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About IEEP

The Institute for European Environmental Policy (IEEP) 
is an independent research organisation.

We are concerned with policies affecting the environment in 
Europe and beyond.

IEEP is non-governmental, non-partisan and not-fo-profit.

Offices are in London (1980) and in Brussels (2001),
with around 40 staff.

Programmes include agriculture, biodiversity, climate/energy, 
environmental governance, environmental economics, fisheries, 
water and waste and external action&global affairs. 

IEEP publishes the Manual of European Environmental Policy 
togehter with Earthscan

See http://www.ieep.eu

http://www.ieep.eu/


About this presentation

 After close to fourty years the regulatory framework of EU 
environmental policy is quite densely developed. It is a mature policy. 

 Maturity includes issues of incoherence, overlaps, but also policy 
competition and budgetary constraints due to regulatory density. 

 Evalaution practice is booming. But surprisingly, ex-post evaluation is 
not the same level of routine in the policy-making process like IA.

 Future practice will combine information with allocation functions. 

 Understanding the politics of evaluations is as important as sharing a 
common understanding about definitions and methods.  



Evaluation and the policy cycle

European Commission – DG MARKT (2008) DG MARKT Guide to Policy Evaluation,  Brussels.



Types of ex-post evaluation

Process evaluation

 How was the policy delivered?

Impact evaluation

 What difference did the policy make?

Economic evaluation

 Costs/effectiveness/efficiency/benefits

! Evalaution needs to be tailored to the type of policy, 

and the types of questions it is hoped to answer!



Criteria for policy evaluation... 

Crabbe, Leroy (2008) Handbook on policy evaluation, Earthscan



…and the main focus in practice

‘Effects’

- intended and unintended

‘Effectiveness’

- Has policy ‘cured’ the environmental problem? Or

- Has policy met an operational goal or target?
- How effective has it been?.

Why is it effective/ineffective – causation

Was it efficient?



Problems of causation

Key questions:

Are observed changes the consequence of the policy?

If yes, why has the policy been effective/ineffective?

Key considerations:

Simple association is not causation (SoE reports)

Deadweight – ‘x’ would have happened anyway (eg take-up of greener 
technologies) or is due to other factors (ie industrial change)

Displacement – policy has pushed problem to another region/social 
group



Cause-effect logic

European Commission – DG MARKT (2008) DG MARKT Guide to Policy Evaluation,  Brussels.



Cause-effect logic



Effectiveness in meeting operational objectives – and 
increasing complexity of evaluation

Example: Requirement to integrate environment into 
Structural Funds’ business support for SMEs

Focus could be:

Policy Outputs

 Number of EMAS training courses offered by regional authorities

Policy Outcomes

 Take-up by SMEs

 Consequent energy efficient measures by SMEs

Policy Impacts

 On waste, CO2 emissions etc.



Evaluation practice is booming

Huitema et al 2011 Evalaution in climate policy: theory and 
emerging practice Pol Sci  44: 179-188



Evaluation of the 6th Environment Action Programme

 Since 1973, the European Commission has presented Environment 

Action Programmes (EAPs) setting out forthcoming initiatives as 

well as broad approaches and principles for EU environmental 

policy

 6EAP covers the period July 2002 - July 2012

Adopted through ordinary legislative procedure

Focuses on four thematic areas (climate change, biodiversity, natural 

resources, environment and health) 

Includes horizontal objectives and measures 

Seven Thematic Strategies

 In 2010, DG ENV contracted a study to assess the achievements of 

the 6EAP (Ecologic, IEEP and Central European University)
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Europe's environment: state and prospects



Approach to the study

 Objective: In-depth assessment of achievements of 6EAP (2002-

2010)

 Focus: 

- Added value of 6EAP and role in leveraging the adoption of EU policies 

affecting the environment

- Assess progress relative to the objectives set out in the 6EAP 

 Basis: Desk research, targeted interviews (high-level and desktop 

officer) and targeted stakeholder consultations through workshops

15



Climate change: Progress made and role of the 6EAP

Drivers

Role of the 6EAP:

