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Executive summary
The thirteenth Good Practice Workshop of the European Evaluation 
Helpdesk for the CAP addressed the topic of the use of evaluations 
to improve the current CAP and feed into ex ante assessment 
processes with a view to preparing the next CAP. It took place in 
Helsinki (Finland) on 2-3 June 2026, hosted by the Finnish Ministry 
for Agriculture and Forestry and the Finnish National CAP Network. 
It was attended by 76 participants from 26 Member States during 
the two days, including Managing Authorities, evaluators, CAP 
networks, Paying Agencies, representatives from the European 
Commission’s Directorate-General for Agriculture and Rural 
Development (DG AGRI) and other evaluation stakeholders in the 
Member States.

The workshop aimed to increase awareness, promote networking 
and exchange practical experiences on good practices and 
challenges for establishing follow-up mechanisms and processes 
to use evaluation findings with a dual purpose: to improve the 
current CAP implementation and to feed the findings into ex ante 
assessment processes for preparing the future CAP.

On both days of the workshop, five Member States (Lithuania, 
Sweden, Finland, Hungary, and Austria) shared practical examples, 
while expert input further enriched the discussions.

 Key messages from both days include:

› Embed evaluation into governance and decision-making.
Evaluations generate impact when they are embedded in
governance structures and decision-making processes. Formal 
follow-up mechanisms, clear responsibilities, management
responses, recommendation tracking systems and regular
dialogue between evaluators and policymakers help ensure
that findings are systematically considered and acted upon.
Evaluations should be viewed as a key component of the
continuous improvement cycle of the CAP policy rather than
a stand-alone reporting exercise.

› Strengthen the usability and uptake of evaluation
evidence. The usefulness of evaluations depends not only on
their methodological quality but also on the relevance, timing
and practicality of their findings. The workshop stressed
the importance of producing robust evidence, translating
recommendations into operational actions and engaging
stakeholders throughout the evaluation process. Early
discussions of interim findings and tailoring recommendations
to specific users can significantly improve uptake and increase 
the influence of evaluations on both current CAP implementation 
and future policy design.

› Evaluations can serve a dual purpose. On one hand, evaluation
findings, including interim findings, can support adjustments to
intervention design, targeting, implementation procedures and
resource allocation, helping Managing Authorities improve current 
policy delivery. On the other hand, evidence from current and
past evaluations can be systematically integrated into needs
assessments, intervention design and future policy choices.
The use of prospective and quantitative approaches, including
modelling, scenarios, coefficients and impact assessments to
assess the likely effects of alternative policy options, can support 
evidence-based decision-making for the next programming period.

› Maintain high evaluation quality and culture through adequate 
expertise, transparent methodologies, appropriate use of
artificial intelligence (AI) and continued investment in evaluation 
capacity and culture. The quality and credibility of evaluation
findings depend on strong methodological standards and skilled 
evaluators. While AI offers opportunities to improve efficiency,
its use should be transparent and accompanied by appropriate 
human oversight. The workshop stressed the importance of
fostering an evaluation culture within administrations, ensuring 
that evaluations are valued not only as a requirement but as a tool 
for learning, evidence-based decision-making and continuous
policy improvement.

All the presentations are available on the EU CAP Network website on the Good Practice Workshop event page.

Participants at the Good Practice Workshop ‘Use of evaluations for improving policy and for ex ante assessments to prepare the next CAP’, 2-3 June 2026, Helsinki, Finland.

https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/events/good-practice-workshop-use-evaluations-improving-policy-and-ex-ante-assessments_en
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Introduction
The thirteenth Good Practice Workshop of the European Evaluation 
Helpdesk for the CAP (Evaluation Helpdesk) focused on the use 
of evaluations to improve the current CAP and feed into ex ante 
assessment processes with a view to preparing the next CAP. The 
workshop took place on 2-3 June 2026 in Helsinki (Finland) and was 
hosted by the Finnish Ministry for Agriculture and Forestry and the 
Finnish National CAP Network.

Evaluations play a critical role in the preparation, design and 
implementation of policies and programmes. They provide policy 
designers with insights, lessons learned, and recommendations 
drawn from all relevant and available evaluations during the 
programme design and implementation phases. Additionally, 
employing prospective evaluation techniques enables a forward-
looking assessment to anticipate the potential impact, success or 
risks associated with a programme or policy.

