
1 
 

 

 

 

  

 

Peer review 
document of Wales.  
 

Orkestra – Basque Institute of Competitiveness 
October, 2018 
 

European Union | European Regional Development 



2 
 

Content 
I. Introduction, objective and background information of the peer review exercise in 
Wales ......................................................................................................................................... 3 

What is a peer-review and the scope of this document? ..................................................... 3 

Objective and methodological steps followed in Lithuania’s peer review ........................... 4 

Background information ....................................................................................................... 5 

II. Evaluation of Welsh policy mix: insights and recommendations...................................... 6 

Current monitoring and evaluation of Manumix policy-mix instruments ............................ 6 

Why to improve evaluation? Recommendations for Wales ................................................. 7 

 

  



3 
 

I. Introduction, objective and background information of the peer 
review exercise in Wales 

What is a peer-review and the scope of this document? 
This document constitutes the last step of the Welsh peer review, which is a learning exercise 
part of the Manumix project.  
 
Peer reviews can take different approaches, as explained by Nauwelaers (2015), from which 
OECD and EU peers reviews can be highlighted, mostly focused at the national level. In 
addition peer reviews at the regional level have been pushed in the last years by both the 
Interreg programme and the Joint Research Centre (S3 Platform), the latter focused on Smart 
Specialisation Strategies. Some peer reviews are very intense in time and are proposed to 
answer a narrow question, while others focus on more broad aspects. This is the case of this 
exercise within the Manumix project.   
 
The objective of a peer review exercise is not transferring good practices from peers, but to 
enlighten a process of policy learning. It is important not to forget that in regional innovation 
policies there is not a single recipe or ‘one size doesn’t fit all’ (Tödtling and Trippl, 2005) so the 
recommendations from peer reviews have to be contextualized in the region after the process 
has finished.  
 
Generally, three phases can be distinguished in a peer review exercise:  

1. Preparation: This phase includes the elaboration of previous material or 
documentation. This could include a background document, elaborated either by the 
peered region or by an external expert. The objective of this document is to inform the 
peers about the policy or issue which will be the focus of the peer review exercise, not 
to do an analysis or provide with solutions to the peered territory. In addition this 
phase includes the mobilization of the resources needed for the peer review, which 
are the persons that will take part in the implementation phase from both the peered 
and the peers.  

2. Implementation: This is the phase in which the analysis of the background 
documentation from the peers and the interactions among the peered, the peers and 
the external expert in some cases take place. This phase varies depending of the 
format of the peer review exercise. It could take a year or a month and of course the 
result an in-depth analysis resulting from the exercise varies depending of this format. 
It normally includes meetings among the participants of the peer review, but also 
workshops are an option for the implementation. 

3. Incorporation: This includes the dissemination of the results of the exercise as well as 
defining the next steps that the peer region will follow after a consequence of the 
exercise. This document belongs to this third step and provides recommendations to 
be considered for implementation in the region.  
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Objective and methodological steps followed in Lithuania’s peer review 
Following the peer review methodology agreed by the partners of Manumix, and as depicted 
in Figure 1, the peer review exercise started with an open call to partners in which the partner 
regions defined a theme in which the peer review exercise should focus and the peer review 
processes in which they were interested in taking part as peer reviewers.  
 
Concretely, in the case of Wales, the region has set as a goal for the peer-review to to learn 
evaluation approaches to innovation policy. 
 
In regards peer partners, Lithuania’s partners have been the peer reviewers in Welsh peer 
review exercise, together with the advisory partner Orkestra. 
 
Figure 1. Peer review methodology in Manumix 

 
 
 
The peer review process has had three phases:  
 

1. Preparation: a background document was prepared by Orkestra (advisory partner), in 
collaboration with Welsh Government , which served, together with the baseline study 
document, as the basis of the next step.   

