Evaluation of the EC cooperation with the OCT's/PTOM
Final Report
Concerning these criteria, the evaluation Unacceptable Poor
report is:
1. Meeting needs: Does the evaluation
adequately address the information needs of the
commissioning body and fit the terms of
reference?
2. Relevant scope: Is the rationale of the policy
examined and its set of outputs, results and
outcomes/impacts examined fully, including
both intended and unexpected policy
interactions and consequences?
3. Defensible design: Is the evaluation design
appropriate and adequate to ensure that the full
set of findings, along with methodological
limitations, is made accessible for answering
the main evaluation questions?
4. Reliable data: To what extent are the
primary and secondary data selected adequate?
Are they sufficiently reliable for their intended
use?
5. Sound analysis: Is the quantitative and
qualitative information appropriately and
systematically analysed according to the state
of the art so that evaluation questions are
answered in a valid way?
6. Credible findings: Do findings follow
logically from, and are they justified by, the
data analysis and interpretations based on
carefully described assumptions and rationale?
7. Validity of the conclusions: Does the report
provide clear conclusions? Are conclusions
based on credible findings?
8. Usefulness of the recommendations: Are
recommendations fair, unbiased by personal or
stakeholders’ views, and sufficiently detailed to
be operationally applicable?
9. Clearly reported: Does the report clearly
describe the policy being evaluated, including
its context and purpose, together with the
procedures and findings of the evaluation, so
that information provided can easily be
understood?
Taking into account the contextual
constraints on the evaluation, the overall
quality rating of the report is considered

Good

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

Very Excellent
Good

Evaluation of the EC cooperation with the OCT
Draft Final Report
Observations and Judgement

Taking into account the contextual constraints on the evaluation, the overall quality
rating of the report is considered:
GOOD
The report meets the requirements expressed in the ToR. It provides credible findings,
leading to valid conclusions and recommendations but not enough clustered and prioritized. It
is sufficiently clear.
1.

Meeting needs – good: The report answers all the information required in the ToR.
Beside a satisfactory answer to all evaluation questions, it could have been useful to add
an overall assessment which cuts across some issues and themes.

2.

Relevant scope – good: The period covered as requested in the ToRs was respected.
The report deals also with the whole intervention in its geographic and regulatory
dimensions.

3.

Defensible design - good: The evaluation design, clearly explained in a specific annex,
is appropriate and adequate. The evaluation was carried out using the standard
methodology: reconstruction of the intervention logic, evaluation questions, judgement
criteria, indicators and standard phasing of desk, field and final synthesis phases.
Methodological choices have been appropriate enough to meet the requirements of the
ToR. During the field missions (in 9 different OCTs in all over the world), many
interviews with key informants took place as well as focus group meetings

4.

Reliable data - good: The report gives the picture that data and information have been
collected from reliable sources. During the synthesis phase, the evaluators checked the
reliability of the data and cross-checked the different sources.

5.

Sound data analysis - good: Information is well analysed for answering the EQs. In
the analysis cause-and-effect links between the interventions and their consequences are
explained. Nevertheless, comparisons between before and after, beneficiaries and non
beneficiaries as well as with and without interventions are not made sufficiently
explicit. The answers to several different questionnaires targeted to different kind of
stakeholders - OCTA, territorial responsibles, EU delegations, beneficiaries - have been
deeply analyses to permit to reach a more objective point of view on this cooperation.

6.

Credible findings – good: The evaluation findings derived from the analysis appear
reliable and balanced. The findings acceptably reflect the reality described by the data
and evidence recorded on the one hand, and the reality of the interventions as perceived
by the actors and the beneficiaries on the other hand.

7.

Validity of the conclusions - good: Conclusions are presented in a balanced way
without systematically favouring negative or positive conclusions.

8.

Usefulness of the recommendations - good: The recommendations are impartial. They
logically follow the conclusions. For each recommendation, the level of priority and the
concerned stakeholder are not clearly mentioned.

9.

Clearly reported – good: In general, the report is easy to read and its structure is
logical. An "overall assessment" is missing. The executive summary has to be redrafted
(add a chapter on the methodology used and rewrite the conclusions and the
recommendations). The report is adapted to its various audiences and is not more
technical than necessary. There is also a list of acronyms.

