiences and results.

3.2 Obstacles and lessons learned

This process reveals barriers and lessons learned that are worth considering for future work on evaluation
frameworks and their implementation.

Obstacles of this exercise

i Time-consuming overall process and tedious data collection: Elaborating the framework, refinement
of indicators and gathering disparate types of data from several sources were among the reasons that
the implementation took relatively long. The issue of non-response caused considerable delay and
extra work time.

1 Challenges in establishing common concepts and terminology: Although concepts and terminology
for evaluation and impact assessment are known in the respective communities, it seems to require
constant efforts to establish common evaluation concepts and build capacities.

1 Scarce internal experience: There has been limited experience and expertise with this specific form of
evaluation of research programming activities. Relevant capacities have been developed; further
support and development of capabilities seem essential.

Lessons learned and key success factors
1 Also considering the feasibility (besides robustness) of the evaluation framework and its
implementation from the beginning:

17
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0 It proves necessary to boil down the number of potential indicators to only a few implemented

items. Accordingtothe JPIco-coor di nat or , it is important to fige
really need to knowo, reflectktakroati mshefi hdhiec atc
value.

0 The phased process allows time for organisational learning: the stepwise advancement proved
beneficial, as it enabled continuous feasibility checks. There is, nevertheless, room for
improvement with regard to project scheduling, i.e. starting the data collection earlier for future

assessments.
fTEarly i mplementation of monitori ng Themnoniterthgshall miamard t he
the P2Pb6ds objectives and be i mpl ementimgddidatorem t he st a

according to the P2P6s new updated objectives needs
1 Monitoring & Evaluation needs to be adapted - not reinvented: Making use of the Logic Framework

Analysis developed by JPND and work done by JPIs To Co-Work and to adapt them to the needs of

FACCE-JPI proved reasonable.
1 Chasing non-responses encouraged the last missing answers: with the help of a group email

reminder to all Governing Board members and individual phone calls.
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4 Conclusion and Outlook

Feasibility, timing, and showing evidence are key success factors of a sound evaluation / impact assessment.
Continuous reflection and work on the 6evolutionaryd dev
seem inevitable.’> FACCE-JPI has conceptualised and operationalised Target 1 (Alignment), developed a

questionnaire to the Governing Board, and collected monitoring data.

Major conclusions from this case study are:

1 Planning the assessment of impacts as early as possible in the life cycle of a P2P reduces costs and
time required. The consideration of the P2P&s object
of impact types in their respective order facilitated the Monitoring & Evaluation process. Although still
work in progress, the stepwise evaluation approach seems to improve feasibility of the evaluation task.

1 Indicators beyond internal processes: This approach builds on indicators that aim at objectives

beyond the P2P6s organisational structeoverdocsond proces
operational objectives.

1 Added value by involving actors who can create (policy) impact. By being part of the evaluation,
national delegates might redefine their self-perceived role as active contributors to (national) alignment
activities in the JP context which can result in activities that drive strategic and structural alignment.

JPIs as highly complex system innovation platforms develop in an evolutionary manner which implies a
continuous fAcollective searching and | earningbo. The eval
using Monitoring & Evaluation activities as a reflection and learning tool, it seems promising to integrate
stakeholders/beneficiaries in the process of impact assessment to a larger extent.

As an outlook, Target 2 (Scientific Impact) and Target 3 (Societal Impact) are to be assessed in the near

future. These will again require tailored methods of identification and measurement. These methods that aim

at scientific and societal impact need to be discussed. They will consider the i mpact
mechanisms, such as the time it takes until the type of impact is observable, the degree of remoteness from

the P2P, the stakeholders/beneficiaries involved, and how to provide them with incentives to contribute to an

impact assessment.

