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	COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN UNION



	Evaluation of the Commission of the European Union’s 
co-operation

 with 
[name of the country]

Country Level Evaluation




MODEL OF TERMS OF REFERENCE

Warning:

Check the ToR terminology to ensure linguistic coherence with the latest implementation of the Lisbon treaty.
The text in italic serves to assist an Evaluation Manager drafting the ToR and has to be deleted before the final ToR are sent to the Consultants.
1. Mandate and objectives
Systematic and timely evaluation of its programmes is a priority of the Commission of the European Union (further referred to as 'Commission'). The focus is on the results
 and impact (effects) of these programmes against a background of greater concentration of external co-operation and an increasing emphasis on result-oriented approaches, particularly in the context of RELEX Family programmes
.
The evaluation of the Commission’s co-operation with [country] is part of the [year] evaluation programme, as approved by External Relations and Development Commissioners.

The main objectives of the evaluation are:

· to be accountable and to provide the relevant external co-operation services of the Commission and the wider public with an overall independent assessment of the Commission’s past and current cooperation relations with [country];

· to identify key lessons in order to improve the current and future strategies and programmes of the Commission.
2. Background

· To be adapted for each country, concise and clear, maximum 1,5 pages:
· Short introduction to the country context;

· Information on the legal basis and political commitments of the Commission to the partner country (treaties, communications, CSP, etc.; cf.annex1);

· Main features and evolution of the Commission's co-operation with the country;

· Evolution of the context and the major trends in the political, institutional, social and economical fields;

· Clearly outline the priorities and themes of the Commission's development cooperation with [country].

· Provide a clear inventory of the cross cutting issues (it may vary from one document to another) and key issues, in order to complete the inventory:
· refer to the CSP (Country Strategy Paper) and point out the main sectors and themes to be covered;

· refer to all legal instruments and activities such as thematic budget lines, facilities, etc.
· also refer to possible parts of the RSP (Regional Strategy Paper) which could be relevant to the country.
3. Scope

3.1. Temporal and legal scope

Please refer here to the temporal and legal dimensions of the Commission’s co-operation with [country].

The scope of the evaluation covers the Commission’s co-operation strategies and their implementation during the period
.
The Consultants must assess:

· the relevance and coherence
 of the Commission’s co-operation strategies (all instruments included) for the period2 (at the strategic level);

· the consistency between programming and implementation for the same period;

· the value added
 of the Commission’s interventions (at both the strategic and implementation levels);
· the 3Cs: coordination and complementarity of the Commission's interventions with other donors' interventions (focusing on EU Member States); and coherence
 between the Commission's interventions in the field of development cooperation and other Commission policies that are likely to affect the partner country;
· the implementation of the Commission’s co-operation, focusing on impact, sustainability, effectiveness and efficiency for the period2 - and on intended effects for the period under the programming cycle [period corresponding of the current programming cycle];
· whether cross-cutting and key issues
 were actually taken into account in the programming documents and the extent to which they have been reflected in the implementation modalities; and what are the results of the interventions (both at a strategic and implementation level);
· whether the recommendations of a previous country level evaluation have been taken into account.
 [The Consultants must check if previous recommendations were useful and to what extent they have been taken into account in the following programming cycle(s). And if not, why not].
3.2. Thematic scope

Please refer here to the thematic dimensions of the Commission’s co-operation with [country]. Make a list of themes, refer to the CSP but do not be limited by it (sometimes important issues are not in the CSP!). Ensure that the section remains reasonable in terms of its length / complexity of the themes to be covered by the evaluation.
The Consultants must assess the following areas of co-operation [indicate the main areas of Commission co-operation with the country]
.
The interventions funded by ECHO (European Commission Humanitarian Office) and EIB (European Investment Bank) are not part of the evaluation scope. However, coherence and complementarity between these interventions and the strategy/ies evaluated must be examined.

