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FOREWORD 

 

 

Over the past decade many important steps have been taken in the Commission to develop a 
regular evaluation of the Community activities. Among these are changes to the Financial 
Regulation, publication of Communications on Evaluation and related Standards and Good 
Practices, as well as the introduction to Activity Based Management.   

The guide "Evaluating EU activities – a practical guide for the Commission services" responds 
to these developments. It provides guidance on all kinds of evaluations whether ex ante, 
interim or ex post evaluation and whether they concern expenditure programmes or policies.  

The guide should help practitioners of evaluation in the Commission, who need to plan, co-
ordinate, carry out or utilise evaluations. It will also assist those with a responsibility for 
organising the evaluation structure within the services. 

I hope that this document will further consolidate the evaluation culture in the Commission and 
spread good practices across Commission services.    

  

    

 

 

 

        

 

       Director General of DG Budget 

 

 

 

 

 

 

        Luis Romero 
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INTRODUCTION 

This guide provides an overview of the Commission’s rules and good practices concerning 
evaluation of its activities. Its aim is to help the practitioners of evaluation in the Commission, 
who need to plan, co-ordinate, carry-out or utilise evaluations. It should also assist those with a 
responsibility for organising the evaluation structure within the services.  

The guide responds to a number of recent developments in the regulatory and administrative 
context, which have taken place since the guide “Evaluating EU expenditure programmes, ex 
post and intermediate evaluation” was issued in 1997. This involves in particular the 
Communication on evaluation1, the Communication on Activity Based Management (ABM)2, 
changes to the Financial Regulation3 and the Communication on Standards and Good Practices 
on evaluation4. 

Moreover, a recent report5 on the implementation of above Communication on Evaluation 
recommends, in the context of improving the quality and regularity of evaluations, that DG 
Budget shall proceed to and co-ordinate a review of the Guide on mid-term and ex post 
evaluations”. 

This document responds to this by presenting practical solutions and good practice to help 
services in meeting the needs and requirements arising from the new context on evaluation. For 
this purpose, the structure of the document follows that of the Communication on Standards 
and Good Practices on evaluation, which entered into force in the 1st of July 2003.  

The two first chapters provide information on the nature of and the obligation to do evaluations 
in the Commission as well as on how to organise the evaluation function. Together with the 
last chapter on using evaluation findings, they can be of particular interest to those responsible 
for planning, organising and co-ordinating evaluations. Chapters 3-5, which address the 
evaluation process (design, conduct and reporting) should be interesting for all those who have 
to carry-out and utilise evaluations (such as desk officers in the operational units). 

Throughout this document, the standards are placed in the grey boxes in the beginning of a 
relevant chapter or section. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1  SEC (2000) 1051 
2  SEC (2001) 1197/6&7 
3  Financial Regulation (SEC (2002) 1605 and its Implementation rules (SEC (2002) 2342) 
4  SEC (2002) 5267 
5  The report of 10.10.2000 on the implementation of the Communication SEC(2000)1051 
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1 EVALUATION IN THE COMMISSION, ITS DEFINITION AND SCOPE  

This chapter describes the basic objectives and characteristics as well as the scope of 
evaluation in the Commission. The chapter starts with a definition of evaluation and moves on 
to discuss the purposes, characteristics and different variants of evaluation. The second part of 
the chapter focuses on the scope of evaluation and how it should be understood under current 
regulatory requirements on evaluation. 

1.1 Definition and role of evaluation   

1.1.1 Definition and purpose of evaluation 

According to the Communication on evaluation6, evaluation is “judgement of interventions 
according to their results, impacts and needs they aim to satisfy”. The key notion in this 
definition is that it is a process that culminates in a judgement (or assessment) of an 
intervention. Moreover, the focus of evaluation is first and foremost on the needs, results and 
impacts of an intervention.  The main purposes for carrying out evaluations are as follows: 

• To contribute to the design of interventions, including providing input for setting political 
priorities, 

• To assist in an efficient allocation of resources 

• To improve the quality of the intervention 

• To report on the achievements of the intervention (i.e. accountability). 

In the context of the reform process launched in 2000, the Commission acknowledged the need 
for more results-focused management and decided, inter alia, to further develop evaluation in 
the Commission with the emphasis on its use as a management tool and with evaluation 
activities centred on activities. This process has led to a set of basic requirements on 
evaluation, which apply to all policy areas. These requirements are set out in the following 
documents: 

Basic documents on evaluation: 

(i) The Financial Regulation.7 

(ii) The Implementing Rules of the Financial Regulation.8  

(iii) The Communication on Evaluation9, and 

(iv) The Communication on Evaluation Standards and Good Practices10. 

These texts have been written at different times and circumstances, but they provide an overall 
and converging basis for evaluation practice in the Commission.  

                                                 
6  The Communication on Evaluation (SEC(2000) 1051): 

http://europa.eu.int/comm/budget/evaluation/keydocuments_en.htm 
7 Council regulation 1605/2002, articles 27, 28 and 33 
8  Commission regulation 2342/2002, article 21  
9  SEC (2000) 1051 
10  SEC (2002) 5267: http://europa.eu.int/comm/budget/evaluation/keydocuments_en.htm   
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The Financial Regulation is applicable to all Institutions.  It should be noted that the Financial 
Regulation and its Implementing Rules are more recent than the Communication on Evaluation 
and normally prevail upon it11, though they set an inter-institutional framework that does not 
prevent the Commission from defining more precise or stricter rules.  The Implementing rules 
defines the operational, administrative or technical details enabling the implementation in 
practice of the principles and basic rules set out in the Financial Regulation and it must hence 
be read and applied in the light of the requirements of the Financial Regulation itself. 

1.1.2 Characteristics and delimitation of evaluation from other information tools  

Standard A.4: The role of the evaluation function shall be clearly defined and 
distinguished from the roles of other functions such as monitoring, control and audit. 

Evaluation, monitoring and audit are three complementary but quite different exercises.  

Monitoring is a continuous and systematic process carried out during the duration an 
intervention, which generates quantitative data on the implementation of the intervention, but 
not usually on its effects. The intention is to correct any deviation from the operational 
objectives, and thus improve the performance of the programme as well as facilitate 
subsequent evaluation. 

In the specific context of ABM, the Commission has introduced a system of performance 
monitoring that consists of identifying objectives and indicators for each policy area and 
activity of a DG and reporting on the attainment of these objectives. This system is designed to 
provide regular feedback on the implementation of activities (i.e. what outputs have been 
produced, at what cost (i.e. inputs), over what time period and by whom) and hence a means of 
assessing the performance of the Commission. Performance monitoring does not however 
usually collect data about the results and impacts occurring outside the Commission as a 
consequence of its activities. Furthermore, it does not provide answers as to why an activity 
does or does not attain its objectives, or indeed the relevance of these objectives, neither does it 
address the question of how performance can be improved. These questions are addressed 
through exercises of an evaluative nature.  

Audit, in the public sector covers a broad range of activities ranging from the traditional 
financial audit, which concentrates on inputs and outputs, to performance audit, which may 
encompass some features of an evaluation. A comparison of the scope of evaluation, 
monitoring and financial audit is presented schematically in the diagram below. 

In the diagram it can be seen that different forms of evaluation cover the whole range of the 
intervention logic. The ex ante evaluation will, for example, address the required level of 
resources (input) while the interim and ex post evaluations have more focus on the results and 
impacts.  

 

                                                 
11  The Implementing Rules to the Financial Regulation are for example less flexible than the Communication on 

evaluation concerning the frequency/timing of evaluations.   
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 What we control... What we influence directly... What we influence indirectly... 

Monitoring 

Evaluation

Inputs Outputs Results Intermediate 
impacts

Global  
impacts

 
Implementation  

Effects

Assessing  progress in implementation for management purposes 

Judging an intervention on the basis of results and impacts at the level of addressees

Ensuring  the i) reliability and integrity of information, ii) compliance with policies, iii) safeguarding of assets, iv) the economical and efficient use of resources, and v) the 
accomplishment of established objectives  

Audit 

 

Differentiating evaluation from audit 

Audit has been extended in scope and within the Commission the internal audit function 
encompasses the examination and assessment of the adequacy and effectiveness of the DGs' 
system of internal control. 

Both evaluation and audit can be used to assess performance and in this respect some overlap 
may arise in certain cases.  Evaluation and performance audit involve the study of 
implementation processes and their consequences to provide an assessment of economy, 
effectiveness and efficiency of an organisation and/or its activities. However, performance audit 
tends to be more focused on the implementation of an activity and its immediate effects, while 
evaluation is centred first and foremost on assessing performance in respect to an 
intervention’s effects. When evaluation examines implementation it normally tries to explain 
how the results and impacts of an intervention were conditioned by the implementation 
mechanisms. Furthermore, a broader range of issues fall under the practice of evaluation 
including an examination of an intervention’s relevance, utility and sustainability.12 (For more 
on these concepts, see section 3.2 and Annex A).   

1.1.3 Evaluation variants 

Evaluation can be categorised according to different criteria, such as temporal scope, how it is 
conducted (internal/external) or the purpose (summative/formative). 

                                                 
12  The basic documents on evaluation list some of the elements that an evaluation is expected to examine. The 

Standards (section 3) mentions for example effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence, economy, added 
value and sustainability.  The Financial Regulation (art. 27) brings evaluation into the context of sound 
financial management for which it put emphasis the concepts of effectiveness, efficiency and economy.  The 
Implementing Rules for the Financial Regulation (art. 21(2)) imposes evaluative terms that are equivalent to 
effectiveness and efficiency. 
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Temporal variants: 

As for the temporal scope there are three main variants of evaluation mirroring the 
programme/policy cycle. These are described briefly here. A more thorough discussion of their 
characteristics can be found in Annex C. 

Ex ante evaluation is a process that supports the preparation of proposals for new or renewed 
Community actions. Its purpose is to gather information and carry out analyses which help to 
ensure that the delivery of policy objectives will be successful, that the instruments used are 
cost-effective and that reliable evaluation will be subsequently possible.  

An ex ante evaluation should be seen as an analytical process that is not necessarily dissociated 
from the process of preparation and design of an intervention. Furthermore, different steps can 
be done separately.  An ex ante exercise is therefore not necessarily a one-off project, with a 
report as the only output, but it should also be an iterative learning process. It may consist of 
separate phases and different pieces of analysis the results of which are reported on and 
summarised in the Legislative Financial Statement and in the Explanatory Memorandum (c.f. 
5.2).13 As far as the scope of ex ante evaluation is concerned, it is specified in the 
Implementing rules of the Financial Regulation as follows: 

The scope of ex ante evaluations: 
 
The Implementing rules of the Financial Regulation, art. 21, specifies the scope of ex ante 
evaluations in the Commission by stating that: 
“All proposals for programmes or activities occasioning expenditure or a reduction in 
revenue for the budget shall be the subject of an ex ante evaluation, which shall identify: 
a) the need to be met in the short or long term; 
b) the objectives to be achieved; 
c)  the results expected and the indicators needed to measure them; 
d) the added value of Community involvement; 
e) the risks, including fraud, linked with the proposals and the alternative options 

available; 
f) the lessons learned from similar experiences in the past; 
g) the volume of appropriations, human resources and other administrative expenditure 

to be allocated with due regard for the cost-effectiveness principle; 
h) the monitoring system to be set up.” 
 

For more information on how to carry out above elements of ex ante evaluation, see DG 
Budget’s Ex ante Evaluation Guide14.  

The recently launched Impact Assessment process15, with its special focus on policy 
initiatives, addresses many of the same elements as an ex ante evaluation. Both ex ante 
evaluation and Impact Assessment are carried out before a proposed activity is adopted. They 
are thus an integral part of the formulation of an intervention. Ex ante evaluation applies to all 
activities, whereas the Impact Assessment applies to regulatory proposals or other proposals 

                                                 
13  It is recommended to always summarise all the relevant information related to an ex ante evaluation into a   

specific document containing detailed information on various aspects of evaluation.  

14  http://europa.eu.int/comm/budget/evaluation/pdf/ex_ante_guide_en.pdf 
15  Communication on Impact Assessment COM(2002) 276 final 
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having an economic, social and/or environmental impact and that are presented by the 
Commission in its Annual Policy Strategy or its Work Programme. 

The appraisal of policy initiatives (see Annex F for more information) might, however, in some 
cases call for a wider range of alternative options for implementation and possible effects to be 
identified and assessed, as well as for an examination of allocative/distributional effects.      