15 Amanatidou, E., Cunningham, P., Cox, D., cthunter, A., Dinges, M., Kdngeter, A., Meyer, S. (2@t guide on P2P
evaluation / impact assessment, ERé&rn 2020, Deliverable: 3.4a
https://lwww.era-learn.eu/monitoringand-assessment/Monitoringandimpactassessmenbf-
networks/ERALEARN2020D3.4aGuiderevision_DEC2016_final.pdf
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Annex

Al: Definition of impact types at project level of P2Ps (extract)

A2: The O6chain of i mpacNETexppreemceei ved in the ERA

a) Trans-disciplinarity
b) Inter’ al research
collaboration

¢} Research area visibility
(national level)
|

a) New means of

collab. (joint N ¢) Increased quality of
actions) research (national level)
b) Influencing

EU/Internal

agendas

* d) Research topics
awareness (cross-
national level)

Increased chances of solving
societal challenges

Source: Deliverable D 3.5, Updated report on the impact of networks, p17 (example ERA-Nets)
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A3: Short guide and background document on P2P evaluation / impact assessment

Download

Download

A4: Periodicity and remoteness if impact

A5: |l mpact types at network |l evel (extract): AConceptual
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Abstract

The Joint Programme Neurodegenerative Disease Research (JPND) is the largest global res
initiative that enables participating countries to collaborate on tackling the challenge ettayed
neurodegenerative diseases. JPND was among the firsbHalmblish a monitoring and evaluation
framework. In 201&017, this framework was revised. This good practice case study focuses ¢
the recalibration of the existing monitoring and evaluation framework and its underlying rationales
The case study higbhts main sources and processes needed for performing the framework an
highlights key benefits as well as challenges in this regard.

The author is grateful to Abida Durrani (Programme Officer, ZonMw; WP leader Monitoring & Evalua-tion). She
would also like to thank the ERA-LEARN Consortium partners for their useful suggestions on earlier drafts of this
case study.

The evaluation framework and its recalibration presented in this case-study were elaborated by JPND as a part
of the Monitoring and Evaluation work package financed under the funding scheme of two EC Coordinated
Support Actions (FP7 JUMPAHEAD and H2020 JPsustaiND).

The author thanks JPND for allowing to disclose part of their work and reflections to support this case-study that
was conducted by the AIT as a contribution to the ERA-LEARN 2020 project (WP2: Optimis-ing P2P
Implementation; Task 2.2). In total, three case studies on Practices on Evaluation and Impact Assessment are
assigned to this subtask.

The JPND recalibrated monitoring and evaluation framework can be retrieved on the JPND website:
http://www.neurodegenerationresearch.eu/initiatives/monitoring-and-evaluation/
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1 Background and ambition of JPNDOGs eval
1.1 Objectives and achievements of JPND

As the initial pilot of the Joint Programming Initiatives (JPIs), the Joint Programme Neurodegenerative Disease
Research (JPND) is the largest global research initiative that enables participating countries to collaborate on tackling
the challenge of age-related neurodegenerative diseases.’” JPND was launched in 2011 and its organisational
structure encompasses the Management Board, the Executive Board, the Scientific Advisory Board, and the
Secretariat. There are currently 30 member countries participating in JPND, including three Third Country members
(non-voting).

J P N Dobjective is to enable efficient and goal-oriented research collaboration in order to optimise national research
strategies and funding schemes that help to find causes, develop cures, and identify appropriate ways to care for
those with neurodegener ati ve di seases more rapidly. The Strategi
Str at e g yédheréf@edideified common research goals that would benefit from joint action between countries
in order to accelerate progress on solutions that can alleviate the symptoms and lessen the social and economic
impact for patients, families, and health care systems!®. JPND therefore obtains the function as a network hub
connecting policy makers and communities of practice. JPND is promoting strategic and institutional alignment of
research across Europe through a number of activities designed to build on and increase the impact of existing
programmes and initiatives. The second CSA JPsustaiND introduced three updated objectives that are integrated
into the adjusted evaluation framework.

Key activities and achievements??, with focus on themes particularly relevant for the recalibration process,
encompass alignment, communication/outreach, and the three updated objectives:

Ensure awareness of JP NDo6makarsnigs arrenablingaetivity) mra pugh atignrhentc y
activities by:

0 improving national coordination structures to involve all relevant stakeholders (Ministries, Research
Funding Organisations, etc.)

