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	EUROPEAN COMMISSION




TERMS OF REFERENCE
	Evaluation of [short name of the project/programme]



	Region                                         
	

	Beneficiary Country                  
	

	Sector (as defined in CSP/NIP) 
	

	Project number           
	


Model

	This document is intended to provide guidance to staff in both Headquarter operational services and Delegations in the preparation of Terms of Reference for intermediate, final and ex-post evaluations.  The structure of the document should be respected. Text in italics is intended as guidelines or information to be filled in.  Normal type is used for standardised texts. Text in boxes is intended to provide explanations, references, or to draw attention to important questions/issues. In the final version of the ToRs text boxes could be deleted.


1. Background        
The National/Regional Indicative Programme (NIP/RIP) signed by the Government of (indicate the country) and the European Commission on (date) reflects the EC's willingness to support the (indicate the sector) in (country/region) within the framework of this Indicative Programme (amount) M€ were allocated to (indicate the project title).
	Describe briefly (indicatively 2-3 pages) the project/programme addressing the following points:

Identification of the project/programme: 
· Full name. Legal basis and commitment decision regarding the EC support. 
· The overall objectives, purpose, result for the targeted groups/areas and activities (refer to the logical framework to be appended); any significant change to the original objectives.
· Origin of the project/programme, historical background, design and programming process, policies and strategies which the project/programme contributes to. 
· Evolution of the context – major trends – in the political, institutional, social and/or economic fields. 
· Components and key implementation arrangements (management, contracts, monitoring, co-ordination, partnerships). 
· Cost, funding modalities, co-financing, significant changes, if any.
· Duration and schedule, significant changes, if any.

· State of implementation, indicating any noticeable successes or problems. 


2. Evaluation Objectives
The final evaluation, which has been foreseen in the Technical and Administrative Provisions of the project’s Financing Agreement, will provide the decision-makers in the Government of [country], the relevant external co-operation services of the European Commission and the wider public with sufficient information to:

a. make an overall independent assessment about the past performance of the project/ programme, paying particularly attention to the impact of the project actions against its objectives;
b. identify key lessons and to propose practical recommendations for follow-up actions.
3. Issues to be studied
The evaluation study responds to the requirements of the last phase of the project cycle. The consultants shall verify, analyse and assess in detail the issues outlined in Annexe 2 "Layout, structure of the Final Report". The list of issues is not intended to be exhaustive. The [questions / issues] refer to the five evaluation criteria endorsed by the OECD-DAC (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and impact), and to the EC-specific evaluation criteria (EC added value and coherence). 

The consultants are requested to verify, analyse and assess the integration and impact of cross cutting issue in the project. The consultants are required to use their professional judgement and experience to review all relevant factors and to bring these to the attention of the Government and European Commission.

4. Methodology
For methodological guidance refer to the EuropeAid's Evaluation methodology website http://ec.europa.eu/comm/europeaid/evaluation/intro_pages/methods.htm
where guidance is available for both evaluation managers (Commission staff) and evaluation teams (consultants) as well as to ‘’Aid Delivery Methods’, Volume 1 ‘Project Cycle Management Guidelines (EuropeAid, March 2004) http://ec.europa.eu/comm/europeaid/reports/pcm_guidelines_2004_en.pdf
Methodological guidance for the evaluation of integration of cross-cutting issues (environmental sustainability, gender, good governance and human rights) may be found in the following websites (please note that this links could be changed):

http://europa.eu.int/comm/development/body/theme/environment/env_integ/env_integration/pdf_frms/envintegrform18_4.pdf#zoom=100
http://www.cc.cec/EUROPEAID/ThematicNetworks/qsg/Networks/newGender/documents/tk_section1_handbook.pdf
   -  pages 51 and 70

http://europa.eu.int/comm/europeaid/projects/eidhr/pdf/themes-gg-handbook_en.pdf 

   - pages 111 - 114

4.1 Management and steering of the Evaluation
The evaluation is managed by [the service/unit managing the evaluation, the project management] with the assistance of a reference group consisting of members of [list of EC services and other organisations involved] under the coordination of [name of the evaluation manager] who oversees the evaluation on behalf of the Commission. The reference group member's main functions are: 

· To aggregate and summarise the views of the Commission services and to act as an interface between the consultants and the services, thereby supplementing bilateral contacts. 

· To ensure that the evaluation team has access to and has consulted all relevant information sources and documents related to the project/programme.

· To validate the Evaluation Questions. 

· To discuss and comment on notes and reports delivered by the evaluation team. Comments by individual group members are compiled into a single document by the evaluation manager and subsequently transmitted to the evaluation team.