2. Implementation: the Lithuanian partner and Orkestra analysed the documentation and 
prepared questions for the face-to-face meeting developed in Wales. The face-to-face 
meeting was carried out in 11th July in Cardiff, Wales. The meeting consisted of 
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presentations and discussion of challenges faced by Welsh Government in regards 
evaluation and its role in the design of innovation policy mix. A wide representation of 
Werlsh government and other institutions took part in the peer review. Concretely, 
members of Welsh Government innovation department, WEFO, Innovate UK and 
Innovation Advisory Council Wales. The peer review group from Lithuania was 
composed of partner members and stakeholders, who together with Orkestra 
participated in the discussions and the elaboration of the conclusions in the next 
phase.  

3. Incorporation: During this phase, this final document, which incorporates the results of 
phase 2 has been produced by Orkestra with inputs from MOSTA. This report 
constitutes an input for dissemination in the peered region as well as an input for the 
action plan that the peered region has to deliver for the Manumix project.  

Background information  
The background document of the Welsh peer review contains more detailed information 
about the instruments and policy-mix selected by the Wales for the Manumix project. The 
main characteristics of the three programmes are summarised in Figure 2.  

Table 1. Manumix Advanced Manufacturing policy mix in Wales 

Instruments  Objective Beneficiaries Type of instrument  Year of 
Launch/ 
budget 

Smart 
Innovation  To increase the innovation awareness 

and capability of Welsh businesses and 
assist them to access financial support 
to grow their investment in R,D&I 

SMEs, Big 
companies Economic 

instrument 
Grants 
TRLs from 3 to 8 

2015/ £2m 

Smart Cymru To provide financial support to Welsh 
businesses to grow their investment in 
R&D&I  

SMES, Big 
Companies, 
Group of Firms 

Economic 
Instrument; 
Voucher.  
Horizontal 
instrument,  
TRLs from 3 to 7 

2014/ £10.5 
million 

Smart Expertise To increase commercialisation of 
Research, Development and Innovation 
(R,D&I) within research organisations 
in collaboration with industry 

Universities, 
Groups of 
companies 

Economic 
instrument 
Grants 
TRLs from 3 to 7 

2016/ £4 million 

Smart 
Partnerships To support collaborative projects, with 

a clear focus to increase the capacity 
and capabilities of Welsh businesses to 
develop R&D activities by linking them 
with Research Organisations and an 
associate, to work on a specific project 
to develop new products, processes 
and services in key areas of Smart 
Specialisation. 

SMEs & 
Universities Economic 

instrument 
Grants 
TRLs from 3 to 7 

2016/ part of 
Smart 
Parnership 

SBRI Driving innovation through public sector 
procurement  All possible 

beneficiaries Regulation  
National/regional 
instrument 
TRLs from  6 to 8 

2013/ £5m to 
date 
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II. Evaluation of Welsh policy mix: insights and recommendations  

This is the main section of the peer review document and includes the main recommendations 
from the peer region (Lithuania) and the advisory partner (Orkestra).  

Current monitoring and evaluation of Manumix policy-mix instruments 

This section provides a summary of the main current elements that shape the monitoring and 
evaluation practices of the Welsh innovation policy-mix, as well as it summarises the main 
challenges. The basis for this summary comes from inputs from the face-to face stage of the 
peer review process as well as different documents provided by the Welsh Government. 

The main challenge identified for the peer review is to improve the evidence for decision-
making through monitoring and evaluation.  

Monitoring and evaluation process 
Most of the Welsh instruments considered for the Manumix project are funded by European 
structural funds. For those instruments there is a detailed monitoring and evaluation 
approach. With regards monitoring, this is conducted on a quarterly basis and data is basically 
collected by reviewing regular project reviews. The process of evaluation is conducted at both 
project and programme level.  

 Evaluation at project level: We can distinguish three evaluation moments: an 
inception evaluation (at the outset) a mid-point evaluation (usually a process 
evaluation) and an ex-post evaluation (assessing results).  External research 
companies are predominately used to conduct the evaluations.  The Welsh 
Government (WEFO) has a dedicated monitoring and evaluation team; within the 
team there are fund-specific researchers who agree evaluation plans for each 
operation (including specifications for external contractor procurement). Evaluators 
are engaged early-on in the process to ensure evaluation is not an afterthought. The 
project deliverers are responsible to address relevant recommendations but the 
funder should agree an action plan and ensure it is implemented. 