An interim evaluation16 examines an ongoing activity whether this is a programme of limited 
duration or a policy, which continue for an indefinite period.  In particular for the first case two 
specific cases of interim evaluation are commonly recognised for example in the context of the 
Structural Funds; namely a mid-term evaluation, which is carried out at the half-way stage of 
the intervention and a final evaluation, which is conducted towards the end of an intervention. 
These evaluations can build on the work of an earlier ex ante evaluation by assessing the 
continued relevance of objectives, and, in the case of expenditure programmes with a limited 
duration, also posing questions relating to the delivery of initial outputs and the early effects of 
an intervention. As far as policies with non-restricted duration (such as the Common 
Agricultural Policy) are concerned, the interim evaluation actually contains many elements of 
ex post evaluation.     

An interim evaluation has also an important role to play in producing direct feedback into the 
implementation process and thus help to improve the quality of ongoing interventions. 
Moreover, since new initiatives are often prepared long in advance, interim evaluation is also a 
very important source of information for the design purposes for the next generation of a 
programme, new policy orientations, etc. In this context an interim evaluation may explicitly 
address some of the issues covered by ex ante evaluation. 

Ex post evaluation embraces the entire intervention period, with a special interest on the 
impacts, efficiency and effectiveness of the intervention. It should also assess how sustainable 
the realised impacts are and what are the main factors behind success or failure of an 
intervention.    

Since it usually takes time for impacts to materialise, ex post evaluation should ideally be 
carried out some time after the expiry of an intervention. The results of a purely ex post 
evaluation are primarily used for accountability purposes (i.e. to provide information on what 
has been achieved and at what cost).  However, they can also be used as input into 
modifications to follow-on interventions.  

The Implementation Rules of the Financial Regulation provide the minimum 
requirements on interim and ex post evaluations. Article 21(2) states that all programmes 
or activities shall be the subject of an interim and/or ex post evaluations in terms of 
human and financial resources allocated and the results obtained in order to verify that 
they were consistent with the objectives set.  

The Financial Regulation (in article 27) requires the Institutions to undertake ex ante and ex 
post evaluations, but the Implementing Rules of the Financial Regulation (in article 21) 
recognises that the latter will for practical reasons sometimes has to be in the form of interim 
evaluation. This can arise either because a decision is needed on the possible renewal of a 
multi-annual programme or because the activity is financed on an annual basis and a priori is 
not delimited in time.   

 

                                                 
16  Also referred to as intermediate and mid-term evaluation. 
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Internal vs. external evaluation  

Evaluations may be conducted either by persons from within an organisation responsible for 
the intervention or by persons from outside it. The first instance is referred to as internal 
evaluation and the second as external evaluation (more on this, see section 4.2.1 – 
Administrative set-up).  

Different evaluation situations are more or less well suited to internal or external evaluation. 
The use of external contractors is particularly suitable for evaluations with a strong summative 
dimension (i.e. an evaluation mainly concerned with determining the effectiveness of an 
intervention for the purposes of accountability or to assist in the allocation of budgetary 
resources) since external evaluators view an intervention with a certain degree of detachment, 
they may be more independent in their assessment of it. However, the possible use of external 
contractors is not the only factor, which affects the independence of the evaluation process. 
Other relevant factors include the evalutor' s competence and integrity, his access to data and 
dialogue with relevant stakeholders, and also the ability to conclude freely on the basis of 
analysis made. It should also be noted that the independence is not an end in itself, but rather a 
means for achieving reliability.         

On the other hand, internal evaluation carried out by the DG’s evaluations function and 
involving operational staff is particularly useful where the formative dimension (i.e. an 
evaluation concerned with examining ways of improving and enhancing the 
implementation and management of interventions) is dominant (e.g. ex ante evaluation, and 
to a lesser degree intermediate evaluation).17  

Sometimes it might be useful to combine both external and internal evaluation approaches 
within the evaluation process. For example, outsourcing the whole evaluation process to 
external experts may be impractical for different reasons, such as confidentiality and 
because direct feedback of findings into programming is important. This is especially the 
case in the ex ante evaluations.  

However, even if the co-ordination and the main parts of an evaluation are carried out in-
house, some parts of it can still be entrusted to an external expert. Examples of these are 
carrying out surveys or organising workshops, where the assumptions and opinions of 
different stakeholders are tested.     

1.2 Evaluation of activities 

1.2.1 Activities as a centrepiece of results focused management 

When launching its reform in 2000, the Commission acknowledged the need for more results-
focused management and decided to develop this in the conceptual framework of Activity 
Based Management. It regrouped all its work into a set of politically meaningful ABB-activities 
that are planned, budgeted, monitored and reported on in a new annual strategic planning and 
reporting cycle. This allows the systematic linking of the Commission’s work with the 
corresponding political and managerial objectives and with the human and financial resources 
allocated to it. Hence, an activity becomes the centrepiece, with respect to which objectives are 

                                                 
17  Guide for the evaluation of activities of DG ADMIN, March 2002 
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defined, resources allocated and managed, and performance monitored, reported and 
evaluated.18    

The ABB-activities (altogether 215) have been grouped into some 30 Policy Areas, closely 
identifiable with DGs. All Commission resources, be they financial interventions, management 
& support, and human resources are attributed to Activities, thus providing the full cost and its 
breakdown of all the Commission’s Activities19.  

As a response to the Activity Based Management initiative, the basic texts on evaluation have 
also centred evaluation on activities. The Communication on evaluation from 2000 (section 
2.2.1) specifies that evaluation must be centred on activities and the Financial Regulation and 
its Implementing Rules refer to programmes or activities as the focus of evaluation.  

On this background, the different treatment of spending and non-spending within evaluation 
has become increasingly irrelevant, because spending programmes and purely regulatory 
proposals have been merged into activities. For a more thorough description of certain 
specifities concerning evaluation of non-spending activities and policies, see Annex F, 
where additional text on this subject is provided.  

However, since an ABM-activity corresponds to a chapter in the ABB nomenclature20, it will 
most often embrace a significant part of an EU policy and due to the complexity of such 
activities it will be necessary in practice, for complex activities, to carry out the evaluation 
exercise at a disaggregated level such as actions/themes/budget lines or some other 
meaningful entity.  However, it is necessary in such cases to ensure that the individual 
evaluations carried out within an activity also examine how these constituting elements 
contribute to the overall objectives of this activity (cf. the description of the activities in the 
Activity Statement accompanying the annual budget and the Annual Management Plan) and 
this information ought to be synthesised to the overall level of the Activity at a periodicity not 
exceeding six years as required by the Communication on evaluation from 2000. 

It is recommended to delimit the entity to be evaluated when planning evaluations of activities 
(cf. section 2.2.2) is to establish coherent groups of sub-activities for evaluation, group 
together those of a similar nature. Another approach is to analyse the activity tree of a DG and 
to cluster sub-activities according to the objectives to which they are planned to contribute, 
hence providing a clear link between the evaluation and reporting on the attainment of a 
particular objective. An example of this approach is presented schematically in the diagram 
below. 

                                                 
18  According to the ABM Glossary, an activity is defined as: “a coherent area of actions with objectives and 

resources, corresponding (or equivalent) to the ABB level. Each activity is related to only one policy area”. 
19  The full list of activities is at: http://www.cc.cec/home/dgserv/sg/i/spp/docs/abm/ABB.pdf 
20  In this context, note that the Standards on evaluation state that they concern activities according to the ABB 

nomenclature. 
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Strategic objective:

ABB Activity 1

ABB Objective 1 ABB Objective 2 ABB Objective 3 ABB Objective 4

1.01 1.02 1.03 1.04 1.061.05 1.07 1.08

• Evaluation of sub-activities/actions 1.01, 1.02, 1.03.XX, 1.04.XX & 1.06.XX with respect to the attainment of ABB
Objective 1.

• Evaluation of sub-activities/actions 1.03.XX, 1.04.XX & 1.05. with respect to the attainment of Objectives 2 & 3.
• Evaluation of sub-activities/actions 1.06.XX, 1.07 & 1.08 with respect to the attainment of Objective 4

 

Examples of sub-activities/actions are programmes (i.e. sets of actions delimited in time and 
resources, which may encompass several different projects, measures and processes directed 
towards the achievement of specific objectives; moreover, programmes have a definite time 
schedule and budget), pilot  projects or preparatory actions. In other cases sub-
activities/actions will correspond to the development and implementation of policy instruments 
and strategies, with or without budgetary implications.  

However, it should be noted that in parallel to the centring of  evaluation on activities, more 
broadly focused evaluations of a strategic nature are also being conducted  which cut across 
activities and policy fields (i.e. of major legislative acts, clusters of legislation, as well as 
thematic priorities such as  the environment, SMEs, gender, etc.).21  

1.2.2 The scope of evaluation in the Commission 

The principles enshrined in the basic documents on evaluation Commission22, require the 
services to carry out evaluation for activities that are directed to addressees or beneficiaries 
outside the European Institutions, whether or not the disbursement of funds is involved. 
However, these documents also foresee a certain degree of proportionality in the effort that 
should be spent on evaluation.  In particular the Financial Regulation (article 27(4)) limits the 
obligation to evaluate to programmes and activities that entail significant spending and the 
Communication on Evaluation (section 2.2.1) states that the scope, frequency and timing of 
evaluations should be adapted to decision-making needs and to the life cycle and nature of each 
activity, as well as to the resources available.   

                                                 
21  See the Evaluation Standards for a full list 
22  The Communication on Evaluation from 2000 (section 2.2.1); [the Internal Control Standard N° 23;] the 

Financial Regulation (article 27(4)) and its Implementing Rules (article 21). 
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However, these restrictions on the obligation to carry out evaluations will in general not 
concern the overall ABB-activities, which due to their aggregate nature normally are 
significant and must be evaluated.  The question arising in this context is more about which 
level of disaggregation of the activity is necessary in terms of planning and carrying out of 
specific evaluation studies (cf. section 1.2.1) in order to respect the requirements outlined 
above.  In particular, projects or other sub-activities that are not part of operational 
programmes, may in certain cases not warrant a separate evaluation but they may, on a case by 
case basis, be considered as part of evaluation studies embracing larger parts of the activity or 
they can also be looked at in a cursory and generic manner when the various evaluations that 
have been carried out over a period of time are synthesised at the level of the Activity as 
explained in section 1.2.1. 

The decision whether to carry out an evaluation and the contents of it will hence depend on its 
usefulness (importance of the measures to be examined, potential use of the results) as well as 
on the likely added value and costs of an evaluation exercise compared to other means of 
obtaining information on the performance of the activities. 

These general considerations are expanded in the two following sections. 

1.2.2.1 Delimitation of the scope 

The Communication on Evaluation from July 2000 specifies (section 2.2.1) that evaluation 
must be centred on activities and also the Financial Regulation and its Implementing Rules 
refer to programmes and activities as the subject of evaluation.  The Communication on 
Evaluation furthermore explains that ‘this means that also those activities, which do not 
involve the use of operative appropriations should be covered by the general evaluation 
requirements described in this Communication. Logically, this concerns at least the activities 
directed to addressees or beneficiaries outside the institutions. 

It is hence necessary for the DGs to carry out evaluations for the category of activities that 
concerns interventions directed to addressees or beneficiaries outside the institutions 
whether or not money has been disbursed to them.  In practice this involves the evaluation 
of programmes and policies entailing expenditure (i.e., the classic domain of evaluation within 
the Commission) as well as evaluation of non-expenditure policies that ultimately are destined 
to affect citizens or business. 

On the other hand there are situations where evaluation is not a priori an obligation, but each 
DG need to consider which information feedback instruments will be the most 
appropriate for assessing the performance of its activities.  This concerns activities/actions 
directed to the European Institutions themselves (as opposed to external addresses or 
beneficiaries), such as the activities they carry out with a view to organising the administrative 
process of the European Institutions (decision-making, reporting, accounting, support 
functions, etc). 

For the latter type of activities, it will be for each DG to consider, on a case by case basis, 
which instruments (performance monitoring, operational/ systems/performance audit, 
evaluation…) will be most appropriate for assessing and feeding back information on the 
performance of these activities or parts of activities.  For this purpose it will be useful to 
distinguish between two different situations: 
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a) Activities (or parts thereof) that are carried out by a DG where other DGs and/or other 
European Institutions are addressed/benefiting. 