Member States are now facing a dual challenge. On one hand, they 
are required to implement, monitor and evaluate their CAP Strategic 
Plans (CSP) effectively, reporting annually on performance and 
progress towards achieving the CAP objectives and ensuring sound 
use of EU funds. On the other hand, in view of ongoing discussions 
on the post-2027 CAP, they must also proactively prepare for the 
next programming period by gaining a deep understanding of future 
policy orientations, aligning evaluation lessons with strategic 
planning and laying the groundwork for the subsequent CAP cycle. 

Evaluations can be a useful source of information and evidence for 
addressing this dual challenge. 

Against this background, the objective of the Good Practice 
Workshop was to showcase the best approaches for using 
evaluations to improve current policy and to prepare the next CAP.

Specific objectives of the Good Practice Workshop were to:

	› Increase awareness and knowledge of CAP evaluation 
stakeholders on how evaluation findings and recommendations 
can be used to improve current policy and inform future policy 
choices in ex ante assessment processes.

	› Facilitate the exchange of practical experience and tips on 
how to effectively use evaluations for improving current policy 
and informing the future CAP design, drawing on the vast 
repository of evaluation experiences from the CAP, other funds 
and research projects.

	› Provide an opportunity for networking and identification of 
lessons to be shared among Managing Authorities, Paying 
Agencies, CAP networks and evaluators in relation to using 
evaluations for improving policy and for preparing the next CAP.

The workshop was attended by 76 participants from 26 Member 
States.

Figure 1.  Participants of the Good Practice Workshop per role and per Member State

Managing 
Authority
55%

Evaluators
18%

EU CAP Network 
Support Units

9%

National Networks
7%

Paying Agencies
3%

Advisory services
3%

Researchers
1%

Local Action Group
1%

European Commission
3%

Source: EU CAP Network supported by the European Evaluation Helpdesk for the CAP (2026) 
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1. Day 1

1.1. Setting the scene

1.1.1. Scope for using evaluations to improve current policy implementation and prepare future policy

Eduardo Serrano-Padial, European Commission, DG AGRI, Unit A3 ‘Policy Performance’  

Eduardo Serrano-Padial (DG AGRI, Unit A3 ‘Policy Performance’) 
explained how evaluations are used within the European Commission 
to improve the implementation of current CAP policies and to inform 
the design of future policies. The presentation highlighted the role of 
impact assessments, the contribution of ex ante, interim and ex post 
evaluations, and how evidence from evaluations feeds into better 
policy-making both at the EU and Member State level.

After the presentation, participants posed the following questions and/or comments

An evaluator (IT) asked why ex ante evaluations will no longer 
be compulsory. Although they are perceived as a formal 
exercise, the mandatory nature of ex ante evaluations 
actually forced Managing Authorities to reflect on strategic 
decision‑making.

Eduardo Serrano-Padial explained that there is no single rationale. 
Several policies will be planned under the National and Regional 
Partnership Plans (NRPP). For example, the Cohesion Policy 
2021-2027 will be part of the NRPP together with CAP. Therefore, 
a harmonised and more simplified framework is necessary. 
The intention is to move away from a single comprehensive 
ex ante evaluation towards a more targeted approach calling 
for the use of more advanced ex ante assessment approaches.

An evaluator (AT) asked whether the focus on synergies implies 
systematically assessing trade-offs and actively strengthening 
synergies, or whether the complexity of policy objectives makes 
synergies inherently difficult to achieve.

Eduardo Serrano-Padial explained that because under NRPP 
several policies are planned simultaneously, it would be easier 
to understand and improve the relationships among them. 
This would facilitate the analysis of CAP external coherence 
compared to the current period in which each policy was 
designed separately and at a different time. 

The Swedish Managing Authority asked about the role 
of Member States’ evaluation results in shaping the forthcoming 
CAP. Recommendations should influence national policymaking. 
Given the shift away from formal ex ante evaluations, how much 
national evaluation evidence is taken into account for shaping 
the future CAP?

Eduardo Serrano-Padial confirmed that Member State 
evaluation results are taken into account, because DG AGRI 
systematically maps available information sources, studies 
and indicators at Member States’ level. Evaluation findings are 
shared through the Member State evaluations database of the 
Evaluation Helpdesk, which includes summaries and abstracts. 
Geographic units are encouraged to consider these findings.

The Dutch Managing Authority asked if an impact assessment 
has been carried out for the proposals beyond 2028, 
or specifically for the CAP.