0 motivating national key actors with a sufficient level of representativeness to accelerate the decision-
making process

0 collaborating with EC and H2020 to increase leverage effects and commitments from Member states
Creation of a 6real common potd (funding for transnatior

Establish a communications network with respective digital infrastructure to engage the community of JPND
stakeholder groups

Increase the number of participating countries globally

17JPI Factsheet (2016).

https://www.faccejpi.com/Media/JPH-actsheet

18 JPND; JPND Research Strategy (2012).
http://www.neurodegenerationresearch.eu/fileadmin/Documents/2012/SRhAated/JPND_brochure_final_Hyperlink_2012.pdf

19 JPNDO; About JPND.

http://www.neurodegenerationreseash.eu/about/

20 JPND; JPND Research Strategy (2012).
http://www.neurodegenerationresearch.eu/fileadmin/Documents/2012/SRated/JPND_brochure_final_Hyperlink_2012.pdf

20 Amouyel, P. (2016). Impacts of Pulftigblic Partnerships expectations and experiences. Annual Joint Programming conference 2016, Nov 23rd.
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12Ambi ti on of the evaluation framewor kos

JPNDb6s internal monitoring activities have already been
In general, monitoring and evaluation activities are embedded in the overall structure of JPND because of the
following general ambitions of monitoring and evaluation:

Accountability: Explaining to the community what happened as a result of JPND (public) funds;

Analysis: Learning on how to improve the way JPND activities are designed and managed and to generate
evidence about the effectiveness of the activities to provide information on future decisions;

Advocacy: ldentifying success stories of JPND activities that can be promoted within relevant communities in
order to increase (financial) commitment.

JPND reacted to new internal and external challenges with updated objectives after the ending of the first CSA. In
order to account for these new challenges and respective objectives, a work package of the second CSA was
dedicated to the adjustment of the existing evaluation framework.
The aim of recalibration was to adjust the existing monitoring and evaluation taking into account the aims and specific
objectives of JPsustaiND. The ambition of this recalibration is:

To consider the objectives and necessary activities to achieve this by applying the Logical Framework analysis
(LFA) that follows the 6échain of i mpact felaté backthethreee be gi |
updated objectives to concrete activities.

By reflecting on the initial evaluation framework, JPND also aims at improving the value added of its monitoring
& evaluation instrument and at pu®hkardeigpatttreatiod. PI 6s acti v

To provide an improved tool for organisational learning by reflecting on mechanisms of organisational processes
and the impact generation. By understanding the JPlI &6s mode of actio

usef ul i nf or mamanagemeritor t he JPI 6s

In general, this case shows how the maturation of a Public-Public-Partnership (P2P) and the development of an
evaluation framework go hand in hand: Figure 1 shows how the evaluation framework is subject to an open and alive
development resulting in a circular process. The stylized diagram depicts that the formulation of JPI objectives affects
the setup of the evaluation framework and its activities. The results of the evaluation can reveal the need for
organisational adjustments and can feed back into JPI objectives. In turn, the monitoring and evaluation framework
might need to be adjusted. In the course of a recalibration, the new understanding and gained knowledge can be
reflected and integrated within organisational processes.
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Figure 1: Ideal typicalci r cul ar process of the JPlI 6s objectives and

1. Formulation of
JPI objectives

4. Recalibration of
Monitoring and

2. Monitoring &
Evaluation

evaluation activities

framework

3. Results feed
back into JPI
objectives

Source: Own presentation

2 The Recalibration of the Evaluation Framework
21JPNDOGs evaluation approach at a gl ance

The key preparatory document?* f o r JPNDb6s evaluation framework AMonit
Programming - Neurodegenerative Diseases Rese ar ch (JPND) A framework ifon monitoring anch e
evaluation including a set of performance indicators and ii) a questionnaire amongst participating countries to
investigate the attitude and opinions towards the initiative.

The document firstly presents the Logical Framework Analysis (LFA) as an analytical tool?? that provides a structured
approach to look at the programme intervention (see figure Al and table A2 in the annex). A fundamental distinction

is made between Type A (upper part of figure A1) and Type B indicators (lower part). The document defines Type A

and Type B indicators as follows (ibid p11, 15):

Type A: AProcess of Joint Programming (Policy Level)o
These indicators monitor the effect of JPND on (European) research programming, research policy and funding

(the concept of joint programming).