In this situation there will be cases where evaluation can provide added value compared to 
other tools and fulfil its genuine role of providing management and decision makers with 
a critical assessment of the activities, covering also the clients, causality and value 
judgements.  This will in principle be linked to situations where (i) relevance and utility 
are important or where (ii) explaining, learning and improvement of performance are 
important.  Another characteristic of such situations will be that the inputs and outputs of 
the activity give raise (beyond the full control of the DG who provides the service) to 
apparent results and impacts.  This case, where evaluation is useful, is illustrated by the 
following example. 

Example - DG ADMIN as a service provider within the Commission: 

DG ADMIN provides training to the rest of the Commission (output).  DG ADMIN 
controls the quantity and quality of the training courses it provides to other DGs but it has 
only an indirect influence over the resulting take-up (did those colleagues having the 
biggest need and potential in relation to the realisation of the objectives of the training 
courses actually participate?) and even less control on the impact in the form of the actual 
use made by the trainees afterwards of the new skills learned and so forth.  Normal 
evaluation concepts are very suitable for this case and DG ADMIN has consequently 
decided to carry out an evaluation. 

b) Activities (or parts thereof) carried out by a DG and directed only to this DG itself. 

In this situation, most likely the added value of carrying out an evaluation will be limited 
compared to other approaches for obtaining information on the management and 
functioning of the activity in question. This means, in practice, that these activities/actions 
most often can be disregarded in respect of evaluation in their own right. However, this 
does not signify that evaluation should not deal with administrative and managerial 
activities. It is for example important that evaluation examines the extent to which 
implementing arrangements contribute to maximising the anticipated effects of the actions 
being evaluated or, to the contrary, unintentionally impedes them from materialising.   

Example – predefined ABB/ABM activities: 

The two horizontal activities (‘Administrative support’ and ‘Policy strategy & co-
ordination’) that have been predefined for the Annual Management Plans in all Policy 
Areas do only concern the internal working of the DG.  Moreover, chapter 1 of the ABB 
nomenclature (‘Management and support expenditure’) has no Activity Statement and no 
objectives and is not used as an activity in the Annual Management Plans.  These 
activities would therefore in general not need to be evaluated in their own right. 

 

1.2.2.2 Evaluation under different methods of implementation 

The rules on evaluation apply regardless of the type of implementation method23.  However, 
the practical application can vary, for example where national or regional bodies are involved 

                                                 
23   Insofar as they are embraced by the budgetary principles and its application as established in Article 2 and 

Title II of the Financial Regulation. 
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as in the case of shared or decentralised implementation24. In this regard, some policy fields 
(such as the structural funds or rural development measures) have strong formal requirements 
on evaluation, including an array of ex ante, mid-term and ex post programme evaluations to 
be carried out mainly by the management authorities.  

Such multi-annual programmes must be evaluated periodically in accordance with a timetable 
which enables the findings to be taken into account for any decision on the renewal, 
modification or suspension of the programme25.  Evaluations should hence be carried out when 
they are feasible, meaningful and/or formally required. In practical terms, in the case of 
programmes or interventions which are ongoing throughout more than one programming 
period, it may sometimes be possible to combine elements of ongoing, ex post and ex ante 
evaluation within a single exercise, provided that the scope and timing of this work is 
adequate.  In addition, at the Commission level, the framework programme as a legal 
instrument should also be evaluated in accordance with a timetable, which enables the findings 
to be taken into account in the decision-making.  

Moreover, in order to reduce the evaluation burden and maximise its utility, the evaluation 
needs should be mainly addressed at the level where they are more relevant. For instance, 
management issues should primarily be stressed in evaluations at the implementation level, 
while relevance and utility questions should be the subject of evaluations at the decision-
making level or at the decision-making stage. 

Finally, in order to allow for adequate scope and quality as well as the exchange of useful 
information between all involved, mechanisms should be put in place to reinforce collaboration 
and an adequate flow of information between all the management and decision-making levels. 
This might go from guaranteeing the availability of evaluation results to all actors concerned to 
the development homogeneous approaches to evaluation questions and methods so that 
commonalities are ensured. 

1.2.2.3 Specific cases 

It is not necessary to carry out an evaluation of each individual project under a programme or 
an activity, unless the sectoral regulation specifies otherwise.  This is stated in the most recent 
version of the Implementing Rules to the Financial Regulation which hence formalise current 
practice.  This means that a separate evaluation of each project is unnecessary, but the overall 
programme or activity embracing these projects must of course be evaluated. 

In the case of pilot projects and preparatory actions, specific guidance is provided by the 
Communication on Evaluation of July 2000.  Such actions should be subject to an ex post 
evaluation particularly if it is proposed to continue them in the form of a programme (hence 
providing an important element of the ex ante for the latter). 

It should also be noted that the obligation to carry out an ex ante evaluation in some cases can 
be met in the context of an Impact Assessment.  This will be commonplace in the case of non-
expenditure activities directed to addressees and objectives outside the European Institutions.  
It will also be a possibility for expenditure programmes/activities in certain cases if an Impact 
Assessment has been carried out and it deals with the requirements of the Financial Regulation 
(as specified in article 21 of the Implementing Rules) and the Evaluation Standards in a 
satisfactory manner. 

                                                 
24  Such as defined by art. 53 of the Financial Regulation. 

25  Article 21(2)(a) of the Financial Regulation. 

19



 1.2.2.4    Evaluation of agencies 

As far as Community Agencies are concerned, the rules concerning evaluation depend on the 
Agency's legal form. The two most frequent cases are as follows (for more details, see Annex 
D, section 2): 

• Agencies covered by Article 185 of the Financial Regulation, which have to carry out 
regular ex-ante and ex-post evaluations for "all programmes or activities which entail 
significant spending"26. 

• Executive Agencies set up in accordance with Council Regulation N° 58/2003, for which 
the Commission has to ensure external evaluations at three yearly intervals. 

The Commission's Internal Control Standard N°23 on evaluation (like the remaining standards) 
does not apply directly to Agencies. When setting up their own control systems, Agencies have 
a certain room for manoeuvre in order to take account of the specific conditions under which 
they operate. However, the Commission's rules still serve as a reference (i.e. have to be taken 
"as a basis") for this exercise. 

As far as Article 185 Agencies are concerned, some of their Constituent Acts explicitly lay 
down the DG de tutelle's role in the area of evaluation. In most cases, these Acts specify that it 
is the Agency's responsibility to conduct/commission evaluations, with the Commission's role 
being limited to the provision of information or agreement to the terms of reference proposed 
by the Agency.  

In this context, it should also be noted that even in cases where the Constituent Acts are silent 
with regard to evaluation, the DGs de tutelle are still affected by the general evaluation 
requirement of Article 27 of the Financial Regulation (according to which evaluations have to 
be applied to all activities which entail significant spending): If these DGs carry out an 
evaluation of the ABB activity under which a particular agency is financed, evaluative 
information on the part of the activity relating to that agency will be required as well. 

The following chart shows how the tasks performed by an Agency may interact with the other 
outputs produced by the DG de tutelle under the ABB activity concerned, and how the 
Agency's outputs may contribute to the overall impact(s) of that ABB activity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
26  See Commission Regulation N° 2343/2002 of 23 December 2002. 
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Annex D contains a recommended set of non-binding common evaluation questions that 
should be used as a starting point for the preparation of terms of reference for the evaluation 
(interim or ex-post) of Community Agencies (Section 1), as well as more detailed information 
on the evaluation requirements applicable to Agencies (Section 2). 

 

1.2.3 Evaluation in the SPP-cycle  

The first of the two purposes of evaluation, as presented in section 1.1.1, are closely related to 
the Strategic Planning and Programming Cycle (SPP cycle), which aims to link decisions on 
political priorities and related resources. In this cycle evaluation results are expected to provide 
an essential input into discussions and analyses of policy objectives, priority activities and 
resource requirements, as recognised in the Communication on Activity Based Management 
(SEC(2001) 1197/6&7)27. To achieve this, evaluation must be linked carefully to the ABM 
activities. 

                                                 
27  For an analysis of the experiences of how evaluation was integrated into the first two SPP cycles, see a 

specific document "analysis of the planning, provision and use of evaluation related information in the 
ABM/SPP cycle", November 2003.   
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The different components of SPP cycle are presented in the diagram below: 

Evaluation planning and evaluation findings figure strongly at four stages of the SPP cycle 

APS Decision: 

The circular for the preparation of the Annual Policy Strategy indicates that: 

• In the context of the multi-annual perspective of the APS, Services are expected to explain 
how their evaluation activities contribute to the development of their policies in the light of 
medium-term major changes or political developments affecting their activities. 

• For each APS key initiative, Services have to present the lessons drawn from relevant 
evaluations that might have been carried out in this area28.  

Preliminary Draft Budget (PDB): 

The Financial Regulation in its article 33(2) in conjunction with article 27(3) calls for 
evaluation results when the Preliminary Draft Budget is transmitted from the Commission to 
the Council and European Parliament. It states that “The Commission shall attach to the 
Preliminary Draft Budget…information on the achievement of all previously set objectives for 
the various activities as well as new objectives measured by indicators. Evaluation results 
shall be consulted and referred to as evidence of the likely merits of a proposed budget 
amendment”. 

Inter alia, the DGs are requested to prepare an Activity Statement for each activity they 
manage29. In the Activity Statement services are asked to provide information on the 
approach, findings and recommendations of their evaluation projects. This Activity 
Statement, which is annexed to the Preliminary Draft Budget (PDB), is one of the supporting 
documents of the resource allocation process leading to the establishment of the budget.  

 

 
                                                 
28   This information is used, inter alia, in a synthesis of relevant evaluation findings, which DG BUDG prepares 

as  an input into the Annual Policy Strategy Decision.  
29   According to a template provided in each year’s  Budgetary Circular from DG Budget 
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Annual Management Plan (AMP):  

The Annual Management Plan is an operational translation by DGs of the political priorities 
established in the APS. It should include the annual evaluation plan and multi-annual 
evaluation programme in accordance with a pre-defined template. (For more on evaluation 
plans, see Chapter 2 and section 2.2.2 - Anticipation of the decision-making needs). 

Annual Activity Report (AAR): 

In the context of the preparation of the Annual Activity Reports, the services should analyse 
results in terms of achievement of objectives fixed in their Annual Management Plans. 
Available evaluation material should be used, when results are being analysed.  

Below is a table format presentation on how evaluation provides input for the SPP cycle in the 
course of a calendar year: 

 Year n  SPP deliverables Evaluation planning and findings 

   
 January  AMP (year n) Annual Evaluation plan and Multi-Annual Evaluation 

Programme integrated into to the Annual Management 
Plan of the DG.  

   
 February  APS (year n+1) 

 

 

 

Indication of evaluations to be carried out in a multi-
annual  perspective.  
 
Feedback from the previous evaluations into the APS 
proposals at DG level. 
 
Cross-cutting input of relevant evaluation findings at 
the Commission level.  

   
 February  Commission’s evaluation plan and programme 
   
 April   PDB (year n+1) Evaluation input  into the establishment of the 

Preliminary Draft Budget  
   

 April  AAR (year n-1) Reporting on the evaluation results in the Annual 
Activity Report 
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2 PROFILE, ROLE, TASKS AND RESOURCES OF THE EVALUATION FUNCTION 

The structure and content of the three sections of this chapter is based on Section A ("Profile, 
role, tasks and resources of the evaluation function") of the Communication on Evaluation 
Standards. It aims at providing guidance and practical examples on how to implement the rules 
and recommended good practice contained in this chapter. 

2.1 Profile and role of the evaluation function in the Commission's services 

This section addresses both the profile and role, which evaluation function plays in a DG or 
service. The profile is approached through the administrative set-up of the evaluation function 
in the DG and through different modes, which can be employed when the evaluation function 
is set up. The role, on the other hand, is explained through a short description of the rationale 
of evaluation in the DG. 

Standards 

A.1: The evaluation function shall be clearly visible in the DG’s structure, the 
organisation chart or Guide des Services giving details of the unit, sector, coordinator, 
network members and person(s) responsible. 

A.2: Evaluation shall be clearly identified in the list of each DG's operations so that the 
human and financial resources set aside for evaluation can be easily identified. 

A.3: Each DG or Service shall define the tasks, responsibilities, organisation and 
procedures for running, consulting and informing the evaluation function.  

A.5: Through the evaluations, the evaluation function provides support in the 
formulation of policies and programmes and also in management processes. 