Eduardo Serrano-Padial answered that one impact assessment 
covered the entire NRPP.

An evaluator (IT) was concerned that integrating the CAP 
into the NRPP could dilute the evaluation culture.

Eduardo Serrano-Padial stressed that DG AGRI aims to preserve 
strong evaluation practices. However, increased flexibility is 
a key principle of the future framework, which might create 
uncertainty. Experience has shown that increased flexibility 
in the current CAP has resulted in Member States’ evaluation 
plans of high quality. Therefore, there are also reasons to be 
optimistic and to hope that the culture of evaluation will remain 
an essential part of the CAP.

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/information-sources/legislation-and-guidance/regulations_en
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/information-sources/legislation-and-guidance/regulations_en
https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/publications/search_en?f%5B0%5D=focus%3A2&f%5B1%5D=type%3A101
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1.1.2. Outcomes of analytical research on how Member States follow up 
findings and recommendations of evaluations

Marili Parissaki, Good Practice Manager, Evaluation Helpdesk

Marili Parissaki (Evaluation Helpdesk) provided an overview, based 
on input from ten Member States of how they currently follow 
up on and use evaluation findings, highlighting mechanisms 
such as monitoring committees, stakeholder consultations and 
recommendation-tracking systems. Evaluation findings are 
used both to improve current CAP implementation, e.g. through 
adjustments to targeting, procedures and interventions, and 
to support preparation of the future CAP. Key challenges include 
the timing of evaluations, data and methodological limitations, 
uncertainty about the future policy framework, and difficulties 
in translating findings into concrete policy actions.

After the presentation, participants posed the following questions and/or comments

An evaluator (FI) commented on the quality and robustness of evaluations, calling for findings that are based on solid 
and credible evidence. 

Evaluations are typically conducted within the CAP framework and primarily assess how the programme functions, 
but evaluations should also take into account external or broader contextual factors beyond the programme itself.

Evaluations should inform a broader understanding of policy challenges, and the uptake of recommendations is closely linked to their 
methodological robustness, as decision-makers are more likely to rely on recommendations grounded in strong analytical evidence.
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1.2. Sharing experiences

1.2.1. From RDP lessons learned to CSP evaluation follow-up mechanisms in Lithuania

Jurgita Pugačiauskaitė-Butrimienė, head of the EU Programme’s Evaluation 
and Monitoring Division, Ministry of Agriculture of the Republic of Lithuania

Jurgita Pugačiauskaitė-Butrimienė (Ministry of Agriculture of the 
Republic of Lithuania) presented Lithuania’s experience in following 
up on CAP evaluation findings and recommendations during the 
transition from the Rural Development Program (RDP) to the CSP. 
The presentation highlighted how evaluation results, stakeholders’ 
involvement, and evidence-based analysis contributed to improving 
policy design, strengthening intervention logic, and increasing the 
relevance and effectiveness of support measures. She reflected 
on practical lessons learned, challenges encountered, and the 
importance of integrating evaluation outcomes into strategic 
planning and decision-making processes to support more 
sustainable CAP policies.

After the presentation, participants posed the following questions and/or comments

The Evaluation Helpdesk asked how to address the timing 
constraints when there is misalignment between evaluation 
outputs and policy decision cycles. Can you use the interim 
evaluation results instead?

Jurgita Pugačiauskaitė-Butrimienė confirmed that discussing 
interim results is a useful approach as it allows early 
involvement of the Managing Authority and Paying Agency. 
These discussions facilitate internal exchanges and support 
the uptake of findings. Nevertheless, timing is a major 
constraint due to delays in evaluation processes.

In Lithuania, lengthy procurement procedures constitute 
a bottleneck, reflecting broader capacity constraints of 
contracting authorities.

The Irish Managing Authority asked whether timeliness issues 
could undermine the relevance of CSP evaluations for informing 
the next CAP.

Jurgita Pugačiauskaitė-Butrimienė stressed the difficulty 
of reconciling the timing of CSP evaluations with evolving 
requirements for the next programming period. A key challenge 
is to ensure their actual uptake by competent authorities.

The Swedish Managing Authority highlighted that when support schemes remain largely consistent between the previous and 
current programming periods, Sweden has opted to combine evaluations across these periods. This approach has proven effective, 
as the resulting recommendations address both the CSP and the preceding RDP period in a coherent manner. It has also enabled 
the timely delivery of evaluation findings ahead of discussions on the NRPP.