· To assist in feedback of the findings, conclusions, lessons and recommendations from the evaluation.
For detailed information on the role of the reference group see the following link: http://ec.europa.eu/comm/europeaid/evaluation/methodology/methods/mth_stg_en.htm
4.2 The evaluation approach / process

The evaluation approach should be developed and implemented as presented below (for further details consult the evaluation methodology website above mentioned).
Once the external evaluation team has been contractually engaged, the evaluation process will be carried out through three phases:  a Desk Phase, a Field Phase and a Synthesis Phase, as described below: 
4.2.1 Desk Phase – Inception 
In the inception stage of the Desk Phase, the relevant programming documents should be reviewed, as well as documents shaping the wider strategy/policy framework. The evaluation team will then analyse the logical framework [as set up at the beginning of the project/programme cycle] or [as reconstructed by the project/programme manager retrospectively]. The relevant programming documents should also be reviewed, as well as documents shaping the wider strategy/policy framework. On the basis of the information collected the evaluation team should:

· Describe the development co-operation context.

· Comment on the logical framework. 
· Comment on the issues / evaluation questions suggested (see annexe 2; section3) or, when relevant, propose an alternative or complementary set of evaluation questions justifying their relevance. Develop the evaluation into sub-questions  identify provisional indicators and their verification means, and describe the analysis strategy.

· Propose the work plan for the finalisation of the first phase.

· Confirm the final time schedule. 
During the inception stage an inception report shall be prepared (see section 5).
4.2.2 Desk phase - Finalisation
In the finalisation stage of the Desk Phase, the evaluation team should carry out the following tasks:

· Review systematically the relevant available documents (see Annex 2);

· Present an indicative methodology to the overall assessment of the project/programme.

· Interview the [project/programme] management, EC services [and key partners in the concerned country or countries when relevant]. 
· Present each evaluation question stating the information already gathered and their limitations provide a first partial answer to the question, identify the issues still to be covered and the assumptions still to be tested, and describe a full method to answer the question.
· Identify and present the list of tools to be applied in the Field Phase;

· List all preparatory steps already taken for the Field Phase.
At the end of the desk phase a desk report shall be prepared (see section 5).
4.2.3 Field phase

The Field Phase should start upon approval of the Desk Phase report by the evaluation manager. The evaluation team should: 
· Submit its detailed work plan with an indicative list of people to be interviewed, surveys to be undertaken, dates of visit, itinerary, and name of team members in charge. This plan has to be applied in a way that is flexible enough to accommodate for any last-minute difficulties in the field. If any significant deviation from the agreed work plan or schedule is perceived as creating a risk for the quality of the evaluation, these should be immediately discussed with the evaluation manager.

·  Hold a briefing meeting with [project / programme management, and/or Delegation] in the first days of the field phase.
·  Ensure adequate contact and consultation with, and involvement of, the different stakeholders; working closely with the relevant government authorities and agencies during their entire assignment. Use the most reliable and appropriate sources of information and will harmonise data from different sources to allow ready interpretation.

·  Summarise its field works at the end of the field phase, discuss the reliability and coverage of data collection, and present its preliminary findings in a meeting with [the project /programme management, the EC Delegation, the Reference Group].
4.2.4 Synthesis phase

This phase is mainly devoted to the preparation of the draft final report. The consultants will make sure that: 
· Their assessments are objective and balanced, affirmations accurate and verifiable, and recommendations realistic. 
· When drafting the report, they will acknowledge clearly where changes in the desired direction are known to be already taking place, in order to avoid misleading readers and causing unnecessary irritation or offence.
If the evaluation manager considers the draft report of sufficient quality, [he/she] will circulate it for comments to the reference group members, and convene a meeting in the presence of the evaluation team.  

On the basis of comments expressed by the reference group members, and collected by the evaluation manager, the evaluation team has to amend and revise the draft report. Comments requesting methodological quality improvements should be taken into account, except where there is a demonstrated impossibility, in which case full justification should be provided by the evaluation team. Comments on the substance of the report may be either accepted or rejected. In the latter instance, the evaluation team is to motivate and explain the reasons in writing.

4.2.5 Discussion seminar (if relevant)

The evaluation team has to present the revised draft final report at a seminar in (indicate the town). The purpose of the seminar is to present the draft final report to the main stakeholders, to check the factual basis of the evaluation, and to discuss the draft findings, conclusions and recommendations. 
On the basis of comments made by participants, and collected by the evaluation manager, the evaluation team has to write the final version of the report, in which the rules applying to the integration of comments are those stated in the previous section.