 

Good practices 

A.1: In each DG or Service, the senior staff should take steps to provide sound support for the 
fundamental role played by the evaluation function in the planning of policies, programmes 
and all kinds of activities. 

A.2: To ensure that the evaluation function contributes to the framing of policies and the 
setting of their objectives, it should be closely associated with the persons responsible for 
framing and taking policy decisions. 

A.3: Where organisation is concerned, it is advisable that DGs or Services have a specific 
sector or unit for evaluation. If that is impossible, it is expedient to associate it with the 
strategic planning and programming function. 

A.4: It would be advisable for the application procedures for these standards in each DG or 
Service to be set out in an internal document such as an evaluation agreement. 

A.5: The evaluation function should encourage the departments to set in place data collection 
systems to assure the availability of reliable and relevant information to back up evaluation 
activities 
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2.1.1 Administrative set-up and role of evaluation functions   

The principle to establish or have access to an evaluation function was already laid down in the 
1996 Communication on evaluation (“Concrete steps towards best practice across the 
Commission”) and this principle became an obligation with the Communication on Evaluation 
(SEC(2000) 1051).  

The term "evaluation function" covers the forms of organisation defined by the DGs and 
Services30, which enable them to fulfil responsibilities for co-ordinating, framing and 
exploiting their evaluation activities. It is thus imperative that each DG clearly set out which 
form of organisation (unit, sector, network or an individual) or combination of these forms has 
been decided for the evaluation function of the DG and the specific role played by each of the 
components. The specific composition of the evaluation function of the DG can be spelt out in 
an operational charter for the evaluation function. 

In the Commission, evaluation is a decentralised responsibility which means that the DG 
responsible for a given policy area is also responsible for planning, organising and managing 
its evaluation. Horizontal DGs (namely, DG BUDG and SG) are responsible for supporting 
measures. Furthermore, both horizontal DGs have a role to play when evaluation results are fed 
into the SPP cycle and budgetary process.  

In terms of organisation chart and administrative set up, it is important that the evaluation 
function is clearly visible in the DG’s organisation chart (as mentioned in the Standard A1). 
For example, the evaluation function could be located under a horizontal setting31 within the 
organisation chart. In practice it can connected to an entity responsible for policy co-
ordination, for policy development and analysis, or for resources. In this context it is also 
advisable to foresee close links between the evaluation function and the strategic planning and 
programming function of the DG, (cf.  Good Practice A3). 

Example – linkage to strategic planning and programming on DG ENV: 

The evaluation function is embedded in the Strategic Planning and Programming unit. This 
unit is directly attached to the Director General. This way of organising evaluation activities 
ensures timely and effective feedback of evaluation results into the decision-making process 
comprising the priority setting and the planning, implementation and monitoring of both 
environmental policies and expenditure programmes. 

The place of the evaluation function within the organisation can also have an influence on how 
easily the evaluation function can contribute to the different overall goals of evaluation (see 
section 1.1.1). If, for example, the evaluation function needs to focus on policy formulation 
and development, then a set-up under a horizontal directorate dealing with policy planning or 
co-ordination would seem natural.  

Concerning the definition of the role of the evaluation function  and the suggestion in Good 
Practice A4 to set out the procedures in an internal document, several DGs have formalised 
these aspects in an operational charter for the evaluation function32.   

                                                 
30  The term "DGs and Services" covers also the cases where an evaluation function is shared between a number of 

DGs and Services. In this case, an evaluation function covering two or more services should foresee specific co-
ordination arrangements (for instance when the carrying out of the planned evaluations is decentralised). 

31  Evaluation is a standard action of the horizontal ABB activity “Policy strategy and co-ordination for DG”. This 
horizontal ABB activity is common for all DGs.   

32  Guide for the evaluation of activities of DG ADMIN: 
http://www.admin.cec.eu.int/abm/evaluation.htm#documents). 
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2.1.2 Different modes of evaluation function 

The Communication on Evaluation standards lists four possible modes of organisation for the 
evaluation function: i) unit, ii) sector, iii.) network or iv) individual(-s), but combinations are 
also possible. 

As stated in the Good Practice A3, the preferred/ advisable modes are either a unit or sector33. 

Networks can be active within an DG, across DGs or can also serve to liase with the Member 
States.  

Evaluation networks within a DG may be useful as a means to involve operational units 
closely with the evaluation process.  They can also be a practical solution, when only a very 
limited amount of staff is attributed to a specific evaluation function. Such networks are 
normally made up of members of operational as well as horizontal units of the DG. 

Example – Internal evaluation network: 

In DG SANCO the responsibility for selection of subject, planning, management, 
dissemination and the final use of evaluation results rests with the operational directorates. 
They are assisted in this role by a central Evaluation Section who provides information, 
guidance, training and a framework structure to ensure the quality of evaluations and by an 
Evaluation Network made up of representatives of each operational directorate. 

The network members have the role of co-ordinating their directorate responses to evaluation 
issues, disseminating information from and to the Evaluation Section and providing guidance, 
if required, to evaluation managers. 

The Evaluation Section organises bi-monthly meetings (Luxembourg and Grange participate 
using videoconference facilities) with a standard agenda, to discuss general evaluation issues 
and how to develop and improve the evaluation framework of the DG.  

Whatever the arrangement mode is, the evaluation function should also be able to plan and 
draw evaluation findings possibly from individual evaluation reports, together at the overall 
level of Activity as explained in section 1.2.1, and thus contribute to the strategic decision-
making within the DG.  

Inter-service networks or external evaluation networks can be useful when there are strong 
links across the policy areas managed by more services or where activities are carried out in a 
devolved manner or in partnership with Member States or other external stakeholders.  The 
latter is discussed in more detail under ‘evaluation resources’ in section 2.2.3 

Example – External evaluation network: 

The DGs dealing with Structural Funds have set-up external networks. Within their specific 
policy fields (regional policy, employment and social affairs etc.) they co-ordinate and chair 
the work of specific Technical groups related to the evaluation of Structural Funds. These 
technical groups are open to the officials from all the Member States with an aim to 
disseminate and share good practices. There are also external networks in the area of research, 
enlargement, development aid and budget. 

                                                 
33  The study on the use of evaluation found that there is a strong correlation between evaluation being managed 

through a dedicated unit, the existence of a formal evaluation mandate and an overall evaluation plan for a 
DG, the elaboration of which lies with the evaluation unit.  
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For more on the different modes of evaluation function, including statistics of how services 
have organised themselves, see Annex 1 of the report below on the implementation of the 2000 
Communication on Evaluation34.  

2.2 Basic tasks of evaluation function 

This section deals with the tasks that the evaluation function has to undertake according to the 
Evaluation Standards.35. 

Standard A.6:  
To fulfil this role, the evaluation shall as minimum: 
a) co-ordinate the evaluation activities of the DG or Service, 
b) help to anticipate decision-making requirements in the fields covered by the DG or 

Service, 
c) establish a multi-annual evaluation programme and an annual evaluation plan for the 

DG or Service consistent with decision-making requirements and accordingly ensure 
that information on the efficiency and effectiveness and also on the relevance and the 
utility of policies, programmes and activities is available in good time, 

d) co-ordinate and monitor implementation of this programme and this plan at central 
level; where appropriate, it shall assist in decentralised implementation of this 
programme and this plan, 

e) define quality standards for evaluation activities on the basis of these standards and, 
where appropriate, its own quality requirements, more specific and detailed or better 
adapted to its policy area, 

f) promote the methodological quality and consistency of the evaluation activities of the 
DG or Service, 

g) check on how the evaluation recommendations have been taken into account and, 
h) ensure that the evaluation results can be useful in defining departmental priorities and 

in improving the quality of their policies, programmes and activities in such a way that 
these results can also be used in defining the Commission’s political priorities and 
budgetary decisions. 

 
Good practices 

A.6: On the basis of the evaluation results, the evaluation function should provide an 
independent opinion on the relevance, consistency, economy, efficiency, effectiveness, added 
value and sustainability of the policy, programme or activity evaluated in the light of its 
objectives. 

A.7: In the decision-making process, the evaluation function should be consulted to take 
account of the results of ex ante, interim and ex post evaluations, other studies providing 
information useful for analysis of the problems at issue as well as past experience. 

A.8: The evaluation function should systematically promote the quality of the evaluation 
project commissioned. 

                                                 
34  http://www.cc.cec/budg/networks/i/evaluation/en/notices/SEC-2000-1051.pdf 
35  Furthermore a working group under the Evaluation network has identified a number of more operational 

tasks and activities for the evaluation function (Source: “Generic job description for evaluation staff”) 
http://www.cc.cec/budg/networks/i/evaluation/en/notices/index.htm 
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2.2.1 Co-ordination of evaluation activities of the Commission services 

The Communication on Evaluation Standards defines an "evaluation activity" as the 
preparation and management of evaluation in a centralised or decentralised manner and also 
the utilisation of results.  The co-ordination activities will in particular concern: 

• Participation in and contributions to i) the Commission’s Evaluation Network and inter-
service working groups on thematic issues and ii) the steering committees on evaluations 
launched by its own service or by other services, including cross-cutting and strategic 
evaluations carried out at Commission level. 

• Preparation of the DGs Annual as well as Multi-Annual Evaluation Plans, as well as co-
ordination, monitoring and support of their implementation; 

• Reporting on the evaluation activities of the DG (e.g. in the context of the Annual 
Evaluation Review, the Annual Activity Report, etc.) as well as promotion and monitoring 
of the follow-up and use of evaluation results;  

• Contributions to the elaboration of strategic and policy documents.  

2.2.2 Anticipation of the decision-making needs of Commission's services and establishment 
and implementation of annual plans and multi-annual evaluation programmes 

Standards  
B.1: The DGs shall plan their evaluation activities in accordance with: 
a. the Financial Regulation and its implementing provisions; 
b. the Communication on evaluation of 26 July 2000 (SEC(2001) 1051) extending the 

principle of evaluation to all activities in the context of activity-based management and 
budgeting (ABM/ABB); 

c. the rules on evaluation in the Communication on implementation of activity-based 
management (ABM) of 25 July 2001 (SEC(2001) 1197/6&7) 

d. the Commission's rules on impact assessment36. 
 
B.2: This planning shall take the form of a multi-annual evaluation programme and an annual 
evaluation plan. 
 
B.3: The multi-annual evaluation programme shall be drawn up on the basis of the life cycle of 
the policies and programmes and in accordance with the nature of the activities of the DG or 
Service. The programme shall be approved by the Director-General -or, if the specific decision 
is taken, the Commission- and reflects future political priorities and operational needs. 
 
B.4: The multi-annual evaluation programme shall spell out the division of tasks between the 
evaluation function and the operational departments in the centralised or decentralised 
implementation of the evaluation activities. 
 
B.5: The annual evaluation plan shall be drawn up by the evaluation function and used to 
implement the multi-annual evaluation programme. The plan shall comprise an estimate of the 
human and financial resources needed to bring it into effect. The DG or Service shall adopt and 
supplement the annual evaluation plan in its annual management plan (AMP). 
 
B.6: The audit and evaluation plans shall be clearly separated. 
 

                                                 
36 COM(2002) 276 final of 5 June 2002 
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The Communication on evaluation from July 2000 indicated that a better integration of 
evaluation into decision-making is one of the means to consolidate and improve evaluation 
practice within the Commission. This implies that the evaluation function has to take into 
account the time span needed for formulation and implementation of an initiative to be able to 
meet the needs of policy makers in good time. This can only be achieved by drawing up multi-
annual evaluation programmes that take account of, inter alia, the life cycle of the 
interventions. 

Also the ABM Communication recognises that evaluation findings should provide an essential 
input into discussions and analyses of the policy objectives, priority activities and resources 
requirements. The input of evaluation material in the preparation of the APS is needed for each 
APS initiative; services are requested to present lessons drawn from relevant evaluations that 
might have been carried out in this area. In the context of the multi-annual perspective, 
services are expected to explain how their evaluation programme contributes to the 
development of their policies in the light of medium-term major changes or political 
developments affecting their activities. 

The planning of the evaluation activities of each DG will take the form of a multi-annual 
evaluation programme and an annual evaluation plan37. In practice, these will be integrated in 
each DGs Annual Management Plan (AMP) according to the format specified in each year 
AMP-circular38.  