An evaluator (DE) asked why evaluation results are perceived 
as too academic, specifically whether this relates to a tendency 
towards overly abstract recommendations, and what type of 
outputs would be more useful in practice.

Jurgita Pugačiauskaitė-Butrimienė explained that this issue has 
been addressed by inviting experts to clarify recommendations 
during presentations of the results of Managing Authorities and 
Paying Agencies. Recommendations are quite often formulated 
in theoretical terms, and therefore discussions with experts 
focus on how they can be implemented in real-life situations.

An evaluator (DE) shared their experience, where, beyond CSP evaluations, smaller evaluation studies are also carried out. 
These include a reflective component where results are discussed with Managing Authorities, allowing them to immediately 
indicate whether certain recommendations are feasible to implement. This feedback is then integrated into the evaluation process.
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1.2.2. Example of how to follow up on evaluation findings in Sweden

 

Katarina Carthew, analyst at the Swedish Board of Agriculture

Katarina Carthew (Swedish Board of Agriculture) presented how 
Sweden has developed routines and a system for following up 
and reporting on evaluation findings and recommendations. With 
this system in place, the Evaluation Secretariat at the Swedish 
Managing Authority can monitor and report how evaluation results 
are used to improve the current implementation of the CAP and to 
shape future interventions. Katarina Carthew also talked about the 
evaluator’s responsibility to provide relevant recommendations 
and the importance of preparing the Managing Authority to receive 
evaluation findings.

After the presentation, participants posed the following questions and/or comments

An evaluator (FI) asked who has access to the internal reporting 
system Stratsys and who can ‘close’ the recommendations.

Katarina Carthew explained that the head of unit/division has 
access to the system and can grant access. The head of unit 
has the authority to ‘close’ recommendations, but all actions 
are systematically reported to the monitoring committee.

An evaluator (AT) asked who the target audience 
of the evaluation findings on the platform Stratsys is.

Katarina Carthew explained that recipients depend 
on the type of recommendations. For instance, 
application issues are directed to those responsible 
for data systems. Recommendations on policy design 
are targeted to policymakers responsible for interventions. 
There is a dialogue with potential recipients during evaluation 
design to better understand their evaluation needs. 
This is followed by a workshop with the recipients to discuss 
proposed recommendations before the report is published.

An evaluator (IT) asked about the success of uptake of the 
system, since reporting can be an administrative burden.

Katarina Carthew explained that, as required at the 
management level, it is mandatory to systematically report 
on the progress of recommendations, which ensures continued 
attention. This formal reporting requirement reduces resistance 
and supports routine uptake.

An evaluator (FI) asked how to deal with contradictory 
recommendations, because evaluations are conducted 
thematically.

Katarina Carthew recalled that recommendations tend 
to be repetitive rather than contradictory. The repetition 
of recommendations underlines the importance of an issue 
to be addressed. She also highlighted that the prioritisation 
of recommendations and decisions on follow-up actions 
is guided by policy priorities. 

A representative from an advisory company (PL) 
asked if there are conflicts between recommendations from the 
audit or evaluation.

Katarina Carthew answered that she does not know.

After the presentations, participants exchanged experiences and ideas regarding good practices and challenges in relation to the use of 
evaluation findings for improving CSP implementation in a four-step process: a) interpretation of findings, b) establishment of follow-up of 
findings and recommendations, c) monitoring, consulting and deciding, and d) improving policy.
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2. Day 2

2.1. Setting the scene

2.1.1. Institutionalisation and use of evaluations

Sari Rannanpää, evaluator from NordEval Oy, Evaluation Helpdesk 

Sari Rannanpää (from the company ‘NordEval Oy’ and geographic 
expert for the Evaluation Helpdesk) presented how using evaluations 
to improve policy requires institutionalised arrangements as a 
regular, structured part of the CAP policy cycle. These arrangements 
mean having clear mechanisms in place, such as management 
response processes that ensure evaluation findings are actually 
followed up, quality standards for evaluators, and deliberate efforts 
and processes to embed evaluation findings into planning and 
steering decisions.

 

After the presentation, participants posed the following questions and/or comments

An evaluator (IT) noted that Italy is currently at a specific stage, 
as the Italian Evaluation Society has initiated both training and 
certification processes for evaluators. However, such a system 
may become overly rigid.