The decision on whether to undertake a specific analysis of the budget support will be taken by the Evaluation Manager according to the operation(s): duration, overall weight of budget support, sector(s) concerned, etc. If a decision to cover budget support is taken, the following instructions apply:
The Consultants must evaluate budget support operation(s) [name of the operation(s)]. They will be guided by the Step One of the Methodology for the evaluation of budget support operations, that is to say, description of the inputs and identification of the most important direct and induced outputs. More details can be found on the Commission website: 
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/evaluation/evaluation_reports/reports/2008/1258_isspap_en.pdf

NB: The results of completed evaluations (mid, final or ex-post) covering Commission interventions are important material, upon which the Consultants must build. They are a key part of the secondary information collection and must be used as such.
4. Key deliverables

The overall methodological guidance to be used is available on the web page of the Joint Evaluation Unit under the following address:

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/evaluation/introduction/introduction_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/evaluation/methodology_en
Following the signature of the contract, the key deliverables are
:

· The inception meeting where evaluation questions and judgement criteria will be presented
;
· The inception report;

· The desk report;

· The draft final report (including the PowerPoint presentation synthesising the results of the evaluation);
· The seminar in the country;
· The final report; and
· The methodological note on the quality control system
.
NB: For all reports, the Consultants may either accept or reject the comments made by the Joint Evaluation Unit and/or the Reference Group, but in the case of rejection they must justify (in writing) the reasons for rejection (the comments and the Consultants’ responses will be annexed to the report/deliverable). When the comment is accepted, a reference to the text in the report (where the relevant change has been made) has to be included in the response sheet.
4.1. The inception meeting

Upon approval of the launch note by the Joint Evaluation Unit, the Consultants will proceed to the structuring stage, which in turn leads to the production of an inception report.

The main part of the work consists in the analysis that covers all the key relevant documents regarding the Commission’s co-operation with [country]. The Consultants will also take into account documentation produced by other donors and international agencies.

If relevant, a brief exploratory country mission can be organised.
On the basis of the information collected and analysed, the Consultants will propose evaluation questions with accompanying explanatory comments. The choice of the questions will determine the subsequent phases of information and data collection, elaboration of the methods for analysis, and the elaboration of final judgements. The Consultants will also identify appropriate judgement criteria.

A meeting will be held with the Reference Group to discuss:

· the evaluation's central scope; and
· other possible important topics to be tackled;
and to validate:

· the intervention logic according to official documents (and using logical diagrams);

· the evaluation questions; and
· explanatory comments associated to each evaluation questions (and when possible, judgement criteria will be indicated).

Upon validation by the Reference Group, the evaluation questions become part of the ToR.

4.2. Inception report

At the end of the inception phase, the Consultants must deliver an inception report, which finalises the evaluation questions and judgement criteria and outlines the methodological design (including the indicators to be used, the strategy of analysis and a detailed work plan for the next stages).

The inception report contains the following elements:

· the national background/context (political, economic, social, etc.);
· the cooperation context between the Commission/EU and the partner country;
· the intervention logic (both faithful and logically reconstructed) of the Commission's cooperation;
· the validated evaluation questions;
· a limited number of appropriate judgment criteria per evaluation question;
· a limited number of quantitative and/or qualitative indicators related to each judgment criterion;
· a proposal outlining suitable working methods to collect data and information from the Commission’s headquarters and EU Delegations (including information coming from the country itself and other donors working in the country);

· a first outline of the strategy and the methods to analyse the collected data and information, indicating any limitations;
· a concise description of the Commission's development co-operation rationale with [country]; and
· a detailed work plan for the next stages.

If necessary, the report will also confirm the content of the launch note concerning the following points:

· the final composition of the evaluation team; and 

· the final work plan and schedule.

The two latter points will be agreed and confirmed through a formal exchange of letters between the Consultants and the Commission.

This phase may include a short preparatory and exploratory visit by the Consultants to the field (if not already done before).

4.3. Desk report

Upon approval of the inception report the Consultants will proceed to the final stage of the desk phase. At the end of this phase, the Consultants will present a desk report setting out the results of this evaluation phase, including all the following elements:

· the evaluation questions with the agreed judgement criteria and their corresponding quantitative and qualitative indicators;

· progress in the gathering of data. The complementary data required for analysis and what data will be collected in the field must be identified;

· first analysis and first elements of an answer to each evaluation question (when available) and remaining assumptions to be tested in the field phase;

· an exhaustive list of all the activities covered during the period and an exhaustive list of all activities examined during the desk phase, bearing in mind that activities analysed in the desk phase (including ROM) must be representative;

· methodological design, including the evaluation tools that are ready to be applied in the field phase: (i) suitable methods of data collection within the country, indicating any limitations, describing how the data could be cross-checked, and specifying sources for the data; (ii) appropriate methods to analyse the information, again indicating any limitations of those methods in [country]; and
· a work plan for the field phase: a list with brief descriptions of activities for in‑depth analysis in the field. The Consultants must explain their representativeness
 and the value added of the planned visits.