When deciding on the content of an annual evaluation plan or a multi-annual evaluation 
programme, the following factors should always be considered: 

• The policy objectives of the DG and the need to develop these as expressed in the APS 
priorities and key APS initiatives,  

• Launch or renewal of legislative proposals,  

• Minimum frequency set out in the implementing rules of the Financial Regulation (one 
evaluation for multi-annual programmes and, at least, one evaluation every six years for 
activities on an annual basis, in addition to ex ante evaluation from the outset of the 
activity),  

• The need to draw together the results from the evaluations done at the sub-
activity/programme level in order to find out the way in which they contribute to the 
activity level evaluation, 

• Sectoral obligations (foreseen in the underlying legal basis),  

• Requests by other EU Institutions or possible external interest,  

• Results of preparatory actions, coming to term of a political mandate/deadline, need to 
verify problematic results at the time of the ex ante evaluation or impact assessment,  

• Resources available in conformity with the Standard A-7. 

 

DG BUDG then prepares a "Forward Evaluation Programme" which sets out planned 
Commission evaluations against the strategic priorities of the Commission. This exercise helps 
to focus future planning of evaluations.    

                                                 
37  A good example of a recent (2003) Annual Evaluation Plan is from DG Enterprise, and available at: 

http://www.entr.cec.eu.int/units_directorates/a/1/evaluation.htm 
38  In respect of the AMP for 2003, the structure for these evaluation plans is available at 

http://www.cc.cec/home/dgserv/sg/i/spp/index.cfm?lang=fr&page=abm_doc 

30



2.2.3  Definition and promotion of quality standards and methods 

Each DG or service can directly apply the Evaluation Standards set out in the Communication 
and, whenever necessary, elaborate further specific quality standards better adapted to its own 
needs (c.f. Standards A.6.e and f). These specific quality standards cannot, however, contradict 
from the minimum Commission Evaluation Standards. 

Such specific standards or guides drafted by the evaluation function of the DG can help to 
promote the methodological quality and consistency of the DG's evaluation activities by giving 
advice on the most appropriate methodologies in relation to specific evaluation objectives and 
on the preparation of terms of reference for evaluations.  

Specific quality standards can also draw on possible international quality standards, relevant to 
the specific policy area. Examples of international standards are guidance provided by the 
OECD, World Bank etc. Examples of internal standards are provided in the box below.  

Example – Quality control: 

As far as the more procedural elements of quality are concerned DG SANCO exercises quality 
control using key decision points in the following manner:  

•  Requirement for the involvement of the Evaluation Section in specific stages in the 
evaluation process for example Terms of Reference, Steering Group selection etc.   

•  The Evaluation Section must be satisfied that appropriate actions have been taken which 
should ensure the best opportunity for a useful final product. If the Evaluation Section is not 
satisfied at any one of these key decision points they may request further work to be 
undertaken or alternatively remove the subject from the evaluation plan. 

Example – Evaluation process: 

DG AGRI has established and published a guide concerning its current evaluation practice (for 
a part of its evaluation activities).  It covers all the steps of an evaluation starting from the 
decision to undertake an evaluation over the steering process as well as the reporting and 
dissemination until the follow up phase.  This guide is used as a reference by the evaluation 
managers of the unit and it provides external evaluators with a clear picture of the practical 
arrangements they should expect in relation to for example the steering group and approval of 
reports. This guide is available at 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/agriculture/eval/guide/cmo_en.pdf. 

Where relevant, the evaluation function should organise training to foster the promotion and 
spread of methodological tools adapted to the specific needs of its DG. 

Moreover, although the MEANS collection was established for the purpose of evaluation in the 
structural funds, it offers a good example of guidance also applicable to other sectors. 

2.2.4  Promoting the use of evaluation results in the decision-making process 

The evaluation function should also take steps to make sure that evaluation results are used in 
decision-making. This will be addressed in chapter 5. 
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2.3  Skills and resources of the evaluation function 

This section addresses both the financial and human resources needed to undertake the tasks as 
described above. The aim is to give some benchmarks for the services, when deciding on 
resources. For this purpose, the text gives some basic requirements as well statistics and 
examples from current practice.  

Standards  
A.7: The human and financial resources available for evaluation work shall be clearly 
identified and planned. These resources shall be sufficient for implementing the multi-annual 
evaluation programme and annual evaluation plan of the DG or Service. 
 
A.8: In relation to the evaluation plans approved, the resources earmarked for the evaluation 
function shall be adequate and appropriate in terms of funds, staff and skills so as to ensure that 
they can fulfil their responsibilities effectively 

 

Good practice 
A.9: The financial resources set aside for evaluation by each DG or Service can vary 
considerably, both in absolute volume and as a percentage of the total budget, depending on 
the nature of the activities performed and the budgets administered. However, in the case of 
expenditure programmes, an indicative 0.5% of the budget could serve as a basis for 
calculating the amount to be set aside for evaluation. 
 
A.10: The evaluation function should have at its disposal financial resources to carry out work 
on methodological questions. 
 

Evaluation skills 

Staff within an evaluation function require a variety of skills to enable them to plan, prepare 
and manage evaluations, or to provide advice and support to staff in operational units when the 
latter are directly responsible for an evaluation project. They may also be called upon on 
occasions to conduct evaluations themselves internally or to support the operational services to 
do this. 

In order to assess and reply to the evaluation needs of a DG, evaluation managers should have 
a good understanding of policy analysis and the theory and practices of evaluation as well as 
the legal framework for evaluation, how it is to be applied and the scope and limits of 
evaluation. They should be capable of analysing activities, policies and objectives as well as 
related information needs of a DG. They should be able to network effectively within their 
service and ensure that colleagues are aware of and take note of evaluation results. Finally, 
they should also know how to plan and manage the reporting, diffusion and follow-up of an 
evaluation in order to support the use of its results. 

An externally contracted evaluation has to be prepared and managed in the same way as any 
project, with the establishment of a clear project specification in terms of the services required 
and the conditions in which they are to be delivered. This requires that evaluation managers 
have good knowledge of the evaluation process (i.e. the phases of an evaluation method, what 
they entail and how long they take to implement) the various constraints that weigh upon it 
(information availability, time and costs), the characteristics of the deliverables to be produced 
by the contractor, how to establish the focus of an evaluation (i.e. evaluation questions) and, 
last but not least, the Commission’s procurement processes. 
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An evaluation manager also needs to be able to liase effectively with concerned 
units/directorates/DGs before, during and after an evaluation. This involves a variety of skills 
including being able to communicate and translate evaluation concepts for operational staff and 
management, transpose the information needs of services into analytical form (i.e. evaluation 
questions), mediate between the evaluator and services (i.e. ensuring that all sides understand 
and fulfil their respective roles) and transpose the evaluation results into useful and usable 
information for the services. 

Finally, evaluation managers should have a sound understanding of key evaluation  concepts 
and evaluation design (i.e. the use of appropriate tools and techniques in a coherent way within 
an evaluation project)  in order to be able to establish appropriate methodological guidelines 
for terms of reference, assess the technical quality of evaluators’ offers, interact meaningfully 
with the evaluator over methodological choices made during the execution of the evaluation, 
and assess the quality of deliverables and the evaluation process from a methodological 
perspective. Furthermore, in the case of internally conducted evaluations, the internal evaluator 
should have a good level of knowledge of how to assemble and implement evaluation tools and 
techniques, including their strengths and weaknesses in respect to specific evaluation 
situations. 

Evaluation resources 

While it is not possible to provide precise indications of the level of human resources 
required to plan, prepare and manage evaluations within a DG, there is a clear relationship 
between the mode of organisation of evaluation, of which there are three main types within the 
Commission, and staffing needs. Where evaluation functions are themselves directly 
responsible for planning, preparing and managing evaluations (i.e. a centralised evaluation 
function), staffing levels need to be higher. The study on the use of evaluation in the 
Commission services indicates that five or more full-time, trained evaluation managers is usual 
in this case39. On the other hand, when responsibility for evaluation largely resides with 
operational units and the evaluation function has an advice (methodology, procedures, etc.) and 
co-ordination type role (i.e. decentralised evaluation function), staffing levels will be lower (up 
to four full-time, trained evaluation managers is usually the case according to the above study).  

Some aspects of the responsibility for evaluation may also be devolved to Member States or 
authorities in third countries, a mode of organisation that can (and does) coexist with the 
previous  configurations. This situation requires that additional evaluation staff are available to 
co-ordinate and support evaluation activities undertaken by external bodies, through the 
development of guidelines, participation in steering groups, provision of help to line services, 
etc. as well as to undertake the production of evaluation syntheses of the considerable 
quantities of information generated by devolved evaluation exercises. This also requires that 
country desk staff have a good level of awareness of evaluation issues in DGs where devolved 
evaluation responsibility exists. 

An general overview of the current situation in the Commissions concerning human resources 
allocated to evaluation functions is provided in the report40 on the implementation of the 
Communication SEC(2000)1051. There were (in 2002) 17 DGs with less than two staff in the 
evaluation function, 3 between 2 and 5 staff and 4 with more than 5 staff members. However, 
the above figures do not include those working in the operational units who are involved in 
evaluation activities in addition to the staff in the evaluation function. 

                                                 
39  The study on the use of evaluation in the Commission services was carried out by external consultants in 

2002: http://europa.eu.int/comm/budget/evaluation/studies/study_en.htm 
40  Annex 1 of the report of 10.10.2000 on the implementation of the Communication SEC(2000)1051 (currently 

only available in Intracomm at: http://www.cc.cec/budg/networks/i/evaluation/en/notices/SEC-2000-
1051.pdf) 
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As far as financial resources are concerned, Good Practice A-9 stresses that cost of an 
evaluation project can vary a great deal although it gives an indicative amount of 0.5 % of the 
budget allocated to an expenditure programme. The relevance of this indicator would depend 
on the nature of the intervention. It may be useful to spend high proportion on pilot projects 
and preparatory actions while for large expenditure activities (such as Common Agricultural 
Policy), the figure would be lower. 

Good Practice A-10 notes that the evaluation function should have at its disposal financial 
resources to carry out work on methodological questions. 

Example – Methodological development 

In DG JAI, the evaluation function has been given the mission to develop an analytical 
framework for the evaluation of policies and legislation. This work is of horizontal nature to 
the DG, and requires knowledge and experience in evaluation. To support this task, a specific 
budget has been allocated in 2003 to a preparatory, desk-based study which is now completed. 
The next stage will imply testing the analytical framework in two policy areas, still under the 
responsibility of the evaluation function. If successful, the framework for policy evaluation 
will be endorsed and applied across the different areas according to the standard evaluation 
requirements and share of responsibilities with the operational units.  

When estimating the cost of an evaluation project, several variables may have an influence on 
it, such as: size and duration of the intervention, scope and complexity of the intervention, 
geographical diversity, size and nature of the stakeholders/target population/beneficiaries, 
quality of monitoring systems in place and methods foreseen.  

The MEANS guide (volume I, page 80 in the English version) contains the following table 
indicating the estimated cost of some evaluation techniques: 

Technique Cost 
(man/month) 

Duration 

Questionnaire surveys Medium XXX 

Surveys based on individual interviews Medium XX 

Survey based on focus groups Low XX 

Surveys based on case studies Medium XXX 

Statistical analysis Low XX 

Expert Panels Medium XX-XXXX 

Use of econometric model Low XX 

Development of an econometric model High XXXXXX 

X = approximately 1 month 
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Each of the Commission’s Annual Evaluation Reviews provide an overview of the average 
cost of an evaluation project as well as the variation between years and between  headings of 
the Financial Perspectives.41 :  

For example, the Annual Evaluation Review 2002 shows that the average cost of an evaluation 
project in several years has been in the range of 215 000 to 230 000 €.   

The study on the use of evaluation in the Commission services (cf. above) also provides a 
typology of the DGs evaluation arrangements. It combines several of the aspects presented 
above.  This typology (cf. section 6.16 of the report) recognises three categories of DGs: those 
having respectively a higher, a medium and a lower level of evaluation institutionalisation.  
The DGs having a higher level of evaluation institutionalisation are characterised by i) 
important evaluation experience, ii) sizeable, dedicated and trained evaluation function, iii) 
established quality control and transparent procedures and iv) full or partial feed back 
mechanisms in place. 

                                                 
41  http://europa.eu.int/comm/budget/evaluation/pdf/review2001_en.pdf 
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3 DESIGNING AN EVALUATION  

This Chapter deals with the different elements related to designing an evaluation. It starts with 
a discussion on the mandate for an evaluation project, and then moves on into the more 
detailed aspects of the preparatory phase of an evaluation involving how to devise evaluation 
questions and draft of the Terms of Reference. 