Sari Rannanpää observed that, while certification may be 
beneficial from an individual evaluator’s perspective, it can 
also create barriers to market entry and lead to a monopolistic 
situation. In smaller markets, such as Finland, there may 
already be a limited pool of evaluators, and overly strict 
certification requirements could further restrict competition 
and reduce market dynamism.

The Swedish Managing Authority shared experience from Canada, where certification exists, but evaluators can operate without 
formal credentials. However, in the representative’s experience, procurement processes often require that at least one member of the 
evaluation team holds recognised credentials, thereby ensuring a minimum level of expertise while maintaining flexibility.

The Maltese Managing Authority underlined the challenges in ensuring quality through procurement. While defining quality criteria 
in tender documents is essential, past performance (e.g. having delivered several good reports) is not always a reliable indication 
of future quality. In Malta’s small market, ensuring access to high-quality expertise remains difficult, and a sole focus on the lowest 
price does not necessarily lead to the best outcomes.
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The Maltese Managing Authority added that artificial 
intelligence (AI) is already influencing procurement dynamics, 
often reinforcing pressure to prioritise the lowest price, which 
can undermine efforts to secure high-quality evaluation work.

Sari Rannanpää further emphasised that the increasing use 
of AI is adding complexity to the evaluation market. While AI 
can reduce costs and support document analysis, it may also 
make it harder for junior evaluators to enter the field. There 
are risks in procurement practices, where teams proposed 
in tenders may later be substituted. In Finland, this is often 
mitigated by requiring that key experts carry out a significant 
share of the work (e.g. 75%), with proper documentation.

The Managing Authority should explicitly address the use of AI 
in tender specifications. This could include requirements on 
transparency (e.g. documentation of prompts and data used), 
as well as consideration of data protection and ethical issues, 
particularly in relation to sensitive data. She stressed the 
importance of maintaining that human experts retain oversight 
and responsibility.

The Swedish Managing Authority underlined that fostering a strong evaluation culture is important. While quality standards can be 
relatively clearly defined, ensuring the practical use of evaluations remains more challenging, particularly in terms of dedicating 
sufficient resources to ensure that findings are well understood and used by organisations.

2.2. Sharing experiences

2.2.1. Using evaluation for policy design in Finland

Eero Pehkonen, adviser at the Finnish Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry

Eero Pehkonen (Finnish Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry) 
and Tapio Salo (Natural Resources Institute Finland) presented 
how evaluation recommendations can improve the quality and 
design of policies when taken on board. Often, major structural 
changes proposed by evaluations are not fully implemented. In 
policy preparation, it is increasingly important to quantify impacts. 
The presentation also illustrates how Finland uses analytical 
approaches, such as coefficients and quantitative indicators, to 
assess the environmental impacts of CAP measures, including 
effects on emissions, water quality, and biodiversity.
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After the presentation, participants posed the following questions and/or comments

The Dutch Managing Authority asked how the coefficients 
were developed, particularly for non-classified measures 
(e.g. seasonal cover crops), and whether coefficients remain 
valid under varying conditions.

Tapio Salo and Eero Pehkonen explained that the coefficients 
were developed by national researchers. The approach 
relied on existing scientific expertise and national datasets. 
For non-classified or modified measures, when precise data 
is lacking, average values are used. Measures such as winter 
cover crops may be classified in different ways, depending 
on implementation. Results (including for non‑standard 
measures) were validated through triangulation with 
informed stakeholders.

The German support facility for monitoring and evaluation 
posed three questions:

(1)	�How does the methodology compare with the European 
Commission/Joint Research Centre (JRC) approach on 
the coefficients developed for the studies ‘Rough estimate 
of the climate change mitigation potential of the CAP 
Strategic Plans (EU-27) over the 2023-2027 period’ and 
‘Rough estimate of the soil protection potential of CAP 
Strategic Plans over the 2023‑2027 period‘

(2)	�Is it envisaged to use this methodology for planning 
the next programming period?

(3)	Is supporting literature available?

Eero Pehkonen answered that the methodology is broadly 
comparable to the rough estimate approach of the Evaluation 
Helpdesk, as it is also based on planned outputs combined 
with coefficients. However, the coefficients used are based 
on Finnish data, whereas JRC uses EU-level coefficients. 