The field mission cannot start before the Evaluation Manager has approved the desk report.
4.4. Field reporting

The fieldwork shall be undertaken on the basis set out in the desk report, as approved by the Reference Group (which includes the Delegation). The work plan and schedule of the mission will be agreed in advance with the Delegation concerned. If during the course of the fieldwork it appears necessary to deviate from the agreed approach and/or schedule, the Consultants must ask the approval of the Joint Evaluation Unit before any changes can be applied. At the conclusion of the field mission the Consultants will present the preliminary findings of the evaluation:

(1)
Presentation during a de-briefing meeting with the Delegation; and
(2)
Presentation to the Reference Group shortly after their return from the field.
4.5. Final reports and seminar in the country




4.5.1. The Draft Final Report

The Consultants will submit the draft final report in conformity with the structure set out in annex 2. Comments received during de-briefing meetings with the Delegation and the Reference Group must be taken into consideration.

If the Evaluation Manager considers the report to be of sufficient quality (cf. annex 3), he/she will circulate it for comments to the Reference Group. The Reference Group will convene to discuss it in the presence of the Consultants.

Along with the draft final report, the Consultants shall produce a short presentation (PowerPoint) synthesising the main results of the report, following the structure outlined in annex 4. This presentation, the structure of which could also be used for the Consultants' presentation during the seminar, will become an annex of the final synthesis report.



4.5.2. The in-country seminar
The Consultants will make the appropriate amendments based on comments expressed by the Reference Group and the Joint Evaluation Unit. The accepted draft final report will be presented at a seminar in [country]. The purpose of the seminar is to present the results, the conclusions and the preliminary recommendations of the evaluation to the National Authorities, the Delegation and to all the main stakeholders concerned (EU Member States, representatives of civil society organisations and other donors, etc.).
The Consultants shall prepare a presentation (PowerPoint) for the seminar. This presentation shall be considered as a product of the evaluation in the same way as the reports. For the seminar up to 100 copies of the report with annexes on CD-Rom (see annex 2 of the ToR) have to be produced and delivered to the EU Delegation in [country] (the exact number of reports and delivery date will be specified by the Joint Evaluation Unit at least three weeks before the seminar). The electronic version of the report and the annexes has to be provided to the Joint Evaluation Unit. [If several languages are needed, the quantity and the distribution between languages have to be agreed with the Joint Evaluation Unit.].
Consultants shall produce minutes of the seminar; these minutes will also become a product of the evaluation.




4.5.3. The Final Report
The Consultants will prepare the final report based on the comments expressed at the seminar and on the basis of further comments from the Reference Group, the Delegation and/or the Evaluation Manager. Both the presentation (PowerPoint) synthesising the results of the evaluation and the presentation made at the seminar will be revised in accordance to the final report and annexed to it.

The final report has to be approved by the Joint Evaluation Unit before being printed.

110 copies of the Final Main Report must be sent to the Joint Evaluation Unit with an additional 10 reports that include all printed annexes. A CD-Rom with the Final Main Report and annexes has to be added to each printed report (PDF format). [If the reports must be printed in various languages, the quantity and the distribution between languages must be agreed with the Joint Evaluation Unit.].
The evaluators have to hand over in the most appropriate format (electronic or paper) all relevant data gathered during the evaluation.
For publication on internet, the Joint Evaluation Unit must also receive the different versions (if different languages) of the executive summary, both in WORD and PDF format.
The contractor shall submit a methodological note explaining how the quality control was addressed during the evaluation and how the capitalisation of lessons learned has also been addressed.