-Reflected status quo and has not been a major driver in this area 

-Overtaken by subsequent developments which could not have been foreseen

+  Reaffirmed path for EU action and strengthened it through broader institutional 

support

Stakeholder consultation meeting on the 6EAP, 29 March 2011, Brussels 16

Number of objectives
set out in 6EAP will be met, 

however formidable 
challenges remain

+ International commitments and ambitions
+ Shifting political priorities
+ Link with economic agenda
+ Public opinion 
+ Scientific and technological advances



Nature and Biodiversity: Progress made and role of the 6EAP

Drivers Barriers 

Role of the 6EAP:

+ Map out existing commitments and reiterate 2010 target 

+ Thematic Strategy processes and action in new areas

+ Promote integration considerations 

- Did not address key challenges in the area 

Stakeholder consultation meeting on the 6EAP, 29 March 2011, Brussels 17

Despite some 
progress, headline 

target has been 
missed. Key pressures 

continue and 
significant additional 
efforts are required

+ 2010 target  
+ Links with other policy 
areas (economic, climate)
+ Public opinion
+ Overarching EU policy 
developments  

- High level of ambition
- Inadequate  

implementation
- Insufficient funding
- Competence concerns   



Natural resources and waste: Progress made and role of the 

6EAP

Drivers Barriers 

Role of the 6EAP:

+ Helped reinforce direction of policy on waste management

+ Strengthen link between waste and resource policy 

+ Basis for Thematic Strategies, although underestimated some of the 

challenges in relation to natural resources

Stakeholder consultation meeting on the 6EAP, 29 March 2011, Brussels 18

Some objectives 
(encouraging better 

waste 
management) have 

been achieved, 
limited progress on 
others (decoupling)

- Inadequate implementation of 
waste legislation

- Knowledge gaps, methodological 
challenges and limited political 
support in relation to natural 
resources

+ Aspects of decision-
making procedure

+ Growing interest in 
sustainable 
consumption and 
production

+ 



Fitness Check EU Water Policy

 Water Framework Directive (WFD) 

 

Urban Wastewater 

Treatment Directive 

(UWWTD) 

Nitrates from 

agricultural pollutants  

Directive (NAPD) 

 

Groundwater  

Directive (GD) 

 

Environmental Quality 

Standards Directive 

(EQSD) 

Floods Directive (FD) 

 

 

 

 

Non-legislative policies 

 

Communication on  

Water Scarcity and Droughts 



Evaluation questions (WFC)

Relevance

 To what extent do the policies address the challenge of 
sustainable management of EU freshwater resources?  

Coherence

 What is the degree of integration with other instruments 
covered by the Fitness Check?

 What is the degree of integration  with other relevant 
policies?

Effectiveness

 Are the preliminary achievements in line with the stated 
objectives?

Efficiency

 To what extent do Member States respond to the 
requirements regarding administrative co-operation and 
policy coordination?

 Are availability of and access to funding a constraint to 
the implementation, as well as to policies on water 
scarcity and droughts? 



Characteristics WFC 

 Legislation with multiple, sometimes 
unclear objectives

 Multiple types of regulation

 Large number of ways for 
implemention and transposition to occur

 Various trade offs and competiting 
policy objectives

 A range of impacts and effects, both 
expected and unexpected

 Complex constellation of actors 
across governance levels and regions



The challenge of data collection

 Data is required to establish what has 
happened.

 Nature of data needed depends on focus 
of evaluation (outputs, outcomes or 
impacts).

 Unlikely that relevant data is available ‘off 
the shelf’.

 But primary research expensive; tight 
evaluation timetable; time lags (esp. for 
impacts); tacit knowledge

 Therefore, often reliance on interviews.  

 May be possible to focus on proxies – eg 
outputs rather than impacts.



Stakeholder surveys
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Case studies

- 24 -

UK – Severn

Be – Scheldt

Danube 

It – Po

Sp - Guadiarna

Detailed analysis, but insights reflect specific domestic conditions.



Some of our lessons for doing policy evaluations

 Be aware of timing needs and 
constraints of an evaluation

 Be clear on purpose, 
objectives and scope of an 
evaluation

 Be transparent on your 
intervention logic, data sources 
and quality criteria

 Know your tools

 Avoid yes-no questions in 
surveys or interviews

 Be aware of the politics of 
steering groups



Thank you for your attention!

Dr Axel Volkery

Institute for European Environmental Policy

avolkery@ieep.eu

+32 2 2111090
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