Type B: fAScientific focus and societal viewo

These indicators monitor the scientific and societal impact of JPND research on degenerative diseases.

Type A indicators focus on internal processes and the policy level and do not feature a thematic focus, whereas Type
B indicators refer to JPNDO6s specific research field. Th
more generally can be used for other JPIs. Type A indicators are hence valid for all Joint Programming interventions.
Many Type A indicators evaluate alignment activities at network level. The impact resulting from Type A related
activities might be an enabler for impactrelatedt o Type B activities (0Scientific

2t Mostert, B., Beem, E., Visser, P. J., Boekholt, P., Vullingg0¥2). Monitoring and evaluation of EU Joint ProgrammiNgurodegenerative Diseases
Research (JPND).

http://www.neurodegenerationreseai.eu/uploads/media/Monitoring_and_Evaluation_Framework_1.8Mb_.pdf

22 For detailed information ohogical Framework Analysiglease see ERAearn guide and background document (Box A3 in annex).
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The ERA SI Ny d&. F Ol 3INBdzyR 520dzYSyid 2y tHt SJI fingrciiypdsForthe A

definitional work on impact types undertaken by ERarn: please confeéhe Short guide and background document on P
evaluation / impact assessment p14; annex Box A3, A4.

¢CKNBS 2F (KS&S AYLI OG GelLiSa tINEBESte O2NNBalLRyR (2 (K
- Type APolicy Impact

- Type BScientific Impactind Socidal Impact

However, please note that these two concepts aot identic:

The ERA S| Ny LISNRALISOGAGS NBftFGSa G2 F Y2NB ISYSNIt | yR
understanding is closer to actual activities and internalgessesin the following, the terminology of ER4arn will be
added where appropriate.

This logic implies not only a parallel generation of Type A and Type B related impact but also the progression of
i mpact generation: the AProckesebfolJoehat s ogoammengo(#P

wellwor ki ng process supports fAscientificdo and Asocietal in
diagram highlighting the enabler function of Type A related impact. A well-coor di nat ed AProces
Programmingd on fAscientifico and fisocietal 1impacto that,
degenerative Diseases is depicted as a 6trickle downoé ef
Figure 2: Type A related impact (Internal processes and @APolicy i mpactd) support
(AScientific and Societal | mpact 0)

Type A

"European
Research Policy"

Type B
G{OASYiAFAO F20dz
YR a20ASult GOASGE

Impact on Grand
Challenges
related to Neuro
degenerative
Diseases

Source: Own presentation
Both documents present a questionnaire to the Management Board that aim at Type A indicators in their annexes.

2.2 The overall processoft he eval uation framewor kos r

The overall process of JPND&és Monitoring & Evaluation ac
thedevol uti on and theerolezof recalibrationrwiih respect to the updated objectives and the feedback of
evaluation results into the revision of the SRA. In order to give a brief overview, the subsequent paragraphs describe

the overall process in five phases?3.

Figure 3: Overall process of the nmexaibratomr i ng & evaluatior

BC2NJ Y2NB 3ISYSNIf AyT2NYI (ARvafustonbSit 48 a8S Wt b5Q3 az2yAd2NAy3d 3
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SAYyld tNRINIYY

wKey preparatorydocumenét a 2 Yy AG 2 NAy 3 | YR S@I f dz -INauPoglegeherative Dise A g
19150 AyOf dzR

wSaSkNOK O6Wtb50d ¢l a RN} TSR Lokigal franmewark adalygis(LFAM aa t

guestionnaire to the Management BoardPresentation offype A/B indicators
wlmplementation ofmonitoring: Data collection oinput and output indicators;
wQuestionnairesent out to Management Board

Initial evaluation
framework

N

wAs a result of the JPND's organisational maturation, CSA JPsustaiND forriuks¢etew programme
objectives
uSustainability develop and implement a dedicated structure responsible fori@mm JPND management an
implementation)
SELUIETRIREL  aGlobalisation Extend the capacity of JPND beyond its current membership globally)
objectives wAlignment 6f national and JPND research strategy)