The Joint Evaluation Unit will make a formal judgement on the quality of the evaluation (cf. annex 3).
5. Evaluation questions

The evaluation will be based on a limited number of evaluation questions (up to a maximum of ten), covering seven evaluation criteria: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, sustainability (5 DAC criteria), coherence and the Commission's value added (2 EC criteria).
Besides the evaluation criteria, evaluation questions will also address: cross-cutting issues, the 3Cs, other key issues.

The evaluation criteria and key issues will be given different emphasizes based on the priority given to them within the evaluation questions.

More information on the evaluation criteria, key issues and on the main principles for drafting evaluation questions can be found in annexes 5, 6 and 7.
6. Responsibility for the management and the monitoring of the Evaluation

The Joint Evaluation Unit is responsible for the management of the evaluation, with the assistance of the Reference Group.

Information on the documents referred in annex 1 will be given to the Consultants after the signature of the contract.

7. The Evaluation Team

The evaluation team must possess a sound knowledge and experience in: 

· evaluation methods and techniques in general and, if possible, of evaluation in the field of external relations;

· [the country] [and/or the region];

· the following fields:  [to be specified]; and
· the following language(s): [to be specified]
.
The Joint Evaluation Unit strongly recommends that the evaluation team should include Consultants from the country or the region (notably, but not only, during the field phase) with an in-depth knowledge of key evaluation areas.

Consultants must be independent from the activities evaluated. Conflicts of interests must be avoided.

It is highly recommended that at least the team leader is fully familiar with the Commission's methodological approach (cf. Joint Evaluation Unit’s website: 
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/evaluation/evaluation_reports/reports/2008/1258_isspap_en.pdf

Timing 

The indicative framework below has to be filled by the Consultants.

[When drafting the ToR, fill in only the start and end date of the evaluation. Dates for each phase will be specified in the launch note and have to be added to the table below in the final ToR, which are attached to the contract].
	Evaluation Phases and Stages


	Notes and Reports
	Dates
	Meetings/Communications

	Desk Phase


	
	
	

	Structuring Stage
	Short presentation (intervention logic,  EQs and 1st set of JC)
	
	RG Meeting



	
	Draft Inception Report
	
	Optional: Short preparatory visit of the Consultants to the field.

	
	Final Inception Report
	
	A formal exchange of letters between the Consultants and the Commission confirming the final composition of the evaluation team and the final work plan and schedule.

	Desk Study
	Draft Desk Report
	
	RG Meeting

	
	Final Desk Report 
	
	

	Field Phase
	
	
	De-briefing meeting with the Delegation.

	
	Presentation
	
	RG Meeting

	Synthesis phase (seminar in the country)   
	
	
	

	
	1st draft Final report
	
	RG Meeting

	
	Revised draft Final report
	
	Seminar in [country]

Up to 100 copies of the report with annexes on CD-Rom have to be delivered to the Delegation; an electronic version of the report and the annexes has to be provided to the Joint Evaluation Unit.

	
	Final Report
	
	110 copies of the Final Main Report must be sent to the Joint Evaluation Unit with additional 10 reports printed with all the annexes. A CD-Rom of the Final Main Report and annexes has to be added to each printed copy. The different versions of the executive summary (WORD and PDF) and methodological note (PDF) must be sent.


The final timing accepted will be annexed to the contract signed.

NB: The timing of activities has to be realistic. 

A country level evaluation takes about 12 months between signature of contract and approval of the final report.

Some regional evaluations take about 15-16 months between signature of contract and approval of the final report.
8. Cost of the Evaluation  

The overall costs include:

· The evaluation study;

· 2.5% of the total budget, excluding the costs of the seminar, are to be used for quality control; and
· A seminar in the country.

The total for these 3 elements must not exceed [€ 200.000].

NB: The budget for the seminar (fees, per diems and travel) will be presented separately in the launch note.

9. Payments Modalities

The payments modalities shall be as follows: 

· 30% on acceptance of the Inception Report, plus 2.5% of the agreed budget to be used for quality control;

· 50% on acceptance of the Draft Final Report; and
· the balance on reception of: hard copies of the accepted final report; the methodological note on the quality control system; the list of all the documents red; and data collected and any databases built.
Seminar related costs are to be invoiced and paid separately.