Standards: 

C.1: Each evaluation function shall be devised as a project comprising three separate 
stages: design, implementation and exploitation. The project manager shall establish who 
is to take part in these three stages in accordance, where appropriate, with the internal 
rules and procedures applicable. 

C.2: The points of importance to the different departments concerned shall be examined 
when the questions for the evaluations are established. 

C.3: When designing any (internal or external) evaluation project, the purpose of the 
evaluation must be clearly and accurately defined. 

C.4: In the event of external evaluation, the evaluation project must also include the 
contractual, financial and administrative clauses and quality criteria. Specifications shall 
formalise the above points. 

3.1 Mandate for an evaluation project 

As an intermediate step between the specific commitments to carry out an evaluation (e.g. 
sectoral regulations) and the detailed Terms of Reference, it is sometimes appropriate to 
establish an evaluation mandate.  This mandate is a brief and overall description of the 
evaluation to be carried out. This document should specify what is going to be evaluated, what 
the motives are for doing an evaluation, how the work will be organised, and what the expected 
use of evaluation is. It can take the form of a specific evaluation mandate, but also other 
documents can lay down requirements for evaluation and provide guidance on how to do it.  
The drawing up of an evaluation mandate is the first step of a well-prepared evaluation and 
enhances the credibility of the whole evaluation exercise. A key advantage is that it commits 
the internal Commission stakeholders to the evaluation process and its results, thus ensuring 
support and reducing the risk that they will not endorse its conclusions and recommendations. 
An evaluation mandate is normally signed by the Director General. It is drawn up by the 
evaluation function in collaboration with operational/policy unit concerned, involving the 
primary users in the process of developing a formal and explicit framework for the evaluation.  
Below is a list of items to consider when drafting the mandate for an evaluation: 

• Context of the evaluation project. What are the decision-making needs of the service(s) 
concerned? Are important reforms or smaller modifications foreseen in the near future, for 
which evaluation evidence is needed? Who are the stakeholders of the evaluation? 

• Motives and objectives of the evaluation project. A short description of possible 
compulsory requirements (such as the Council Regulation (1260/1999/EC) laying down the 
principles of the Structural Funds) or specific decision-making needs should be described 
as a motive for the evaluation project.      
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As far as the objectives of the evaluation project are concerned, they can be briefly listed in 
the mandate, and further developed in the Terms of Reference. 

• Calendar of the project. A short description listing the main milestones is sufficient, 
because the calendar will be further specified in the Terms of Reference. 

• Management of the project. This point should identify the following aspects: 

Who drafts the Terms of Reference and chooses of the evaluator, 

Who has the responsibility of the evaluation project and what is the role of the stakeholders 
in this respect, 

Data collection and necessary arrangements within the service to carry it out, 

Decision-making process with regard to the evaluation process, 

Mechanisms for the approval of the quality of the submitted reports, 

Arrangements for the dissemination of evaluation results,  

Arrangements for the implementation of recommendations.  

3.2 Evaluation questions 

Standards  
 
C.2: The points of importance to the different departments concerned shall be examined 
when the questions for the evaluations are established. 
 
C..3.d: When designing any (internal or external) evaluation project, the purpose of the 
evaluation must be clearly and accurately defined. The evaluation project shall comprise 
the key questions. 
 

The elaboration of evaluation questions is a part of the structuring phase of an evaluation (cf. 
section 4.2.2) in which the effects to be evaluated are chosen and clarified. Evaluations should 
provide essential information of an evaluative nature for their users. This is normally ensured 
through the drawing up of a series of questions aimed at directing the work of the evaluator. 
This will be the more necessary the more the intervention to be evaluated is complex in nature 
(i.e. the intervention is implemented through multiple instruments and/or has multiple 
objectives). The information a particular evaluation generates centres on a number of key 
(generic) issues embodied in the evaluation questions. The issues that an evaluation should 
address depend to some extent on its timing. The diagram below indicates and explains the 
evaluation issues (relevance, efficiency, effectiveness etc.) that are most relevant to different 
stages of the evaluation cycle. 

38



Ex ante Interim Ex post

Relevance

Coherence

Economy

Effectiveness

Efficiency

Sustainability

Utility

Consistency

Allocative/
distibutional
effects

Acceptability

The extent to which an intervention’s objectives are pertinent 
to needs problems and issues to be addressed

The extent to which the intervention logic is non-
contradictory/the intervention does not contradict other 
interventions with similar objectives

The extent to which resources are available in due time, in 
appropriate quantity and quality at the best price

The extent to which objectives set are achieved

The extent the desired effects are achieved at a reasonable cost

The extent to which positive effects are likely to last after an
intervention has terminated

The extent to which effects corresponded with the needs 
problems and issues to be addressed

The extent to which positive/negative spillovers onto other 
economic, social or environmental policy areas are being 
maximised/minimised

The extent to which disproportionate negative/positive 
distributional effects of a policy are minimised/ maximised

The extent to which stakeholders accept the policy in general 
and the particular instrument proposed or employed

 

This diagram gives general guidance of how to orient an evaluation.  However, a good 
evaluation needs to deal with these general evaluation issues within the specific context of the 
intervention being evaluated.  This means that specific evaluation questions need to be 
elaborated.  In order to do this, it is important first to understand the intervention logic.  The 
latter should in principle be available from the ex ante evaluation.  However, in practice it may 
often be necessary, as a preliminary step to better identify all the objectives (general, specific, 
operational) and the actual outputs, expected effects (results, impacts) as well as the principal 
relationships between the outputs and effects.  Depending on the complexity of the case it may 
be necessary to systematise (make typologies) of the outputs, effects and addressees or 
beneficiaries. 

It should be noted that this preliminary structuring work need not always examine the 
intervention logic and causality in full depth; only to the extent needed for drafting the 
evaluation questions.  The contractor can in later stages of the inception phase go into more 
depth with this work in order to provide detailed typologies, to verify the evaluation questions 
and to propose the criteria and indicators for answering them. 

On the basis of this preliminary structuring work specific evaluation questions can be 
formulated and the most important ones selected for the Terms of Reference. Certain tools can 
be helpful in this phase in order to list questions, clarify them, grade them and select those for 
which the evaluation must provide answers. Some of these tools are presented in the diagram 
in section 4.2.2 and in ANNEX E.    
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The specific evaluation questions should normally be analytic, and not only descriptive. The 
questions would often combine different elements of the intervention logic as well as a 
preliminary judgement criterion. This enables verification, or maybe even a quantification of 
key elements of the intervention logic. This is illustrated in the box below which reproduces an 
evaluation question from rural development. 

Example of evaluation question embracing part of the intervention logic: 
 
To what extent have the supported investments increased the competitiveness of agricultural 
products through improved and rationalised processing and marketing of agricultural products? 

This example illustrates a general scheme for the construction of this type of questions, i.e., 
have certain inputs/outputs improved42 the results/impacts concerning certain beneficiaries. 

In addition, the terms of reference would also often include more summative questions in order 
to/assess the overall value of the intervention. 

The following example from DG AGRI illustrates various elements of the structuring phase.  It 
shows one out of the nine the evaluation questions, which were included in the terms of 
reference following the internal, preliminary structuring work.  This example also embraces the 
second step of the structuring phase (identification of observation tools) because it also 
presents the indicators, which in combination with the judgement criteria were used for 
answering the evaluation questions in this specific evaluation (on forestation of farm land).  
The criteria and indicators are taken from the inception report where the contractor indicated in 
detail how he intended to deal with each evaluation question. 

                                                 
42  ‘Improved’ is vague or provisional criterion, which during the inception period should be specified in more 

detail 
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Example: Structuring phase and evaluation questions 
This example from DG Agriculture43 illustrates the structuring phase of an evaluation of a 
Regulation, which inter alia supports the afforestation of agricultural land.  The example presents the 
preliminary intervention logic and one out of the nine the evaluation questions, which were included 
in the terms of reference following this analysis.  This particular question corresponds to the shaded 
area of the diagram of the intervention logic.  The example also provides the criteria and indictors, 
which resulted from the work in the inception phase. 

EXPECTED INTERVENTION LOGIC: 

 Aid Scheme for Forestry Measures  in Agriculture (Regulation 2080/92 ) 

Fair standard of living for 
the agricultural community 
Treaty Art.39(1)b 

Agricultural markets 
stabilised  Treaty Art.39(1)c 

Preservation and protection 
of environmental quality 
Whereas 1, Treaty Art.130 R 

Controlled agricultural
production  Art. 1, Whereas 1

Reduced shortage of forestry 
products in the EU   Whereas1 : 

  
  

  

Carbon dioxide absorbed

or GHG emission avoided
Art.1

Forest resources improved
Art.1

Enhancedbiodiversity,
landscape, soil and water
protection  Art.1

Afforestation  of agricultural land 
-  afforestation 

   Art.2(1)a 
    

-- Fast growing species 
    C 

       --Other species 
    A - maintenance  Art.( 2)1b 

        B - payment for income loss  Art. 2(1)c   C Alternative use of
agricultural land  Art.1

Forestry &  agroforestry
activities on farms   Art 1

Improved protection of
forest resources (fire, .. )
Art.1 

Sustainable forestry &
agroforestry  activities (e.g. long
term productivity, stability)

Land abandonment
avoided 

Enhanced rural 
development Diversification of activities:

- additional income
-  balancing of seasonal
  variation in activities(more
  constant employment)

Other land uses prevented
(2078/92,  long time set aside,
 normal production... )

-
Sylvicultural,
agro -forestry
& protection
operations 
facilitated 

-  Shelterbelts , firebreaks, water- 
   points   Art.2(1)d 

        C  

-   Forest roads   Art.2(1)d 
        C 

- Renovation & improvement of 
  cork oak stands   Art.2(1)d 

        C 

-  Other woodland improvement 
 Art. 3d   

-  Adapting agricultural 
   machinery   Art.3 d   

    C 

Interventions in farm forests 
Infrastructure improvement: 

Sylvicultural  improvement : 

Costs of planting & maintenance
compensated 
Income loss compensated

 

QUESTION CRITERION INDICATOR 

Area retracted from agricultural production 
thanks to afforestation through the 
Regulation (specified to the different types 
of previous agricultural land use) {hectares} 

 

 

Reduction of agricultural surplus 
which can be attributed to the 
Regulation Agricultural surplus production retracted 

thanks to afforestation by type of previous 
agricultural land use {tons} 

 

 

 

 

To what extent has the afforestation 
of agricultural land contributed to 
reducing agricultural surpluses 

Compensation of the afforestation 
costs by a reduction in the 
Community costs linked to storage 
of agricultural surpluses 

Comparison of afforestation costs with the 
costs of storage of surpluses (specified to 
type of production resulting from the 
previous agricultural land use) {€} 

 
                                                 
43  The report is available at http://europa.eu.int/comm/agriculture/eval/reports/forest/index_en.htm 

Reduced shortage of forestry 
products in the EU   Whereas  : 
 - specific assortments/qualities 
 - local supply 
 - (EU & world market supply) 

41



This type of structuring work can also be a useful preparation where a DG need to produce 
guidance on for example indicators for devolved evaluations to be carried out at country or 
regional level. 

The performance of an intervention measured by these generic evaluation issues can also be 
influenced by the implementing arrangements for the intervention.  These arrangements can 
hence be among the factors explaining, for example, the effectiveness, efficiency and 
sustainability of an intervention. 

Example – Implementing arrangements affecting performance 

The evaluation should, where appropriate, address whether the implementing arrangements are 
adequate for the purpose of the intervention. 

However, from an evaluation perspective, the implementation arrangements should not be 
assessed in isolation; instead the evaluation should examine whether these arrangements would 
be or have been conducive to (or have hindered) achieving the intended outputs, results and 
impacts.  The aim of the assessment would be to have a better informed choice between 
management options.  This question is hence especially important for ex ante or interim 
evaluations that serve as an input to decision making on the overall management method or at 
least its practical modalities for a new programme, a successor programme or for the remaining 
programme period. 