5

wThe documentt wS OF £ AONI G SR Y2yAd2NR ynas draffeRin 008 (fotdatiblished,y NI} YSg2N] &
deliverable of work package in CSA JPsustaiND) including:
wAdaption of evaluation framework towards thleree new objectives
SeELBIELERIEE  adaption towards the initiative'sutreach and communicatiotowards stakeholders
evaluation uRevision of initial indicators
framework

uData collection of Questionnaire with Type A indicatorpiestionnaire to Management Board sent out in
March 2017 (CSA 2)

uData collection of Monitoring datgongoing)

PEIENC)| ST (analysis and interpretation of Type A daf@ngoing), monitoringeport exptected in 2017
and analysis

uRefinementof evaluation framework in 2018 (if necessary)
. uResults of analysis will assist in the overall management of the initiative
FEIENERNRNINE (p018: "Report on researcher's opinions regarding JPND calls for proposals processes”
L EWEIEEUEE (p019: "External evaluation report of JPND's performance”
support
management

Source: Own presentation
1. Initial evaluation framework

The initial documenti Moni t ori ng and eval uat i-dNeurodegendfdilve Diseased Redearang r a m
(_J P N*Dwas drafted in 2012 and is still used as a referencef or JPNDG&s monitoring and e
evaluation framework published among JPIs, it also influenced subsequent Joint Programming evaluation
frameworks as well as the work of JPIs to Co-Work and ERA-Learn. This evaluation framework focuses on the
programme level. ZonMw is the work package leader for Monitoring and Evaluation activities. The development of

the initial evaluation framework was subcontracted to an external partner. The document contains two parts:

24Beem, E., Mostert, B. Framework for Monitoring & Evaluation of JPND. JPND Overview presentation.
http://www.neurodegenerationresearch.eu/uploads/media/Overview_Presentation_480kb_.pdf
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i) The first part focuses on the framework of monitoring and evaluation and is based on a logical framework
analysis (LFA) / intervention logic of JPND and suggested indicators (figure A1 and A2 in annex).

ii) The second part consists of an online questionnaire?® to the Management Board (first wave in the end of
2012 in order to investigate the attitudes and opinions towards the initiative from a me mb e r stat es:¢
organisational perspective.

As a result of the LFA, the evaluation framework categorised the proposed Type A and Type B indicators as: Input,
Output, Outcome, and Impact indicators (see also ERA-Learn Guide and Background material?6). According to the
evaluation framework document, outcomes and impacts are not to be expected during the lifetime of the
JUMPAHEAD runtime and need to be assessed at a later stage. Therefore, data collection (i.e. monitoring data and
questionnaire) was only executed for input and output indicators

2. Reformulation of objectives

With maturation of JPND, the objectives needed to be adapted to new challenges. The overall aim of JPsustaiND is

to support the development and extension of the JPND capacities, by creating a dedicated structure responsible for

the long term JPND management and implementation. In doing so, these capacities will be extended globally and to

EU Member States not yet participating. In order to achieve this aim, new objectives are added to build long-term
sustainability for JPND, support further alignmentshifacti v
from rather internal to external processes. The three updated objectives are (for details, please see Annex Ab):

Objective 1: Sustainability
Explore possible scenarios for long-term sustainability by Member States, create political awareness to
prepare their implementation, and develop and implement a dedicated structure responsible for long-term
JPND management and implementation.

Objective 2: Globalisation
Extend the capacity of JPND beyond its current membership globally and in particular to EU Members
States that do not yet participate in JPND and map the available resources for neurodegenerative disease
research.

Obijective 3: Alignment
Alignment of national and JPND research strategy by developing and implementing innovative strategies
and initiatives?’. In JPsustaiND, this updated objective supports the involvement of different key
stakeholders to further develop and achieve better alignment and outreach; e.g. GPC, Member States, EC,
research institutions, researchers, and European citizens.