Annex 1:  indicative documentation for the evaluation

General documentation

· Communications of the Commission; and
· Various regulations.

Country

· CRIS
 (information on the projects and ROM
) and other databases concerning the financed projects, engagements, payments, etc.;

· Cooperation strategies;

· Conclusions of the Mid-term and End-of-Term Reviews;

· Key government planning and policy documents;

· Projects evaluation reports; and
· Relevant documentation provided by the local authorities and other local partners, financial backers, etc.

The four following documents are to be provided to the Consultants:

· Access to the information contained in the ROM system for an evaluation;

· A methodological note from Eureval concerning the North-South approach to country level evaluations;
· Template for Cover page; and
· An example of an executive summary (currently from the Mozambique evaluation).
In addition, the Consultants will have to consult the documentation available on the internet (DAC/OECD and EU Inventory, if necessary) as well as the documentation listed, or available within the Joint Evaluation Unit (AIDCO/0/3 Library).
The secretary (Christiane Oris, christiane.oris@ec.europa.eu) will send to each Evaluation Manager a list of references to all necessary documents, which will then be sent onto the Consultants.
Annex 2: Overall Structure of the Final Report

The overall layout of the report is:

· Final report

· Executive summary (1);
· Context of the evaluation;
· Answers to the evaluation questions;
· Conclusions (2); and
· Recommendations (3).
Length: the final report must be kept short (70 pages maximum excluding annexes). Additional information regarding the context, the activities and the comprehensive aspects of the methodology, including the analysis, must be put in the annexes.

(1) Executive summary

The executive summary of evaluation report should have a maximum of 5 pages. The template and structure for the executive summary are as follows: 

a) 1 paragraph explaining the challenges and the objectives of the evaluation;
b) 1 paragraph explaining the context in which the evaluation takes place;
c) 1 paragraph referring to the methodology followed, spelling out the main tools used (data on the projects visited, the interviews completed, the questionnaires sent, the focus groups, etc. have to be listed);
d) The general conclusions related to sectoral and transversal issues on one hand,  and the overarching conclusion(s) (for example on poverty reduction) on the other hand, have to be clearly explained;
e) 3 to 5 main conclusions should be listed and classified; and
f) 3 to 5 main recommendations should be listed according to their priority.
Points a) to c) should take 1 to 2 pages.
Points d) to f) should not take more than 3 pages.
(2) Conclusions

· The conclusions have to be assembled by homogeneous "clusters" (groups). It is not required to set out the conclusions according to the evaluation criteria;
· The general conclusions related to sectoral and transversal issues and the overarching conclusion(s) (for example on poverty reduction) have to be explained in detail;

· The chapter on "Conclusions" has to contain a paragraph or a sub-chapter with the 3 to 5 principal conclusions presented in order of importance; and
· The chapter on "Conclusions" must also make it possible to identify subjects, for which there are good practices, and the subjects, for which it is necessary to think about the modifications or re-orientations.
(3) Recommendations

· Recommendations have to be linked to the conclusions without being a direct copy of them;
· Recommendations have to be treated on a hierarchical basis and prioritised within the various clusters (groups) of presentation selected;
· Recommendations have to be realistic, operational and feasible. As far as it is practicable, the possible conditions of implementation have to be specified; and
· The chapter on "Recommendations" has to contain a sub-chapter, or a specific paragraph corresponding to the paragraph with the 3 to 5 principal conclusions. Therefore, for each conclusion, options for action and the conditions linked to each action as well as the likely implications should be set out.
· Annexes (non exhaustive)

· National background;
· Methodological approach;
· Information matrix;
· Monograph, case studies;
· List of institutions and persons met;
· List of documents consulted; and
· Synthetic presentation of the main results of the evaluation (5 slides per evaluation question).
NOTE ON THE EDITING OF REPORTS
· The final report must:

· be consistent, concise and clear;

· be well balanced between argumentation, tables and graphs;

· be free of linguistic errors; 
· include a table of contents indicating the page number of all the chapters listed therein, a list of annexes (whose page numbering shall continue from that in the report) and a complete list in alphabetical order of any abbreviations in the text; and
· contain one (or several) summaries presenting the main ideas. For example, the answers to the evaluation questions and the main conclusions could be summarised and presented in a box.