4.2.6 Quality of the Final Evaluation Report

The quality of the final report will be assessed by the evaluation manager (in the delegation or in head quarters) using a quality assessment grid (see annexe IV). The explanation on how to fill this grid is available on the following link: http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/evaluation/methodology/egeval/guidelines/gba_en.htm
5. Reporting Requirements

The reports must match quality standards. The text of the report should be illustrated, as appropriate, with maps, graphs and tables; a map of the project’s area(s) of intervention is required (to be attached as Annex).
The consultant will submit the following reports in [language]: 
1. 
Inception report of maximum 12 pages to be produced after [indicate days/weeks] from he start  of the consultant services In the report the consultant shall describe the first finding of the study, the foreseen decree of difficulties in collecting data, other encountered and/or foreseen difficulties in addition to his programme of work and staff mobilization.

2. 
Desk report (of maximum 40 pages, main text, excluding annexes) to be submitted at the end of the desk phase to address the issues mentioned in section 4
3. 
Draft final report (of maximum nn pages) using the structure set out in Annex 2 and taking due account of comments received from the reference group members Besides answering the evaluation questions, the draft final report should also synthesise all findings and conclusions into an overall assessment of the project/programme.  The report should be presented within [number] days from the receipt of the reference group's comments. 
4. Final report with the same specifications as mentioned under 3 above, incorporating any comments received from the concerned parties on the draft report, to be presented within [number] days of the receipt of these comments.
Distribution of all (4) reports in [paper/electronic version] will be as follows:

· Contracting Authority:                                                                 (n) copies

· EC Delegation                                                                             (n) copies

· EuropeAid                                                                                    (n) copies

The consultant will include as an Annex the DAC Format for Evaluation Report Summaries (see Annex 5). The report is to be disseminated under the full responsibility of the Commission.

Good Practices:

It is suggested that the evaluation manager (not the consultants) prepares (1) a ‘fiche contradictoire’ summarising the recommendations (column 1), the comments of the addressees (relevant services) of the recommendations (column 2), and any actions taken one year later (column 3). 

The report, the DAC summary model (see annexe V), the quality assessment grid (see annexe IV) and the two documents above may be published on the Internet (respective Delegation or headquarters websites)

For further details please consult this link http://ec.europa.eu/comm/europeaid/evaluation/methodology/guidelines/gba_det_en.htm#06
6. The Evaluation Team
The evaluation team will be composed of [number] experts with the following profiles and qualifications:

It is recommended to describe the expert profiles in a way that leaves some flexibility at the time of evaluation. Avoid, if possible, the indication ‘essential’ for qualifications, unless it is really essential to mention it. Too strictly formulated and/or very detailed/demanding profiles and qualifications are often counterproductive, as they may lead to complications at evaluation and/or rejection on details of overall valid  offer, with consequent delays in implementation of the evaluation mission. 

Common features: 

· a solid and diversified experience in the specific field of expertise needed, including experience in evaluation of projects ( for at least [number] of the experts, including the Team Leader);  

· experience in the region  (years of experience may vary per expert irrespective of their position on the team);

· full working knowledge of [language], and of [other language(s)] and excellent report writing 
· fully conversant with the principles and  working methods of project cycle management and EC aid delivery methods.;

Special features: 

• 
[The expert/at least 1 of the experts] proposed should have solid knowledge of and practical experience with gender issues and gender integration analysis. 

• 
[The expert/at least 1 of the experts] should have hands-on experience with environmental impact assessment techniques for projects

Expert 1: Example: senior expert, category I, team leader, economist/ project planner & analyst, university education, extensive and relevant experience (minimum 15 years), in the, detailed design/ feasibility studies, well-versed in project evaluation methods and techniques; …... 

Expert 2: Example: expert, category II social scientist university education relevant experience (minimum 10 years), community organisation, local development; and fully conversant with gender issues,….. 

Expert 3: Example: expert category II, environmentalist university education, relevant experience (minimum 10 years) in environmental impact assessment techniques, …….

The composition of the team of experts should be balanced to enable complete coverage of the different aspects of project evaluation (evaluation methods and techniques) as set out in these terms of reference, including cross-cutting issues.
The team as a whole should possess a sound level of knowledge and experience in the following [country/sector/theme - develop].

7. Work plan and timetable
The dates mentioned in the table may be changed with the agreement of all parties concerned.

	Activity
	Place
	Duration
	Expert A
	Expert B
	Expert C
	Expert D
	Dates

	Desk Phase - Inception

· Reference group meeting
· Preparation - submission inception report
	
	[..] day(s)

[..] day(s)
[..] day(s)
	[..]

[..]
[..]
	[..]

[..]
[..]
	[..]

[..]
[..]
	[..]

[..]
[..]
	…

	Desk Phase - Finalisation
· Reference group meeting
· Interviews with programme management, EC services, etc.