3. Recalibration of the evaluation framework

% Software: SurveyMonkey

26 Amanatidou, E., Cunningham, P., Cox, D., cblutnter, A., Dinges, M., Kéngeté., Meyer, S. (20163hort guide on P2P evaluation / impact assessment,
ERALearn 2020, Deliverable: 3.4a

https://www.era-learn.eu/monitoringand-assessment/Monitoringandimpactassessmenbf-
networks/ERALEARN2020D3.4aGuiderevision_DEC2016_final.pdf

Amanatidou, E., Cunningham, P., Cox, D., cbhuinter, A., Dinges, M., Kongeter, A., Meye(2816).Background Document on P2P evaluation / impact
assessment, ERAearn 2020, Deliverble: 3.4b

https://www.era-learn.eu/monitoringand-assessment/Monitoringand-impactassessmenbof-
networks/ERALEARN2020D3.4bBackgroundDocumentfortheP2PIAGuideprefinal.pdf

27E.g. strategies for further coordination of national and JPND resegeaiidas; Initiatives for knowledge management, brokerage and transfer; Innovative
strategies for the creation of infrastructures and tools that support international research activity; Novel strategiekiiniacademia collaborations.
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These updated objectives called for the recalibration «
monitoringan d ev al uat i cdwasffinatisedeimsumnikei2016 by ZonMw and heavily builds on the initial
framework developed in 2012.

The whole process of conceptualisation, management, and execution of the monitoring & evaluation framework is
executed by ZonMw in close collaboration with the Management Board, the Executive Board and other work

package Leaders of JPsustaiND (mainly written and oral consultation). The intense recalibration work took six

months for harmonisation.

The recalibration document encompasses:
the recalibration of the evaluation framework, including an adjusted set of performance indicators for JPND in
general and JPsustaiND in particular.

an adjusted questionnaire to be distributed amongst participating countries to investigate the attitudes towards
and opinions of the initiative and the (perceived) effectiveness and usefulness of JPND.

4. Monitoring report: Data collection and analysis

Although outcome and impact indicators are defined, the data collection, as in the initial document, is again only
executed for input and output indicators. To collect the information needed for the first monitoring report (expected
2nd quarter of 2017), different sources are consulted, for example:

The minutes of the Management Board meetings (informatic

The composition and minutes of the different working and action groups

Information on the supported projects in the joint calls for proposals and the annual reports of the supported
projects

Information on the progress of the mapping exercise and outreach and communications activities
Information on alignment and capacity extension of research agendas in neurodegenerative disease research

The semi-structured questionnaire was sent out in March 2017. The collection of monitoring data has been
continuously executed. The analysis and interpretation of data will be done by ZonMw. No subcontracting in this
phase. (For the final evaluation in 2019 subcontracting is considered.)

5. Ongoing Monitoring and feedback for overall management of the initiative

Monitoring in the context of JPND consists of the on-going collection of information from the various activities (and
work packages of JPsustaiND) to assist in the overall management of the initiative. Evaluation on the other hand is
looking at longer-term perspective by investigating the effects in terms of short-term outcomes and scientific and
socio-economic impacts.

The framework and performance indicators (Type A and Type B), if necessary, will be refined again in 2018 according
to new insights.

Monitoring activities of JPND will be continuously performed and a "Report on researcher's opinions regarding JPND
calls for proposals processes" is planned for 2018. These activities will provide input for the final evaluation (planned
in 2019) that will also collect data for outcome and impact indicators.

28ZonMw (2016).BNDg Recalibrated monitoring and evaluation framework. Deliverable 6.1 (internal use only).
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2.3 Major adjustments in the course of recalibration

The recalibration of the evaluation framework lead to adjustments that mainly affect the scope and the number of
indicators. In particular, the integration of the three new objectives resulted in an increase of indicators. These new
objectives include the themes outreach and communication. The recalibration improves the ability of the evaluation
framework to 6chaseb6 the JPlI &6s effects from internal pro
the number of indicators rose from 17 to 46 for Type A indicators and from 12 to 17 for Type B indicators.

- Many new Type A indicators were added which seem to result from an improved understanding of the

iProcess of Joi n(possblydwp todheciosemasdtothe Pl 6s sphere of influe
new indicators mainly concern four sub-dimensions:

o Explore possible scenarios for long-term sustainability, e. g. #fAcr eati on adm3ND egal e
management 0 and A(incr ease i n)Statedfor fatare padnership Griyganst me n t
or more)o

o Alignment encompassing strategic alignment, e. g. @A Changes in national resea
updated country strategi es anhdimstitutiomal alignment conbeening mpact of
harmonised rules and funding.