The terms of reference may therefore include questions like: 

• To what extent do the organisational set-up/ management systems and processes contribute 
to the effectiveness and efficiency of operations? [to be adapted to the specific case] 

 

As background information it should be noted that the overall methods of implementation 
available to the Commission are set out in the Financial Regulation: centralised 
(directly/indirectly), shared, decentralised, and joint management.  In addition a large number 
of implementing modalities (projects selection, payment arrangements…) have to be 
organised.  The key factors influencing the choice and appropriateness of a management 
method as well as the trade-offs to be made involve44: 

• Scale & scope of the intervention 
  budget, timescale, speed of implementation (innovative, market orientation, / location 
(EU, regional…) 

• Beneficiary type 
  NGOs, universities, SME, large firms… 

• Policy Area and type of objectives 
  economic, social… 

• Contextual factors. 

It should also be born in mind that the choice of management method and of the practical 
implementing modalities influences the costs incurred by the Commission and other 
implementing bodies, right down to the addressees/beneficiaries.  Annex F explains the types 
of cost that might occur in addition to the budgetary costs (operational, human, administrative) 
at the different levels of implementation. 

                                                 
44    The strategic evaluation of management methods. 
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In addition to the analytic questions described above an evaluation in its terms of reference will 
most often also include descriptive questions requiring an overall description of the 
intervention being evaluated, including its various inputs, outputs, addressees. A proper 
identification of the inputs and outputs is also a prerequisite for adequately dealing with the 
generic evaluation issues, in particular the efficiency of an intervention. 

3.3 Drafting Terms of Reference 

The Terms of Reference (TOR) is the key document in the evaluation process, especially when 
the evaluation is being contracted to an external evaluator, presenting the origin, scope and aim 
of the evaluation project, as well as the distribution of roles. The TOR should describe the 
content of the activity to be evaluated and specify the information, which is already available 
and will be made available to the evaluator. Furthermore, it should state precisely a limited 
number of questions, which the evaluation has to answer. It will set out the steps in the 
evaluation process also provide an outline of the evaluation method to be used and set the 
specific steps the evaluation process must follow and it may also provide an outline of the 
evaluation method to be used.  

Below is a list of the main elements, which the TORs should include: 

• The purpose, objectives and justification for evaluation (including the legal base), 

• A description of the activity to be evaluated, 

• The scope of the evaluation, 

• The main evaluation questions, 

• The overall approach for data collection and analysis, 

• The framework delimiting the work plan, organisation and budget of the process, 

• In the case of external evaluator, clear selection criteria, 

• The structure of the final report, and if possible also of the progress reports, 

• The expected use, and users of the evaluation. 

The TOR provides all the key specifications for the work to be carried out including the basis 
on which the evaluation method is designed. This initial orientation of the work may be 
specified in more detail in the course of the evaluation in the light of new information available 
after the evaluator has been selected (the result of the structuring phase – see section 4.2.2). 
The various elements of the TOR figuring in the above checklist are further developed below. 

3.3.1 The purpose and justification of evaluation 

The Terms of Reference (TORs) usually describes the legal requirement for carrying out the 
evaluation (e.g. referring to the specific regulation, directive or decision requiring an 
evaluation within certain time frame or referring to the general regulatory requirements on 
evaluation, as listed in the section 1.1.1). 

In addition, this part of the TORs should also explain the purpose of the evaluation, and thus 
define the general objectives and intended use of the evaluation project.   
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Example – Purpose and intended use of an evaluation  

DG AIDCO Country evaluation on Ukraine states that “the objective of this evaluation is to 
provide the Commission with key findings and lessons of experience from the Commission’s 
past and current assistance to Ukraine. Taking account of Ukraine’s political, economic, social 
and environmental framework, it will present those findings and lessons, along with a set of 
detailed recommendations, in a report designed primarily to provide the Commission’s policy-
makers and managers with a valuable aid both for the implementation of the current strategy 
and indicative programme and for further programming.”   

3.3.2 Description of the activity to be evaluated 

TORs should also provide basic information on the exact content of the activity (policy, 
programme etc.) to be evaluated. Thus, the following items could be covered: 

• Problems, needs and issues the intervention is intended to addresses, 

• Target population of the activity, 

• Objectives of the intervention, 

• Delivery systems (actions, budget lines etc.) currently in place, 

• Outputs to be delivered (types of projects financed, services or products delivered, etc.) 

• Expected results and impacts. 

3.3.3 The scope of the evaluation 

Depending on the nature of the activity, the scope can comprise different elements, but at least 
the legal, temporal and geographical aspects of the scope should be considered: 

• Will the evaluation cover the entire intervention? If not, then TORs should clearly indicate 
which part is to be excluded (part of the budget, periods of time, selected parts of the target 
population, portion of geographical areas subject to the activity etc.), 

• Which other interventions should be addressed in the evaluation? This can take various 
levels, such as: 

− other interventions within the same activity, 

− other, related activities (and their underlying interventions) of the same policy area, 

− other, related activities (and their underlying interventions) of different policy areas, 

− other, related interventions of the Member States, and 

− other developments in the context. 

3.3.4 The main evaluation questions 

The advantage of having a set of clear evaluation questions (c.f. section 3.2) in the Terms of 
Reference is that the evaluator is able to propose a method that is tailored to suit the 
information needs of users.  
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3.3.5 The approach for data collection and analysis 

The requested approach for data collection and analysis can contain general orientations on 
methods, typologies to be applied as well as minimum requirements concerning data 
collection. This methodological part fulfils four major tasks, which are implemented largely in 
a sequential manner: 

• providing a focus and structure to the evaluation project 

• collecting data in the field 

• analysing data collected in the field and from other sources 

• providing judgements 

When addressing the question of the methodology in the TOR, it should be kept in mind that 
there are many different evaluation methods possible (i.e. combinations of evaluations tools, 
techniques and various approaches – see section 4.2.2). Hence, in the case of an external 
evaluation, it can be in the interest of the commissioner of the evaluation to provide only a 
general outline, and thus invite the potential evaluator to propose an appropriate solution, 
depending on his/her experience and expertise.  Nevertheless, it can be useful, for example, to 
ask the contractor to develop typologies of, e.g., outputs or addressees, to specify minimum 
requirements concerning the representativity of the data to be collected or analysed, and to 
state how the analysis of causality will be approached. 

Other factors also influence the design of the evaluation, notably the time and resources 
available for the evaluation project. Bigger budgets and longer time horizons enable the 
commissioner of the evaluation to ask for more varied and in-depth data to be collected and for 
more sophisticated analyses to be made. The possibilities and restrictions that follow from the 
size of the budget can be summarised as follows: 

Short time span and small budget:  - desk studies, interviews, focus groups. 

Medium time span and budget:  - case studies, surveys, expert panels. 

Long time span and considerable budget:  - econometric models, cost-benefit and cost-
effectiveness analyses. 

Finally, other aspects of an evaluation have important repercussions on the choice of the 
evaluation method, such as: 

Does the evaluation concern a programme or an activity addressing clearly identified 
beneficiaries or is it a policy that addresses more or less indirectly a broad and potentially 
difficult-to-contact public? 

Will the evaluation focus just on the direct, shorter-term effects on addressees (e.g. as in the 
case of a mid-term evaluation) or will more indirect effects, longer-term effects and unintended 
effects be addressed? 

Whether or not issues such as the displacement and substitution effects are important and need 
to be addressed? 

For a more detailed presentation of evaluation methodology and different evaluation tools and 
techniques, see section 4.2.2. 
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3.3.6 The work plan, organisation and budget of the evaluation 

The work plan is always linked to the decision-making needs (i.e. the date by which the 
information from the evaluation is required by the services), and thus should never be drafted 
without this constraint in mind. When the link to the decision-making process has been 
established it is essential to establish clear deadlines for different phases of the evaluation 
process, the meetings with the steering group and the deliverables to be supplied by the 
evaluator as the work progresses. Moreover, guidance on existing data sources and relevant 
contacts for the evaluator should also be provided. 

The organisation of an evaluation involves specifying the different roles of actors and what is 
expected from each of them. This point could also cover reporting responsibilities and the 
procedures to be followed in the reporting. 

As discussed above, the financial resources available for the evaluation project have important 
repercussions in terms of its scope, the method used and questions that can be addressed in the 
course of the project. In particular, the number of questions that the evaluation can address and 
the level of detail in which they are addressed are in part a function of the evaluation budget. 
Also, procedural aspects such as number of meetings foreseen can have an important influence 
on the budget needed for the evaluation project.  For more information of the budget of the 
evaluation project, see section 2.3 (resources), where information is given on the possible costs 
of employing various evaluation techniques. 

As an example of different steps and related estimated duration of an evaluation process, 
consider the following work plan from DG AGRI.  
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Example: evaluation process duration 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.3.7 Selection, exclusion and award criteria (in the case of external evaluator) 

Evaluation work is considered a service contract of an intellectual nature listed in Annex IA to 
Directive 92/50/EEC and governed by the procurement rules set out in the Financial 
Regulation and its Implementing rules45.  

There are three types of procurement procedures: open, restricted and negotiated. The 
procurement rules lay down which types of procurement procedures are possible depending on 
the nature and value of the contract. The procedure must fully comply with all the provisions 
established for the contracting modality chosen. The non-observance of these provisions will 
invalidate the call for tender.  

Whatever the contracting modality, the invitation to tender (see art. 130 of the Implementing 
Rules of the Financial Regulation) shall have attached to it, i.a., the terms of reference 
(specifications). The TOR (if this is not specified in the contract notice) shall specify the 
following criteria: 

                                                 
45  See in particular Title V "Procurement" of the Commission Regulation 2342/2002 of 23.12.2002 laying down 

detailed rules for the implementation of the Financial Regulation 

1. Deciding to
evaluate

2. Establishing the
Steering Process

3. Designing and
writing the Terms of

Reference

4. Preparing and
making information

available

5.Selecting proposals

6. Managing the
evaluation

7. Assuring the
quality of the final

report

8.  Diffusing
evaluation findings

9. Following up the
evaluation

2  to  4  months

6  to  7  months 

8  to  10  months

7  to  12  months

16  
to  

21  

months 
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– The exclusion and selection criteria applying to the contract, save in case of a restricted or 
negotiated procedure following publication of a notice. In such cases those criteria shall 
appear solely in the contract notice or the call for expressions of interest; 

– The award criteria and their relative weighting. 

 Exclusion and selection criteria: They have to be non-discriminatory. The following 
selection criteria shall apply: 

a) Exclusion criteria (see art. 93 and 94 of the Financial Regulation, and art. 134 of the 
Implementing Rules of the Financial Regulation) concern the eligibility of the service 
provider to take part in the procedure by verifying the possible grounds for exclusion 
referred to in the Financial Regulation  (e.g., if the service provider is bankrupt); 

b) Selection criteria (see art. 135, 136 and 137 of the Implementing Rules of the Financial 
Regulation): criteria for assessing his financial, economic, technical and professional 
capacity46.   

 Award criteria (see art. 138 of the Implementing Rules of the Financial Regulation): there 
are two possible award procedures: 

a) Automatic award procedure, in which case the contract is awarded to the tender which, 
satisfying all the conditions, quotes the lowest price; 

b) The best value-for-money procedure. If this procedure is chosen, the Implementing 
rules specify that the tender offering the best value-for-money shall be the one with the 
best price-quality ratio, taking into account criteria justified by the subject of the 
contract such as the technical merit and the price quoted. The weighting applied to each 
criterion for determining the best value-for-money shall be indicated. The weighting 
applied to price in relation to the other criteria must not result in the neutralisation of 
price in the choice of the contractor. 

The exclusion, selection and the award criteria shall be clearly defined and separate. The issue 
of independence (conflict of interest) can be dealt with as a condition for eligibility (exclusion 
criteria) in accordance with article 94 of the Financial Regulation. 

As already stated above, the methodological quality of the proposal is often linked to the 
overall budget for the evaluation project. Furthermore, the quality of the method depends on its 
capacity to provide answers to main evaluation questions. The following list gives some 
indication on how to tackle the assessment of methodological quality: 

The proposal of the evaluation team: 

• Does it include the collection of relevant information? 

• Is it based on rigorous analytical techniques? 

• Is it able to clarify the evaluation criteria in an impartial manner? 

• Is it likely to produce credible findings? 

The following example from DG INFSO (intermediate evaluation of Internet Action Plan) 
illustrates possible elements of award criteria. 

 

                                                 
46  The profile of individual members of the evaluation team falls under the category of technical capacity 
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Example – Award criteria.  

EVALUATION CRITERIA AWARD CRITERIA 

Understanding (30%)47 • Understanding of objectives and tasks 

Methodology (40%) 
• Credibility and rigour of evaluation design, 

• Credibility of data collection techniques, 

• Credibility of data analysis techniques. 