The methodology is intended to be applied in the next 
programming period. Based on the lessons from the current 
period, there is a need in the future to design the measures 
better to target the desired objectives, and their impact can 
be demonstrated through calculations.

The methodology and results are planned to be published, 
initially in Finnish, with potential further dissemination 
in English.

A representative of the Finnish National CAP Network added that the role of the National CAP Network is to promote good evaluation 
practices and that the Network can be used to disseminate results.

An evaluator (IT) asked whether a ratio between effects and 
financial resources, as well as efficiency, has been calculated 
(cost-effectiveness), noting high impact but high cost for some 
interventions (e.g. organic farming).

Eero Pehkonen answered that no cost-efficiency analysis 
was conducted in the ex ante phase due to methodological 
complexity. However, there are plans to analyse cost-efficiency 
in the ex post evaluation, partly in response to requests 
from the national audit authority.

The Swedish Managing Authority highlighted challenges 
encountered in Sweden when assessing the cost-efficiency 
of measures addressing erosion and nutrient leakage. 
She noted that many of these measures serve multiple 
functions, which complicates the attribution of costs and 
benefits. It is also important to understand the extent to which 
similar measures are implemented outside the CAP framework. 
A lack of this information is a weakness when planning 
interventions for the next programming period. 

Questions asked:

	› How should cost-efficiency be approached and reported when 
a single measure delivers several environmental benefits?

	› Are there estimates of the impacts of individual measures? 

Eero Pehkonen and Tapio Salo answered that one possibility 
is to locate the costs only for the most affected function of 
the measure. The division of costs for different benefits would 
be possible, but subjective based on the views of evaluators. 
Measures that have benefits from nutrient leakage, greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions and biodiversity are especially challenging 
for cost-efficiency. Impacts of measures are based on their 
estimated decrease of nutrient runoff or erosion based on area 
and coefficients.

An evaluator (IT) asked whether the Finnish Managing Authority 
uses a classification of recommendations similar to Italy’s 
(e.g. governance, monitoring system, implementation).

Eero Pehkonen answered positively, stressing there are 
different classifications of recommendations depending on the 
target group/purpose (e.g. for Paying Agencies, communication, 
policy design, and implementation).

A representative of DG AGRI asked whether there is resistance 
or opposition from stakeholders to the recommendations, 
for instance, from farmers’ organisations?

Eero Pehkonen recalled reactions from environmental 
organisations, while farmers’ organisations were 
more receptive.

https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/publications/rough-estimates-climate-change-mitigation-potential-cap-strategic-plans-eu-27-over_en
https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/publications/rough-estimates-climate-change-mitigation-potential-cap-strategic-plans-eu-27-over_en
https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/publications/rough-estimates-climate-change-mitigation-potential-cap-strategic-plans-eu-27-over_en
https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/publications/rough-estimate-soil-protection-potential-cap-strategic-plans-over-2023-2027-period_en
https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/publications/rough-estimate-soil-protection-potential-cap-strategic-plans-over-2023-2027-period_en
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2.2.2. From evaluation to policy: improving implementation and shaping post-2027 programmes in Hungary

Attila Nagy, Head of CAP Coordination Department,  
Hungarian Ministry of Agriculture

Attila Nagy (Hungarian Ministry of Agriculture and Food) presented 
how evaluations in Hungary are embedded into the full CAP policy 
cycle and actively support both ongoing implementation and 
post-2027 planning. The role of evaluations is often not to drive 
fundamental changes, but to fine-tune existing systems and 
improve implementation in a practical and targeted way. Involving 
evaluators early in the preparation of support schemes and calls 
for proposals helps ensure that recommendations reach the right 
decision-making forum at the right moment, i.e. when meaningful 
adjustments are still possible.

After the presentation, participants posed the following questions and/or comments

The German support facility for monitoring and evaluation 
commented that ex ante can be compared to a planning 
contract. In Germany, in previous periods, the Ministry prepared 
a plan, and then the evaluators commented on the plan.

Attila Nagy commented that in Hungary, the Ministry starts 
with the analysis. The evaluators are in close contact with 
the intended beneficiaries to better understand needs and 
challenges. The ministry organises working groups on specific 
issues with the evaluators and beneficiaries. In these working 
groups, needs and challenges emerge.

The Swedish Managing Authority asked if the CAP ex ante 
evaluation facilitates the connection with the other policies 
in the future NRPP.