· The executive summary must be very short (max. 5 pages);
· The final version of the report must be typed in single spacing and printed double sided, in DIN-A-4 format;

· The font must be easy to read (indicative size of the font: Times New Roman 12);

· The presentation must be well spaced (the use of graphs, tables and small paragraphs is strongly recommended). The graphs must be clear (shades of grey produce better contrasts on a black and white printout);

· The main report must not exceed 70 pages including the cover page, the table of content, the lists of annexes and abbreviations;

· The content must have a good balance between main report and annexes; and
· Reports must be glued or stapled; plastic spirals are not acceptable due to storage problems.

The Cover page must use the template mentioned in annex 1.

Please note that:
· The Consultants are responsible for the quality of translations and their conformity with the original; and
· All data produced in the evaluation are property of the Commission.

Annex 3 - Quality assessment grid
	Concerning these criteria, the evaluation report is:


	Unacceptable
	Poor
	Good
	Very good
	Excellent

	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 data analysis:  Is quantitative 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 results?
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Usefulness of the recommendations:  Are recommendations fair, unbiased by personnel or shareholders’ 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.


	
	
	
	
	


Annex 4: Structure of the (PowerPoint) presentation synthesising the main results of the draft final report
1. The presentation shall comprise not more than five slides for each evaluation question and shall be structured as follows:

a) The first slide will recall the (potential) link between the question and the synthetic logical diagram(s) of impact;

b) The second slide will present us with the reasoning chain indicating, for each EQ, the selected Judgement Criteria and Indicators (accompanied, when relevant, by target levels), as agreed during the structuring stage of the evaluation;

c) The third slide will display the evaluators' findings, following the same structure as in b); 

d) The fourth slide shall present the limitations of the demonstration and of the findings; and
e) If need be, some explanatory text may be added in a fifth slide.

2. In addition, further slides will be added for overall conclusions and recommendations.
Annex 5: Evaluation criteria and key issues
(1)  Definitions (or links leading to the definitions) of the five OECD-DAC evaluation criteria (sometimes adapted to the specific context of the Commission) can be found in the glossary page of the Joint Evaluation Unit's website, at the following address:
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/evaluation/evaluation_reports/reports/2008/1258_isspap_en.pdf

(2)  As regards coherence (considered as a specific Commission's evaluation criterion) and the 3Cs, their meaning and definition can be found in Annex 6.

(3)  Value added of the Commission's interventions: The criterion is closely related to the principle of subsidiarity and relates to the fact that an activity/operation financed/implemented through the Commission should generate a particular benefit.

There are practical elements that illustrate possible aspects of the criterion:

1) The Commission has a particular capacity, for example experience in regional integration, above that of EU Member States;

2) The Commission has a particular mandate within the framework of the '3Cs' and can draw Member States to a greater joint effort; and
3) The Commission's cooperation is guided by a common political agenda embracing all EU Member States.

Annex 6: note on the criterion of coherence and on the 3Cs
Practice has shown that the use of the word "COHERENCE" brings a lot of questions from both Consultants and Evaluation Managers. This situation arises from the use of the same word "COHERENCE" in two different contexts.

Indeed, coherence is one of the two evaluation criteria that the Commission is using in addition to the 5 criteria from DAC/OECD but coherence is  also a specific concept in the development policy, as defined in the Maastricht Treaty. The definitions of the same word in the two different contexts do not overlap and can lead to misinterpretation. To solve this problem the following decision has been taken.

Decision:

The definitions of relevance and coherence from Commission's budget glossary must be used for the evaluation criteria
:

· Relevance: the extent to which an intervention's objectives are pertinent to needs, problems and issues to be addressed;

· Coherence: the extent to which the intervention logic is not contradictory/the intervention does not contradict other intervention with similar objectives, in particular within the Commission's external assistance policies; and
· The notion of complementarity as evaluation criteria has to be deleted.

The definition of the 3Cs has to be given with reference to the Maastricht Treaty modified by the Amsterdam Treaty (articles 177 up to 181, to be adapted if necessary with the Lisbon Treaty):
· Coordination (article 180):

1. The Community and the Member States will coordinate their policies on development cooperation and will consult each other on their aid programmes including in international organisations and during international conferences. They may undertake joint action. Member States will contribute if necessary to the implementation of Community aid programmes.