· Preparation – submission desk report
	
	[..] day(s)

[..] day(s)
[..] day(s)
[..] day(s)

	[..]

[..]
[..]
[..]

	[..]

[..]
[..]
[..]

	[..]

[..]
[..]
[..]

	[..]

[..]
[..]
[..]

	…

	Field Phase

· Travel Eur/[country]

· Briefing EC Delegation

· Debriefing EC Delegation

· Travel [country]/Eur
	[capital city]


	[..] day(s)

[..] day(s)

[..] day(s)

[..] day(s)

[..] day(s)
	[..]

[..]

[..]

[..]

[..]
	[..]

[..]

[..]

[..]

[..]
	[..]

[..]

[..]

[..]

[..]
	[..]

[..]

[..]

[..]

[..]
	…



	Debriefing EC HQ (if appropriate)
	Brussels
	[..] day(s)
	[..]
	[..]
	[..]
	[..]
	…



	Synthesis Phase

· Drafting provisional final report

· Reference group meeting

· Seminar (if appropriate)

· Finalization report
	
	[..] day(s)
[..] day(s)

[..] day(s)

[..] day(s)
	[..]

[..]

[..]

[..]


	[..]

[..]

[..]

[..]


	[..]

[..]

[..]

[..]


	[..]

[..]

[..]

[..]


	…

	TOTAL
	
	[..] days
	[..]
	[..]
	[..]
	[..]
	


Annex 1:  Key documents for the evaluation

Indicative list to be adapted/ expanded where appropriate:
· Legal texts and political commitments pertaining to the project / programme

· Country Strategy Paper [country/region] and Indicative Programmes (and equivalent) for the periods covered

· Governmental national and sector policy documents

· Project identification study

· Project feasibility study

· Project financing agreement and  addenda

· Project’s Global and Annual Operational Plans

· Project’s quarterly and annual progress reports, and technical reports

· EC’s Result Oriented Monitoring Reports, and eventual other external and

internal monitoring reports of the project
· Project’s mid-term evaluation report and eventual other relevant evaluations audit reports. The evaluation team should not repeat the points already covered by such documents but use them and go beyond them.

· [add other sources of information , e.g. base-line surveys, specific studies or analyses of specific issues/groups, relevant country, sector, thematic and project evaluations, whenever available, works/supplies/services contracts, etc.]. 

· Relevant documentation from national/local partners and other donors

· Relevant policy and planning documents from national/local partners and other donors]

Note: The evaluation team has to identify and obtain any other document worth analysing, through its interviews with people who are or have been involved in the design, management and supervision of the project / programme. Resource persons to collect information and data are to be sought in the EC services, implementing body and / or public service in the partner country [Specify if relevant].

Annex II: Layout, structure of the Final Report

The final report should not be longer than approximately 50 pages. Additional information on overall context, programme or aspects of methodology and analysis should be confined to annexes. 

The cover page of the report shall carry the following text:

‘’ This evaluation is supported and guided by the European Commission and presented by [name of consulting firm]. The report does not necessarily reflect the views and opinions of the European Commission’’.
The main sections of the evaluation report are as follows:

1. Executive Summary

A tightly-drafted, to-the-point and free-standing Executive Summary is an essential component. It should be short, no more than five pages. It should focus mainly on the key purpose or issues of the evaluation, outline the main analytical points, and clearly indicate the main conclusions, lessons learned and specific recommendations. Cross-references should be made to the corresponding page or paragraph numbers in the main text that follows.
2. Introduction

A description of the project/programme and the evaluation, providing the reader with sufficient methodological explanations to gauge the credibility of the conclusions and to acknowledge limitations or weaknesses, where relevant.
3. Answered questions/ Findings
A chapter presenting the evaluation questions and conclusive answers, together with evidence and reasoning. 

The organization of the report should be made around the responses to the Evaluation questions which are systematically covering the DAC evaluation criteria: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability, plus coherence and added value specific to the Commission. In such an approach, the criteria will be translated into specific questions. These questions are intended to give a more precise and accessible form to the evaluation criteria and to articulate the key issues of concern to stakeholders, thus optimising the focus and utility of the evaluation.
This annex proposes an indicative list of issues which deserve to be studied in a project/programme evaluation. The evaluation should focus on a limited number of precise issues/questions. It should ensure that there is a balance of evaluation criteria. 