0 Globalisation,e . g . ithe number of new EU (i . eEU(i3hiraini ssi ng Mer1
countries) states joining [/ participating in JPND ac

0 An additional sub-dimension is the communication objective: the usage of media and stakeholder

invol vement i s stressed, e.g. the usage of website a
mul tilingual online pl atf entankd ,ndg isntcarkeeahsoe dd emrusmh enr JOPfN C
incorporation of stakeholdersandsta k e hol der concerns into the communic

- Few Type B indicators were added which target ambitions of

o stakeholder involvement via online platformse . g. fiexi stence of web portal and
researchersodo, fAsatisf actciecrs i dfi lieagyeadfcheaforanlkaduiton by
and

o the potentials of impact creation, e . g. inumber of products applied in g
granted JPND supported projects [e.g. guidelines, protocol standards, changes in professional
practice]o6; fAinnovative strategies to facilitate wid

When having a closer look at the divide between input/output/outcome/impact indicators?®, the major growth is found
for input, output (and outcome) indicators. According to the interview partner, it is aimed at reducing the amount of
indicators for the final evaluation of CSA JPsustaiND due to the long duration of data collection.

Besides the new objectives, additional reasons for the adaptation of indicators are:

Improved understanding of organisational processes: The experience gained during the first years of JPND
has disclosed more concrete knowledge on how the JPI can create impact. This knowledge leads to more
specific indicators, in particular in the JPIlI &ds sphere

29 Number of indicators by CSA and indicator type:

CSA 1 Type A indicators: 17 (8 Input, 5 Output, 2 Outcome, 2 impact)
CSA 2 Type A indicators: 46 (24 InputQidput, 6 Outcome, 2 impact)
CSA 1 Type B indicators: 12 (2 Input, 5 Output, 2 Outcome, 3 impact)
CSA 2 Type B indicators: 17 (3 Input, 5 Output, 7 Outcome, 1 impact)

35



Additional sub-dimension concerning communication:To account for the increasing
outreach, the communication and advocacysub-d i mensi on i s added fAwith the aim
infrastructureandweb-b ased platform, accessible to citizens and s

Initial indicators less appropriate than originally thought: For example, data is not available, sensitive or
expensive to collect. Indices with sub-indicators are partly introduced.

3 Key Results

JPND succeeded in the recalibration of their monitoring & evaluation framework by integrating the updated objectives
of CSA JPsustaiND and learning from the experiences with the initial set of indicators.

3.1 Key benefits

Toensure the addedvalueof evaluation activities, JPNDudaptatiervdaringitteet i o n
|l ifetime of the initiative in order to account for its ¢
benefits:

Include outreach and communication indicators: The evaluation framework added the themes outreach and
communication. By this, indicators graduallyc apt ur e t he effect on stakehol ders.
ai ms at 6chasingd the effects of the JPND initiative
mechanisms of impact creation.

A tool for organisational learning: The JPND6s recalibration of the weva
opportunity to reflect on internal organisational processes, helps identify modes of impact creation, as well as
their relationship so that internal success factors can be identified.

Management tool for coordination and setting future objectives: Results of analysis will assist in the overall
management of the initiative and gives direction for future activities.

Communicate the programme's impact to stakeholders: According to the interview partner, the information
collected will allow for better communication of the programme's impact to stakeholders. This can raise
credibility and communicability which can be crucial for public relations, staff morale, as well as attracting and
retaining support from current and potential funders.

Improve sustainability: Sustainability of the initiative can be improved by the above mentioned benefits. At the
moment, the recalibration focuses on integrating the current and developing perspective of JPND
(sustainability, alignment and globalisation). The eval
i mpacto (see chapter 2.1 and Box A4 in annex) ndemte tri gg
(raise awareness among key stakeholders).

3.2 Obstacles and lessons learned

Evaluation activities and i mpact assessment periodicall
framework discloses new as well as known obstacles:
The overall process is time-consuming: | n t ot al , the harmonisation of the

months because this exercise requires intense collaboration between numerous partners, e.g. collect
information and harmonise adjustments of evaluation framework, take up work of external advisor
(responsible person cannot be contacted anymore to gai
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Sparse evidence on impact achieved: JPND (as a forerunner with respect to evaluation) works its way towards
impact assessment. However, despite the recalibration, the evaluation framework will probably only provide
sparse concrete evidence on impact achieved.