Attila Nagy answered that the negotiations between the 
Ministries have just started and only focus on CAP measures. 
However, he acknowledged that discussion topics will expand to 
negotiate the non-ring-fenced payments with other ministries.

An evaluator (IT) asked if Hungary has already started  
ex ante evaluations and if they are using the current  
2023–2027 evaluations.

Attila Nagy explained that they use current evaluations.

2.2.3. Use of evaluation for ex ante assessment to prepare the next CAP: land use in Austria without CAP 
payments – consequences for agriculture

Franz Sinabell, Senior Economist at WIFO, Austrian Institute of Economic Research

Franz Sinabell (WIFO, Austria) explored how ongoing evaluations of 
the CSP can inform decision-making for the post-2027 framework. 
Using Austria as a case study, the research applies quantitative 
modelling to project the effects of a ‘Zero CAP Payments’ scenario 
on key economic indicators and land use. While comparable in scope 
to the JRC’s recent Scenar 2040 study, this analysis distinctively 
targets a mid-term time horizon and delivers highly granular, 
regional-scale results. By delivering spatially detailed insights 
in mid-2026, the study provides timely, actionable evidence for 
ongoing regional policy formulation. Carrying out interim evaluations 
is considered to be a waste of resources by many because too little  
data is available for empirically evaluating the impact of the new 
policy. This case study shows that such criticism is wasted energy 
because the interim evaluation not only delivers deep insights into 
the current policy but also contributes to better policies in the next 
programming phase.

https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC142503
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After the presentation, participants posed the following questions and/or comments

An evaluator (IT) asked if it is possible to control the confidence 
interval and robustness of the PASMA model.

Franz Sinabell answered that the general direction of results 
is similar across models (e.g. CAPRI, PASMA), even if values 
differ slightly. In order to obtain very robust results in ex post 
evaluations, it is possible to measure the different effects 
of direct payments using econometric models.

The French Managing Authority asked how to model farmers’ 
behaviours without direct payments in econometric models. 
In a similar evaluation approach in France, evaluators asked 
how to assume farmers’ behaviours without direct payments.

Franz Sinabell explained that models are calibrated with the 
assumption that farmers would behave economically rationally 
in a situation of no direct payments. For instance, if there were 
no good agricultural and environmental conditions (GAEC), 
farmers would use more fertilisers or less crop diversity. 
Models are coded with these assumptions.

The Irish Managing Authority asked whether the evaluation also 
models land abandonment and population migration due to zero 
direct payments.

Franz Sinabell answered that biodiversity and forestry would 
benefit from ‘land abandonment’, meaning the reduction of 
agricultural land. Food security would be minimally impacted. 
However, in the context of Austria, there are concerns that land 
abandonment might have negative spillovers for tourism. 

The Swedish Managing Authority asked about the time scale 
of these scenarios and whether modelling helps to refine 
support schemes.

Franz Sinabell explained that the presented results are useful 
for 2030, when Alpine farms will still be intact. However, 
evaluations show that public support for farmers equals more 
or less depreciation in less favoured areas. In the longer term, 
in a scenario of no support, farmers would stop investments 
and production would decline. 

Another concern is that a large share of direct payments goes 
to landowners and not to active farmers, raising the question 
of the final beneficiaries of direct payments. 

The results of the current evaluation will be used in 2027.

The German support facility for Monitoring and Evaluation 
asked why the evaluation models a scenario without CAP 
payments, and why not a scenario with half of the current 
amount, or even 20%.

Franz Sinabell clarified that there is also a scenario with 
a 20% reduction of CAP payments; however, the results 
were not shown.

Andrea Pufahl (evaluator, DE) added that the purpose 
of this evaluation is to quantify the impact of direct payment 
with a baseline of no direct payments. The evaluation covers 
payments under the first and second pillars, which extend 
to the entire agricultural sector. She acknowledged that 
for policy design, realistic scenarios are needed.

After the presentations, participants exchanged experiences and ideas regarding the use of evaluation findings for preparing the CAP 
post‑2027. Two options were discussed: a) direct use of findings (e.g. to feed into baselines, needs assessment, shaping the intervention logic) 
and b) analytical use of findings (e.g. to inform scenario building or simulation models or to support impact assessment of policy options). 
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3. Concluding remarks

Figure 2.  The evidence to policy pathway

Source: EU CAP Network supported by the European Evaluation Helpdesk for the CAP (2026)

The outcomes of the presentations and group discussions 
highlighted that the value of evaluations lies not only in producing 
evidence but in ensuring that findings are interpreted, followed up, 
monitored to inform decisions and eventually translated into policy 
action. Participants identified both good practices and recurring 
challenges at different stages of this process.