Further guidance on evaluation questions for the following sectores - health, education, transports, rural development, water and sanitation - is available on the following link 

http://www.cc.cec/dgintranet/europeaid/activities/evaluation/sec_en.htm
The appropriate evaluation questions and sub questions, based on this set of issues, should be elaborated for each project/ programme evaluation case.  
3.1 Problems and needs (Relevance)
The extent to which the objectives of the development intervention (projects/ programme) are consistent with beneficiaries' requirements, country needs, global priorities and partners' and EC's policies.
The analysis of relevance will focus on the following questions in relation to the design of the project:

· the extent to which the project has been consistent with, and supportive of, the policy and programme framework within which the project is placed, in particular the EC’s Country Strategy Paper and National Indicative Programme, and the Partner Government’s development policy and sector policies
· the quality of the analyses of lessons learnt from past experience, and of sustainability issues;

· the project's coherence with current/on going initiatives;

· the quality of the problem analysis and the project's intervention logic and logical framework matrix, appropriateness of the objectively verifiable indicators of achievement;
· the extent to which stated objectives correctly address the identified problems and social needs, clarity and internal consistency of the stated objectives;
· the extent to which the nature of the problems originally identified have changed 
· the extent to which objectives have been updated in order to adapt to changes in the context;

· the degree of flexibility and adaptability to facilitate rapid responses to changes in circumstances;
· the quality of the identification of key stakeholders and target groups (including gender analysis and analysis of vulnerable groups) and of institutional capacity issues;
· the stakeholder participation in the design and in the management/implementation of the project, the level of local ownership, absorption and implementation capacity;
· the quality of the analysis of strategic options, of the justification of the recommended implementation strategy, and of management and coordination arrangements; 
· the realism in the choice and quantity of inputs (financial, human and administrative resources)
· the analysis of assumptions and risks;
· the appropriateness of the recommended monitoring and evaluation arrangements ;

3.2 Achievement of purpose (Effectiveness)

The effectiveness criterion, concerns how far the project’s results were attained, and the project’s specific objective(s) achieved, or are expected to be achieved. 

 The analysis of Effectiveness will therefore focus on such issues as:

· whether the planned benefits have been delivered and received, as perceived by all key stakeholders (including women and men and specific vulnerable groups); 

· whether intended beneficiaries participated in the intervention 

· in institutional reform projects, whether behavioural patterns have changed in the beneficiary organisations or groups at various levels; and how far the changed institutional arrangements and characteristics have produced the planned improvements (e.g. in communications, productivity, ability to generate actions which lead to economic and social development);

· if the assumptions and risk assessments at results level turned out to be inadequate or invalid, or unforeseen external factors intervened, how flexibly management has adapted to ensure that the results would still achieve the purpose; and how well has it been supported in this by key stakeholders including Government, Commission (HQ and locally), etc.;

· whether the balance of responsibilities between the various stakeholders was appropriate, which accompanying measures have been taken by the partner authorities;

· how unintended results have affected the benefits received positively or negatively and 
could have been foreseen and managed.;

· whether any shortcomings  were due to a failure to take account of cross-cutting or over-arching issues such as gender, environment and poverty during implementation;

3.3 Sound management and value for money (Efficiency)
The efficiency criterion concerns how well the various activities transformed the available resources into the intended results (sometimes referred to as outputs), in terms of quantity, quality and timeliness. Comparison should be made against what was planned. 

The assessment of Efficiency will therefore focus on such issues as:

· the quality of day-to-day management, for example in: 
a. operational work planning and implementation (input delivery, activity management and delivery of outputs),and management of the budget (including cost control and whether an inadequate budget was a factor); 
b. management of personnel, information, property, etc, 
c. whether management of risk has been adequate, i.e. whether flexibility has been demonstrated in response to changes in circumstances; 
d. relations/coordination with local authorities, institutions, beneficiaries, other donors; 
e. the quality of information management and reporting, and the extent to which key stakeholders have been kept adequately informed of project activities (including beneficiaries/target groups); 
f. respect for deadlines;

· Extent to which the costs of the project have been justified by the benefits whether or not expressed in monetary terms in comparison with similar projects or known alternative approaches, taking account of contextual differences and eliminating market distortions. 

· Partner country contributions from local institutions and government (e.g offices, experts, reports, tax exemption, as set out in the LogFrame resource schedule), target beneficiaries and other local parties: have they  been provided as planned?

· Commission HQ/Delegation inputs (e.g. procurement, training, contracting, either direct or via consultants/bureaux): have they been provided as planned?;

· Technical assistance: how well did it help to provide appropriate solutions and develop local capacities to define and produce results?

· Quality of monitoring: its existence (or not), accuracy and flexibility, and the use made of it; adequacy of baseline information;

· Did any unplanned outputs arise from the activities so far? 

3.4 Achievement of wider effects (Impact)
The term impact denotes the relationship between the project’s specific and overall objectives.