Missing digital infrastructure and insufficient shared expertise and standards: It would be helpful to make
use of a joint digital infrastructure (e.g. data base and software solutions) and shared expertise and standards
(e.g. data collection, some fixed evaluation criteria) according to the interview partner.

Measurement of items sometimes unclear: J PN D6 s imeworkiarsdlthe fecalbration document do not
always clearly define how indicators are quantified/qualified. For the sake of transparency and reproducibility
it would be beneficial to display this information precisely.

Major lessons learned and key success factors of the recalibration are
Centralised and internal organisation beneficial: ZonMw as a work package leader is responsible for

conceptualisation, management and execution and implementation of monitoring & evaluation activities. As
internal and implicit knowledge is essential, the centralised internal organisation is considered to be critical
for its successful harmonisation.

Boiling down the number to only few actually implemented key performance indicators: As per the
interviewee, it currently takes too long to collect information for the increased number of indicators. A
recalibration shall aim at partly substituting indicators.

Reconsidering initial indicators during recalibration: During the monitoring and evaluation activities, it turned
out that some indicators are less useful than originally thought. Partly because they are inappropriate proxy
indicators (indirect measures) or data is difficult to collect (not available, sensitive, or expensive). In this case,
recalibration shall be used to substitute these indicators (e.g. think about new proxy indicators, other kinds of
sources, and indices with sub-indicators).

Considering management process in evaluation framework: In order to attribute impacts to a programmatic
intervention, the examination of the management process is needed to accurately assess the impact of a
programme and understand the context in which the programme / intervention takes place. According to the
interview partner, it is not efficient to focus exclusively on measuring changes in the target. If the causal
relationship is explicit, one will be able to demonstrate progress towards ultimate impacts by identifying
intermediate outcomes along a causal chain.

4  Conclusion and Outlook

JPND succeeded in wupdating its initial evaluation fr ame
shows how the recalibration provides the opportunity to reflect on mechanisms of organisational processes and
impact generation as well as its potential to providef eedback for the i nter v.éhmenéra,nods

this case study shows that evaluation / Impact assessment is an open and alive tool for multiple purposes and can
provide added value for all P2Ps.
JPNDb&6s recalibration of the evalandaatnieans of the cagaresationalkearning t h u
process. Major findings of this case study are:
The key purposes of a recalibrated evaluation framework are: better understand mechanisms of impact creation,
communicate the programme's impact to stakeholders, maintain a tool for organisational learning, as well as
making use of a management tool for coordination and setting future objectives.

The O6evolutionaryd deyv eadgua refection ofotHe evhlPation frainewark odelsure its
addedvalue( 6 ev ol ut i o n). Todrecalibratibnwfahe évaluatéon framework evolves in close interplay
with the J P | dbjsctives, its organisational development, as well as its presumed mode of action. The
evaluation results can reveal the need for adjustment o f t h e objediveHand processes. In addition,
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improved understanding of organisational processes resulted in the specification of indicators and gearing
them towards the JPlI 6s outcome and i mpact.

However, the evaluation currently undertaken will assess alignment activities and can provide relevant
information on its achievements and communication/outreach. In addition, it has the potential to link internal
processes (input, output) to observable external effects (outcome and impact) in the final evaluation.

As an outlook, it would be helpful if P2P management structures lay the foundations for measuring impact via a well
implemented progress monitoring that include, e.g. information on number of actors reached, number of actions
running/finished by year etc. As a joint objective, it seems promising to work collectively on methods of

evaluation/impactassessmentwhi ch can be more easily implemented and g:¢
arei and JPIs to an even greater extent - highly complex system innovation platforms that develop in an evolutionary

manner. The evaluation procedures likewise developi n such an incremental way. To e
value, it is critical to integrate updated objectives, think about i mpact <creation as

appropriate indicators from the beginning.
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Annex

Figure Al: Intervention Logic of JPND
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Annex A2: Overview of the initial frameworkds proposed i
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