 Evaluation at programme level: Programme evaluations tend to be undertaken the 
latter half of the 7-year programme cycle to assure there is sufficient evidence. The 
programme level evaluations are undertaken by external evaluators. Methods for 
evaluation include a wide range of techniques, either quantitative or qualitative. 
Among the quantitative techniques counterfactual propensity score matching via data 
linking can be highlighted. Surveys and a range of performance indicators collected 
from the supported business constitute the main source for analysis. In addition, case 
studies and interviews to understand the impact and effectiveness of support are 
conducted from the qualitative side.  At a programme level, evaluations are used to 
inform amendments to programmes during their life and to directly inform future 
programmes. 

With the evaluation approach there are some issues that have to be taken into consideration 
for future improvements. These issues are summarised as follows:  
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 There is difficult to assess long-term impacts as evaluations under EU rules follow the 
principle of their immediacy and the difficulty of finding the right methods. This is a 
very important issue for innovation as impacts are seen in a long term basis.  

 It is difficult to conduct quantitative analyses based on control group approaches as 
micro level data on unsupported business can be hard to find both in UK statistics and 
in surveys as they are focus only on medium/big firms. Indeed, micro-level data are 
not in line with national macro data, and therefore comparisons between regions are 
complex. 

 Measuring the impact of the policy-mix at different levels (Wales, UK and EU) is a real 
challenge. 

Why to improve evaluation? Recommendations for Wales 
This section aims at shedding light about the goals for improving the evaluation of Welsh 
policy mix. These goals depend not only of the specific situation of the current evaluation 
system but also on the main needs for learning about the effects of the interventions.  In 
addition, the reasoning behind improving the current monitoring and evaluation system for 
the policy mix is also explained in this section.  

The main challenge identified for the peer review is to improve the evidence for decision-
making through monitoring and evaluation.  

Three levels of analysis and required evidence could be identified:  

1. Contribution of Welsh innovation policy and programmes to UK strategy: Measuring 
how Wales is contributing to UK strategy and how existing programmes supports 
innovation development in coherence with UK strategic goals is one of the challenges 
that have been defined.  

2. Monitoring of the Welsh innovation system performance, with a specific focus on 
Advanced Manufacturing. A more specific analysis of the Welsh system performance 
could contribute to policy-making as it provides evidence of the current situation but 
also can be based on a dynamic approach. Although this type of analysis does not 
provide a cause-effect relationship between competitiveness and innovation 
performance and policy practices it gives inputs for policy-learning.   

3. Improving the current monitoring and evaluation practices at programme and project 
level. Despite the good established monitoring and evaluation system as described in 
the previous sections, some areas of improvement have been identified. These are 
focused on the lack of impact assessments for long-term investments and lack of 
quantitative data for counterfactual approaches, especially in the case of small 
businesses.   

 

Contribution of Welsh innovation policy and programmes to UK strategy  
 

In order to assess the contribution of Welsh innovation policy-mix to UK innovation strategy in 
order to deliver a stairway to excellence (see Figure 2) a meta-evaluation could be conducted, 
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making the most for previous and existing monitoring and evaluation documents. The 
proposed steps for conducting it are the following:  

Step 1: Reconstruct a general logic framework for stablishing the relationship of Welsh 
interventions with higher level objectives, that is, the relationship of intervention rationale 
(problem that aims at addressing) and the direct results of the intervention. 

Step 2: Design of a template to collect information on evaluation evidence. In that template 
some concepts such as the instruments’ objectives, rationale for them, main characteristics, 
beneficiaries, and results from the evaluations could be included.  

Step 3: Assess which evaluations to include in the analysis as not all the evaluations might be 
valid for the exercise. Lacking of data or incoherence with regards higher established 
objectives could be reasons for not including all the evaluations as object of study.  

Step 4: Analysis of robustness of evaluation of selected interventions. An additional step to the 
previous one could be conducted in order to make a more in-depth analysis of the robustness 
of the selected evaluations according to some established criteria.  