At Impact level the final or ex-post evaluation will make an analysis of the following aspects:

· Extent to which the objectives of the project have been achieved as intended in particular the project planned overall objective.
· whether the effects of the project:

a) have been facilitated/constrained by external factors
b) have produced any unintended or unexpected impacts, and if so how have these affected the overall impact.
c) have been facilitated/constrained by project/programme management, by co-ordination arrangements, by the participation of relevant stakeholders

d) have contributed to economic and social development

e) have contributed to poverty reduction

f) have made a difference in terms of cross-cutting issues like gender equality, environment, good governance, conflict prevention etc.
g) were spread between economic growth, salaries and wages, foreign exchange, and budget.
3.5 Likely continuation of achieved results (Sustainability)
The sustainability criterion relates to whether the positive outcomes of the project and the flow of benefits are likely to continue after external funding ends or non funding support interventions (such as: policy dialogue, coordination).
The final evaluation will make an assessment of the prospects for the sustainability of benefits on basis of the following issues:
· the ownership of objectives and achievements, e.g. how far all stakeholders were consulted on the objectives from the outset, and whether they agreed with them and continue to remain in agreement;  

· policy support and the responsibility of the beneficiary institutions, e.g. how far donor policy and national policy are corresponding,  the potential effects of any policy changes; how far the relevant national, sectoral and budgetary policies and priorities are affecting the project positively or adversely; and the level of support from governmental, public, business and civil society organizations.

· institutional capacity, e.g. of the Government (e.g. through policy and budgetary support) and counterpart institutions; the extent to which the project is embedded in local institutional structures; if it involved creating a new institution, how far good relations with existing institutions have been established; whether the institution appears likely to be capable of  continuing the flow of benefits after the project ends (is it well-led, with adequate and trained staff, sufficient budget and equipment?); whether counterparts have been properly prepared for taking over, technically, financially and managerially;

· the adequacy of the project budget for its purpose particularly phasing out prospects;

· socio-cultural factors, e.g. whether the project is in tune with local perceptions of needs and of ways of producing and sharing benefits; whether it respects local power- structures, status systems and beliefs, and if it sought to change any of those, how well-accepted are the changes both by the target group and by others; how well it is based on an analysis of such factors, including target group/ beneficiary participation in design and implementation; and the quality of relations between the external project staff and local communities.

· financial sustainability, e.g. whether the products or services being provided are affordable for the intended beneficiaries and are likely to remained so after funding will end; whether enough funds are available to cover all costs (including recurrent costs), and continued to do so after funding will end; and economic sustainability, i.e. how well do the benefits (returns) compare to those on similar undertakings once market distortions are eliminated.

· technical (technology) issues, e.g. whether (i) the technology, knowledge, process or service  introduced or provided fits in with existing needs, culture, traditions, skills or knowledge; (ii) alternative technologies are being considered, where possible; and (iii) the degree in which the  beneficiaries have been able to adapt to and maintain the technology acquired without further assistance.

· Wherever relevant, cross-cutting issues such as gender equity, environmental impact and good governance; were appropriately accounted for and managed from the outset of the project.

3.6 Mutual reinforcement (coherence)

The extent to which activities undertaken allow the European Commission to achieve its development policy objectives without internal contradiction or without contradiction with other Community policies. Extent to which they complement partner country's policies and other donors' interventions.

Considering other related activities undertaken by Government or other donors, at the same level or at a higher level:

· likeliness that results and impacts will mutually reinforce one another 

· likeliness that results and impacts will  duplicate or conflict with one another

Connection to higher level policies (coherence)

Extent to which the project/programme (its objectives, targeted beneficiaries, timing, etc .):

· is likely to contribute to / contradict other EC policies

· is in line with evolving strategies of the EC and its partners 

3.7 EC value added
Connection to the interventions of Member States. Extent to which the project/programme (its objectives, targeted beneficiaries, timing, etc .) 

· is complementary to the intervention of EU Member States in the region/country/area

· is co-ordinated with the intervention of EU Member States in the region/country/area

· is creating actual synergy (or duplication) with the intervention of EU Member States

· involves concerted efforts by EU Member States and the EC to optimise synergies and avoid duplication.
4. Visibility
The consultants will make an assessment of the project’s strategy and activities in the field of visibility, information and communication, the results obtained and the impact achieved with these actions in both the beneficiary country and the European Union countries.

5. Overall assessment 
A chapter synthesising all answers to evaluation questions into an overall assessment of the project/programme. The detailed structure of the overall assessment should be refined during the evaluation process. The relevant chapter has to articulate all the findings, conclusions and lessons in a way that reflects their importance and facilitates the reading. The structure should not follow the evaluation questions, the logical framework or the seven evaluation criteria.