2. The Commission may take any useful initiative to promote the coordination referred to in paragraph 1.
· Complementarity (article 177):
The Community policy in the sphere of development cooperation, which is complementary to those pursued by Member States, shall foster: (……)
 
· Coherence (article 178):

The Community shall take into account of the objectives referred to in article 177 (Community policy in the sphere of development cooperation) in the policies that it implements which are likely to affect developing countries.

The 3Cs have to be dealt with as key issues for the Community policy in development cooperation and have never been seen as evaluation criteria.
Annex 7: Principles regarding the drafting of evaluation questions

Main principles to follow when asking evaluations questions (EQ)

(1)  Limit the total number of EQ to 10 for each evaluation.
(2)  In each evaluation, more than half of EQ should cover specific actions and look at the chain of results.

· Avoid too many questions on areas such as cross cutting issues, 3Cs and other key issues, which should be covered as far as possible in a transversal way, introducing for example specific judgement criteria in some EQs.

(3)  Within the chain of results, the EQs should focus at the levels of results (outcomes) and specific impacts.

· Avoid EQs limited to outputs or aiming at global impact levels; and
· In the answer to EQs, the analysis should cover the chain of results preceding the level chosen (outcomes or specific impacts).

(4)  EQ should be focused and addressing only one level in the chain of results.

· Avoid too wide questions where sub-questions are needed (questions à tiroirs); and
· Avoid questions dealing with various levels of results.

(for example looking at outcomes and specific impacts in the same EQ).

(5)  The 7 evaluation criteria should not be present in the wordings of the EQ.

(6)  General concepts such as sustainable development, governance, reinforcement, etc. should be avoided.

(7)  Each key word of the question must be addressed in the answer.

· Check if all words are useful;
· Check that the answer cannot be yes or no; and
· Check that the questions include a word calling for a judgement.

(8)  EQ must be accompanied by a limited number of judgement criteria; some of them dealing with cross cutting and some key issues (see point 2 above).

(9)  A short explanatory comment should specify the meaning and the scope of the question.

� Understood as "outcomes" in DAC terminology.


� Directorates General of External Relations (RELEX), Development (DEV) and the EuropeAid Co-operation Office (AIDCO).


� This is normally either the period since the last evaluation undertaken or a period covering the last 10 years.


� This definition of coherence corresponds to the evaluation criterion (see annex 6).


�  See annex 5.


� This definition of coherence refers to its definition under the 3Cs (see annex 6).


� The Consultants have to provide a well argued proposal, highlighting which cross-cutting and key issues they recommend the evaluation to focus on. Cross-cutting issues are those of the European Consensus on Development (Article 101): Human rights; Gender equality; Democracy; Good governance; Children's rights; Indigenous people's rights; Environment sustainability; Combating HIV/AIDS.


� If any Commission country level evaluation has been completed.


� It is important to look at all necessary documents (see chap. Background) in order not to overlook important topics such as LRRD, conflict prevention, etc.


� The Consultants have to provide, whenever asked and in any case at the end of the evaluation, a list of all the documents red, data collected and databases built.


� The kick-off meeting is not mandatory for geographical evaluations.


� Note to be produced within the framework of the quality control activities accounting for 2,5% of the total budget of the evaluation excluding the seminar.


� The representativeness must address the different dimensions (percentage of funds, sample size and choice – diversity, illustration of the chosen interventions …) and must be mentioned in order to allow a robust evaluation.


� The evaluation team must be able to communicate in the main language(s) spoken in the country.


� Common RELEX Information System


� Results Oriented Monitoring 


� According to the DAC Glossary the relevance is the extent to which the objectives of a development intervention are consistent with beneficiaries' requirements, country needs, global priorities and partners' and donors' policies. The terms 'relevance and coherence' as Commission's evaluation criteria cover the DAC definition of 'relevance'.


� The Lisbon Treaty foresees reciprocal relations between the Community and the Member States and not anymore univocal direction Member States towards the Commission.
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