Step 5: Analysis of types of interventions and its relationship with higher level objectives. This 
analysis could be done either quantitatively or qualitatively. Categorising the evaluations in 
terms of type of evaluation, target group and impacts achieved could be a first step for the 
analysis. Afterwards, the method to be employed should be established. Either a qualitative 
analysis or a quantitative one could be conducted to determine the programmes’ 
contribution1.  

 

                                                           
1 Further details about a possible method for this analysis can be found in SQW Consulting, (2009) 
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Figure 2: Welsh stairway to excellence  

 

Source: Welsh Government  

Recommendations for improving the monitoring of the Welsh innovation system 
performance  
 

Monitoring the system performance in terms of innovation and competitiveness would 
provide with key insights for policy-learning approaches. In that sense, and although there are 
some established methods for measuring Welsh performance as compared to other regions in 
Europe, such as the Regional Innovation Scorecard, these do not provide an accurate picture of 
the current development stage and its evolution. In order to carry out a good performance 
analysis is good to make comparisons as then it is feasible to extract conclusions. However, a 
comparison with UK average in this case or EU average does not provide the ‘right picture’ of 
the Welsh performance. Following Navarro et al. (2014) for regional benchmarking to inform 
strategic decisions has to be established among homogeneous regions. They have developed a 
methodology that identifies the closest regions according structural conditions. This 
methodology is available in an on-line tool in the Smart Specialisation Platform. In Figure 3 the 
nearest 15 regions for Wales are shown as an illustration of how this tool works. This would 
constitute the first step for a regional benchmarking.  
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Figure 3: Homogeneous regions for Wales excluding the regions within UK 

 

Source: Orkestra-Basque Institute of Competitiveness & S3 Platform http://s3platform.jrc.ec.europa.eu/regional-
benchmarking  

Once the reference regions have been identified an analysis based on secondary statistical 
data can be conducted, according to selected indicators that measure regional 
competitiveness, innovation or sectoral performance, even the one reflected in advanced 
manufacturing. As an example of some of the analyses that can be conducted in Figure 4, 
Figure 5 and Figure 6 we can observe the situation of the Wales as compared to its reference 
regions in some selected indicators. Dynamic analyses are a powerful input for policy learning 
purposes.  
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Figure 4: Welsh performance in competitiveness result indicators in comparison to its reference regions  

 

Source: Orkestra-Basque Institute of Competitiveness https://www.orkestra.deusto.es/competitiveness-
observatory/en/UKL/dashboard    

 

Figure 5: Welsh performance in competitiveness intermediate indicators in comparison to its reference regions 

 

Source: Orkestra-Basque Institute of Competitiveness https://www.orkestra.deusto.es/competitiveness-
observatory/en/UKL/dashboard  
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Figure 6: Evolution of Welsh unemployment rate as compared to its reference regions 

 

Source: Orkestra-Basque Institute of Competitiveness https://www.orkestra.deusto.es/competitiveness-
observatory/en/UKL/group-detail/2    

 

Recommendations for improving the current monitoring and evaluation practices at 
programme and project level. 
 

Major challenges to improve the current monitoring and evaluation practices rely on the 
programme’s evaluation, especially related to the lack of data for conducting quantitative 
analyses. To this regard, and in order to be able to build a sound control group there are some 
possible alternatives:  

 To include a survey in the application forms of the programmes so it is possible to 
collect data of the beneficiaries and the solicitors that haven not been awarded so it is 
possible to create a control group. 

 To conduct a survey to both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries at different moments 
of the programme’s life-cycle.  

 To use innovation specialists as a mean for collecting data among the whole firms’ 
environment.  

 To follow the path already started and use qualitative techniques. As alternatives to 
interviews discussion groups between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries could be a 
good option. Another possible alternative could be the use of the methodology of 
participatory evaluation. To this regard, it could be helpful to review current EDP 
practices in the context of smart specialization. As an example the region could 
develop participatory policies by introducing a standard for participation in policy 
formulation, implementation, and evaluation. For example, by creating a set of rules 
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and methodologies to engage people in each step of policy formulation, 
implementation and assessment. Lithuania has implemented this practice.  

 