6. Conclusions and Recommendations 
6.1 Conclusions

This chapter introduces the conclusions relative to each question. The conclusions should be organised in clusters in the chapter in order to provide an overview of the assessed subject. 

Note: 
The chapter should not follow the order of the questions or that of the evaluation criteria (effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, etc.) 

It should features references to the findings (responses to the evaluation questions) or to annexes showing how the conclusions derive from data, interpretations, and analysis and judgement criteria. 

The report should include a self-assessment of the methodological limits that may restrain the range or use of certain conclusions. 

The conclusion chapter features not only the successes observed but also the issues requiring further thought on modifications or a different course of action.
The evaluation team presents its conclusions in a balanced way, without systematically favouring the negative or the positive conclusions. 

A paragraph or sub-chapter should pick up the 3 or 4 major conclusions organised by order of importance, while avoiding being repetitive. This practice allows better communicating the evaluation messages that are addressed to the Commission. 

If possible, the evaluation report identifies one or more transferable lessons, which are highlighted in the executive summary and presented in appropriate seminars or meetings so that they can be capitalised on and transferred.  

6.2 Recommendations
They are intended to improve or reform the project/ programme in the framework of the cycle under way, or to prepare the design of a new intervention for the next cycle. 

Note:

The recommendations must be related to the conclusions without replicating them. A recommendation derives directly from one or more conclusions.

The ultimate value of an evaluation depends on the quality and credibility of the recommendations offered. Recommendations should therefore be as realistic, operational and pragmatic as possible; that is, they should take careful account of the circumstances currently prevailing in the context of the project, and of the resources available to implement them both locally and in the Commission. 
They could concern policy, organisational and operational aspects for both the national implementing partners and for the Commission; the pre-conditions that might be attached to decisions on the financing of similar projects; and general issues arising from the evaluation in relation to, for example, policies, technologies, instruments, institutional development, and regional, country or sectoral strategies.

Recommendations must be clustered and prioritised, carefully targeted to the appropriate audiences at all levels, especially within the Commission structure (the project/programme task manager and the evaluation manager will often be able to advise here).

7. Annexes o the report
The report should include the following annexes:

· The Terms of Reference of the evaluation
· The names of the evaluators and their companies (CVs should be shown, but summarised and limited to one page per person)
· Detailed evaluation method including: options taken, difficulties encountered and limitations. Detail of tools and analyses. 

· Logical Framework matrices (original and improved/updated) 

· Map of project area, if relevant 

· List of persons/organisations consulted
· Literature and documentation consulted
· Other technical annexes (e.g. statistical analyses, tables of contents and figures)
· page DAC summary, following the format in Annex V.

Annex III - Methodological observations
The evaluation team should refer to the project/programme’s logical framework. 

It is suggested that the evaluation team carry out [here refer to the main tools that are envisaged for data collection, if any (the length of this section may range from very short to rather long, depending on whether or not the issues have been a subject of preliminary reflection), for instance:

· a rapid appraisal through a field visit and a series of interviews

· a questionnaire survey involving a sample of beneficiaries

· a series of focus groups involving beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries

· a series of case studies
The proposal in response to these terms of reference should identify any language and/or cultural gap and explain how it will be bridged.

The project/programme is to be judged more from the angle of the beneficiaries’ perceptions of benefits received than from the managers’ perspective of outputs delivered or results achieved. Consequently, interviews and surveys should focus on outsiders (beneficiaries and other affected groups beyond beneficiaries) as much as insiders (managers, partners, field level operators). The proposal in response to these terms of reference, as well as further documents delivered by the evaluation team, should clearly state the proportion of insiders and outsiders among interviews and surveys. 

A key methodological issue is whether observed or reported change can be partially or entirely attributed to the project / programme, or how far the project/programme has contributed to such change. The evaluation team should identify attribution / contribution problems where relevant and carry out its analyses accordingly.

It must be clear for all evaluation team members that the evaluation is neither an opinion poll nor an opportunity to express one’s preconceptions. This means that all conclusions are to be based on facts and evidence through clear chains of reasoning and transparent value judgements. Each value judgement is to be made explicit as regards:

· the aspect of the project/programme being judged (its design, an  implementation procedure, a given management practice, etc.)

· the evaluation criterion is used (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, impact, coherence, EC value added)

The evaluation report should not systematically be biased towards positive or negative conclusions. Criticisms are welcome if they are expressed in a constructive way. The evaluation team clearly acknowledges where changes in the desired direction are already taking place, in order to avoid misleading readers and causing unnecessary offence.