The first step in the process is to interpret evaluation findings and 
recommendations. The mere production of recommendations does 
not lead to action. Their usefulness depends on the credibility of the 
evidence, the clarity of the conclusions and the extent to which 
recommendations are adapted to the policy context. A number 
of  identified good practices include: distinguishing clearly between 
findings, conclusions and recommendations; ensuring that 
recommendations are grounded in robust evidence and transparent 
methodologies; discussing preliminary and interim findings with 
policy actors before finalisation; and framing recommendations 
in a way that is relevant to policy needs and national contexts.

A second step is to establish follow-up mechanisms. Evaluation 
use is more effective when formal follow-up arrangements are 
embedded in governance structures. To this end, current practice 
highlights good examples of assigning responsibilities for responding 
to recommendations, integrating evaluation follow‑up into existing 

governance and monitoring structures, using recommendation 
tracking systems and management responses and maintaining 
dialogue between evaluators, managing authorities, implementing 
bodies and other decision makers throughout the evaluation process.

A third step is to monitor progress, consult stakeholders, and support 
decision-making. To this end, evaluations should contribute to 
continuous learning rather than being treated as one-off reporting 
exercises. Good practice from Member States includes: linking 
evaluation findings to monitoring and performance information; 
regular reflection on implementation progress; combining 
quantitative evidence with qualitative implementation experience; 
and using evaluations to support operational adjustments during 
programme implementation or to feed ex ante assessment processes 
for the future.

Finally, improving policy implementation or informing future policy 
is the end goal of the evaluation process. The workshop stressed 
that evaluations are often most effective in supporting incremental 
improvements rather than fundamental policy redesign. This can be 
achieved by using findings to refine intervention design, targeting 
and implementation procedures. A key precondition for this is to 
involve evaluators early enough so that findings can inform policy 
implementation or policy design decisions.
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A number of recurring challenges include:

	› Assessing causality: there are difficulties associated with 
isolating the effects of interventions from those of previous 
programming periods or from other external factors.

	› Communicating in a clear and actionable manner: 
this is a twofold challenge as communication needs to take 
into account the varying perceptions of evaluation findings 
among stakeholders, while at the same time communicating 
complex evaluation results in a way that decision-makers can 
easily understand and use.

	› Dealing with competing policy priorities and interests: 
it may be difficult to implement recommendations if they are 
not aligned with policy priorities or with stakeholder interests 
or expectations.

	› Institutional challenges: lack of institutional obligation 
to follow up, coupled with limited financial resources, can be 
important challenges to overcome. At the same time, a lack 
of ownership of evaluation findings and recommendations and 
limited incentives for follow-up also reduce the possibility of 
implementation of recommendations by relevant stakeholders.

Looking specifically into the future, the workshop emphasised 
that Member States can use evaluation findings directly to 
support future CAP design by informing needs assessments, 

intervention logic and strategic choices. To maximise their value, 
evaluation findings and lessons learned from both current and 
previous programming periods should be systematically reviewed 
and integrated into programme preparation. However, Member 
States face several challenges, including incomplete evidence 
from ongoing evaluations, uncertainty regarding the future policy 
framework, and the need to balance lessons from past performance 
with emerging policy priorities.

The workshop also highlighted growing interest in a more analytical 
use of findings, feeding into prospective and quantitative 
approaches, such as modelling and scenario analysis, to support 
future policy design. These tools can help assess potential 
impacts, trade-offs and synergies of alternative policy options, 
particularly where empirical evidence is limited. Their effective use, 
however, depends on the availability of suitable data, transparent 
methodologies and a careful interpretation of results, recognising 
both the uncertainty associated with future policy developments 
and the limitations of analytical models.

In conclusion, effective use of evaluations requires credible 
evidence, clear governance arrangements, timely communication 
and continuous interaction between evaluators and decision-
makers. The workshop demonstrated that peer exchange between 
Member States remains an important source of practical solutions 
and inspiration for strengthening the role of evaluations throughout 
the policy cycle.

Photos from the venue Hanaholmen – the Swedish-Finnish Cultural Centre, participants in the Good Practice Workshop and a field trip around Helsinki.  
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