Annex IV - Quality assessment grid 
*This grid is annexed to the ToRs for information to the consultants

The quality of the final report will be assessed by the evaluation manager using the following quality assessment grid where the rates have the following meaning:

1 = unacceptable = criteria mostly not fulfilled or totally absent

2 = weak = criteria partially fulfilled

3 = good = criteria mostly fulfilled

4 = very good = criteria entirely fulfilled

5 = excellent = criteria entirely fulfilled in a clear and original way 

	Concerning the criteria and sub-criteria below, the evaluation report is rated:
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1. Meeting needs: 
	
	
	
	
	

	a) Does the report precisely describe what is evaluated, including the intervention logic in the form of a logical framework?
	
	
	
	
	

	b) Does the report clearly cover the requested period of time, as well as the target groups and socio-geographical areas linked to the project /  programme?
	
	
	
	
	

	c) Has the evolution of the project / programme been taken into account in the evaluation process?
	
	
	
	
	

	d) Does the evaluation deal with and respond to all ToR requests. If not, are justifications given?
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Appropriate design 
	
	
	
	
	

	a) Does the report explain how the evaluation design takes stock of the rationale of the project / programme, cause-effect relationships, impacts, policy context, stakeholders' interests, etc.?
	
	
	
	
	

	b) Is the evaluation method clearly and adequately described in enough detail?
	
	
	
	
	

	c) Are there well-defined indicators selected in order to provide evidence about the project / programme and its context?
	
	
	
	
	

	d) Does the report point out the limitations, risks and potential biases associated with the evaluation method?
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Reliable data 
	
	
	
	
	

	a) Is the data collection approach explained and is it coherent with the overall evaluation design?
	
	
	
	
	

	b) Are the sources of information clearly identified in the report?
	
	
	
	
	

	c) Are the data collection tools (samples, focus groups, etc.) applied in accordance with standards?
	
	
	
	
	

	d) Have the collected data been cross-checked?
	
	
	
	
	

	e) Have data collection limitations and biases been explained and discussed?
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Sound analysis
	
	
	
	
	

	a) Is the analysis based on the collected data?
	
	
	
	
	

	b) Is the analysis clearly focused on the most relevant cause/effect assumptions underlying the intervention logic?
	
	
	
	
	

	c) Is the context adequately taken into account in the analysis?
	
	
	
	
	

	d) Are inputs from the most important stakeholders used in a balanced way?
	
	
	
	
	

	e) Are the limitations of the analysis identified, discussed and presented in the report, as well as the contradictions with available knowledge, if there are any?
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Credible findings
	
	
	
	
	

	a) Are the findings derived from the data and analyses?
	
	
	
	
	

	b) Is the generalisability of findings discussed?
	
	
	
	
	

	c) Are interpretations and extrapolations justified and supported by sound arguments?
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Valid conclusions 
	
	
	
	
	

	a) Are the conclusions coherent and logically linked to the findings?
	
	
	
	
	

	b) Does the report reach overall conclusions on each of the five DAC criteria?
	
	
	
	
	

	c) Are conclusions free of personal or partisan considerations? 
	
	
	
	
	

	7.Useful recommendations
	
	
	
	
	

	a) Are recommendations coherent with conclusions?
	
	
	
	
	

	b) Are recommendations operational, realistic and sufficiently explicit to provide guidance for taking action?
	
	
	
	
	

	c) Do the recommendations cater for the different target stakeholders of the evaluation?
	
	
	
	
	

	d) Where necessary, have the recommendations been clustered and prioritised?
	
	
	
	
	

	8.Clear report
	
	
	
	
	

	a) Does the report include a relevant and concise executive summary?
	
	
	
	
	

	b) Is the report well structured and adapted to its various audiences? 
	
	
	
	
	

	c) Are specialised concepts clearly defined and not used more than necessary? Is there a list of acronyms?
	
	
	
	
	

	d) Is the length of the various chapters and annexes well balanced?
	
	
	
	
	

	Considering the 8 previous criteria, what is the overall quality of the report?

	
	
	
	
	


Annexe V - The Standard DAC Format for Evaluation Report Summaries

Evaluation Title (and Reference)

Abstract

(central, 4 lines  maximum)

Subject of the Evaluation

(5 lines max. on the project, organisation, or issue/theme being evaluated)
Evaluation Description

Purpose (3 lines max)

Methodology (3 lines max)

Main Findings

Clearly distinguishing possible successes/obstacles and the like where possible (25 lines/lignes max)

Recommendations

 25 lines/lignes max

Feedback

 (5 lines/lignes max )
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	Evaluation type: Efficiency, effectiveness and impact.
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	Programme and budget line concerned :

	Type of evaluation :
	(  ) ex ante
	(x ) intermediate / ongoing
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	Steering group : Yes/No
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