Project management (30%) 
• Clarity of objectives and milestones, 

• Soundness of work method, 

• Soundness of resource allocation. 

Price 

• Professional fees, 

• Travel and subsistence costs, 

• Translation expenses, 

• Other expenses. 

Concerning procurement of evaluation services, DG BUDG has established a Framework 
Contract48 and an open Call for manifestation of interest49 ('AMI-list') in the field of evaluation 
studies and other evaluation services.  These instruments are at the disposal of all Commission 
services and they aim to facilitate the procurement of evaluation services, in particular by 
reducing the time and administrative steps required for selecting an external consultant and 
establishing a contract. 

3.3.8 The structure of the final report 

The Terms of Reference should also specify the number of reports and their contents and 
format. For more on the structure of the final report, see Section 5.1, where the reporting is 
presented. As far as a good example of the structure of an evaluation report is concerned, see 
the Annex 3 of the Evaluation Standards. 

 

 

                                                 
47  Please note that the relative weighs (percentages) given are specific to the example. These weights may vary 

between evaluation projects depending on number of criteria, such as the complexity of the intervention to be 
evaluated, its geographical and financial scope etc 

48  http://www.cc.cec/budg/networks/i/evaluation/en/framework/index.htm 
49  http://www.cc.cec/budg/networks/i/evaluation/en/list-experts/expertslist.htm 
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4 CONDUCTING EVALUATIONS 

This chapter addresses the different arrangements related to conducting evaluations. It will first 
discuss on how to set up a steering committee for an evaluation project. After that the text 
moves to actual carrying out of evaluation, including the administrative set-up and methods to 
be employed. The chapter will close with the validation of the evaluation report.    

Standards  

C.5: The evaluation function shall decide on the advisability of setting up a steering 
group for each evaluation. 

C.6: The steering group shall be set up and perform its tasks in compliance with the rules 
on conflicts of interest and the directives on public contracts. 

C.7: The tasks of the steering group shall be, as a minimum, to:  

a. facilitate the evaluator’s access to the information needed to perform his/her work, 
 b. support the evaluation work, particularly from the methodological standpoint, 
 c. take part in assessing the quality of the evaluation at the appropriate juncture. 
 

Good practice C.2: For external evaluations, it is advisable to set up a steering group 
including the departments most concerned, notably a representative of the operational 
unit responsible for managing the area evaluated and a representative of the evaluation 
function. 

4.1 Steering Groups 

This section deals with the question of how to set up a steering group. The first sub-section 
addresses the question of how to compose a steering group while the second one examines the 
tasks and responsibilities of such a group. 

4.1.1 Composition of the Steering Groups 

The Steering Group is usually composed of a group of officials, from the Commission, who are 
directly concerned and/or involved with the intervention subject to the evaluation and 
furthermore have some knowledge of evaluation.50  

Depending on the nature of the intervention and the expectations and needs stemming from the 
decision-making process the steering group can, and quite often is, broadened to include also 
members outside the Commission. This was the case for 20% of the Steering Groups in the 
Commission in the period 1998-2002. In cases where the Steering Group is broadened to 
include also members outside the Commission, a Commission official should normally chair 
the work. 

 

                                                 
50  It is worth noting, however, that in the Commission context a Steering Group differs from a committee for 

opening the tenders and a committee for evaluation of tenders. The latter are always nominated by the 
authorising officer as stipulated in articles 145 and 146 of the Implementing rules of the Financial 
Regulation. However, in normal practice, a number of the steering group members will also participate in the 
tender opening and evaluation of tenders committees. 
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The advantages of a broadly based Steering Group can be presented as follows: 

• Easier access to information and a better understanding of the facts and events which are 
taking/took place while the implementation of the intervention, 

• Interpretation and recommendations which take into account all the important points of 
view, 

• Better and quicker dissemination of conclusions and recommendations, 

• Better acceptance of the evaluation and its findings by the stakeholders. 

Different types of stakeholders may be considered for the Steering Group: 

• Actors responsible for the implementation including managers, operators and agencies, and 

• The groups affected by the intervention, including direct and also indirect addressees. 

The involvement of political authorities may also be considered, while, however, taking the 
different roles of the Institutions into account. 

The different members of Steering Groups may, at least partly have different roles to play. 
Some members may, according to their expertise or organisational background focus on 
particular aspects such as provision of data or commenting and validating the results drawn up 
from the evaluation process. In certain cases, in particular where actions with devolved 
implementation are evaluated centrally, there may be a case for consulting established 
committees as a complement to the work of the steering group (e.g., concerning 
dissemination). 

4.1.2.  Tasks of the Steering Group 

The Steering Group normally has a role to play before, during and after the execution of the 
evaluation project.  Firstly, it transforms the political issue/questions into operational 
evaluation questions.  Secondly it supervises and guides the evaluation project in order to 
ensure that the selected evaluation team carries out and produces the actual evaluation report in 
line with the strategy taken in the Terms of Reference.  It will normally also have a role to play 
in the follow-up to the evaluation, for example concerning dissemination or in order to 
prioritise or operationalize the recommendations and devise an action plan. 

The role of the Steering Group can also be expressed in terms of the meetings normally taking 
place during an evaluation process.  The Steering Group would then be involved in at least 
meetings on the (i) terms of reference, (ii) inception report, (iii) progress report(s), and (iv) 
final report(s).  

The Steering Group should hence normally contribute to the following steps: 

• Prepare the Terms of Reference, 

• Provide access to information, 

• Support and monitor the work of the evaluator, 

• Assess the quality of the final report, 

• Dissemination of the results and other follow-up. 

52



4.2 Carrying out evaluations 

4.2.1  Administrative set-up  

The choice between in-house work and entrusting the whole or parts of the evaluation to 
outside sources depends on a number of factors, but often the key determinants are the overall 
purpose of the evaluation exercise and time and resources available for it. 

The use of external contractors is particularly suitable, when the evaluation has a strong 
summative dimension (i.e. evaluation provides information with the objective of transparency 
and accountability purposes). On the other hand the in-house choice is useful when the 
summative dimension is weak, but the formative dimension (i.e. objective of the evaluation is 
to increase organisational learning and improvement in the quality of the intervention) is 
strong. In practice this makes ex ante evaluation more likely to be carried out internally than 
other types of evaluations. However, in reality an evaluation project will often combine both 
summative and formative aspects.   

The other important variable influencing the administrative set-up is the level of resources 
available for the evaluation project. If the time available for conducting the evaluation is very 
short, in-house work is often the only possible solution available (e.g. because of the time 
necessary to respect the procurement rules). Again, this is particularly the case with the ex ante 
evaluation, where the assessment is carried out in close interaction with the design of the 
intervention, and time available for conducting the evaluation may be limited (furthermore, in 
the case of ex ante evaluation, the direct feedback of findings into the design of the 
intervention is important, a process facilitated by undertaking the work in-house). 
Nevertheless, even in cases like this, parts of the assessment, such as carrying out surveys or 
organising workshops, can be entrusted to the outside contractor. 

The relative advantages of external and internal evaluations can be presented as follows: 

External evaluation / Advantages: 

• Strengthens the credibility of the evaluation project from an accountability perspective by 
underpinning the independence, objectivity and transparency of the process, 

• Optimises use of scarce human resources and brings in expertise, which might not be 
available in the Commission. 

Internal evaluation / Advantages: 

• Supports directly organisational learning, 

• Mobilises available in-house knowledge, 

• Facilitates direct feedback into the design of an intervention, 

• Can be carried out whenever financial resources are limited  

Sometimes, however, it may be advantageous to combine elements of internal and external 
evaluation within a single evaluation project. This is especially the case in certain types of ex 
ante evaluations (c.f. 1.1.3). 

In the Commission, the use of external experts has been dominant. Almost 90% of the 
evaluations since 1996 were conducted externally. However, a slight rise in the share of 
evaluations conducted internally can be observed in the more recent period.  
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4.2.2  Implementing the evaluation   

The methodology of an evaluation is usually composed of a combination of tools and 
techniques assembled and implemented in order to provide answers to the questions posed 
within the framework of an evaluation, with due regard for the time, budgetary and data 
constraints of the project. In addition, the methodology of evaluation will include an element of 
“desk research”, in other words, a process by which the evaluator collates and analyses data 
from secondary sources (programming and policy documents, monitoring reports and data, 
statistical data, relevant studies and evaluations, etc.), particularly at the outset of the 
evaluation and, later on in parallel to the collection of data in the field.   

Evaluation tools and techniques are implemented to fulfil one or more of the following 
functions: 

• to help structure an evaluation.  

• to collect of data in/outside the Commission.  

•  to analyse data.  

• to aid the formulation of judgements.  

It will be useful, already in the Terms of Reference, to distinguish the following four phases of 
evaluation. The structuring phase (cf. section 3.2) of an evaluation covers the period from the 
drawing up of the terms of reference by officials to the delivery of the inception report by the 
evaluator. In this phase the effects to be evaluated are chosen and classified and the 
observation tools are clearly defined. The structuring phase embraces preparatory work, 
drafting the terms of reference and it normally culminates with the inception report.  
Obviously, the inception phase must not change the focus of the work as set out in the terms of 
reference, but it can make it more specific and operational. The purpose of the structuring 
phase is to ensure that evaluation is focused so as to provide the information sought by its users 
(e.g. through the identification of evaluation questions, success criteria, indicators, target levels 
and data sources) and of ensuring that the evaluation method to be implemented is adapted to 
the data collection and analysis tasks ahead and will provide a clear basis for judging the 
performance of the intervention. Structuring tools may therefore be used by officials to support 
the elaboration of the TOR as well as by the evaluator to facilitate the understanding of an 
intervention, establish an analytical framework, etc. The structuring phase normally culminates 
with the inception report which proposes to the steering group how to make the evaluation 
strategy, as set out in the Terms of Reference, operational.    

The data collection phase in the field commences after the inception report has been 
delivered, on the basis of a finalised evaluation method presented by the evaluator and 
approved by the steering group. Data collected by the evaluator will usually be of both a 
qualitative and quantitative nature, and will provide factual information along with perceptions 
and opinions.  

The analysis of data firstly takes place at the level of individual data collection tools and 
techniques (e.g. the analysis of a survey, interviews, etc.). Secondly, an analysis will take place 
across data collected, using a number of tools and techniques, and from different informants 
and documentary, statistical sources and monitoring systems. This cross-analysis will occur 
when data collection and initial analyses are completed. An essential part of work of the 
evaluator at this point is an analysis of causality and the attribution of effects to the 
intervention. 
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The collection of data in the field can be particularly time consuming (in terms of human 
resource requirements) and requires skills, as is the case with the analysis of data. In many 
cases these reasons contribute strongly to the choice of conducting external evaluations. 

The final stage of the evaluation consists of the formulation of judgements. Once all the data 
has been analysed and the evaluation results compiled the success of an intervention can be 
judged, a process which will focus in particular assessing an intervention in respect to specific 
evaluation questions that reflect generic evaluation issues such as effectiveness, efficiency, 
utility, sustainability and relevance (cf. section 3.2). 

The tools and techniques that will be used during the evaluation also depend on whether the 
evaluation questions to be addressed are forward looking or retrospective in nature since some 
tools and techniques may be better suited to one or the other of these situations.  

An overview of some of the tools and techniques that are likely to be used by evaluators in 
different evaluation situations in a Commission context are presented in the box below and a 
more detailed description of their key characteristics figures in Annexe E.  
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*econometric models, input-output models Appropriate in a wide variety of situations

Can be used  under  certain conditions  
Source: Adapted from MEANS. 

4.2.3  Validation of evaluation reports 

An evaluator will deliver a number of different reports at various key stages of the evaluation 
process: inception report, intermediate report(s), draft final report and final report.  Each report 
should be critically assessed as it provides a basis for tracking quality of the work done by the 
evaluator. A structured quality assessment framework exists for the draft final and final 
reports. 
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Inception report. This report draws to a close the structuring phase of an evaluation. It 
describes in detail how the method proposed by the evaluator is going to be implemented in the 
light of an examination of the quality and appropriateness of existing data, and in particular 
how the method will answer each evaluation question and provide a judgement. It may also 
contain the results of some initial analyses, for example in the form of typologies of actions, 
addressees, countries, etc. This document provides an opportunity to make a final check of the 
feasibility of the method proposed and the extent to which it corresponds with the information 
needs outlined in the terms of reference, before the evaluation gets fully underway. The 
meeting on the inception report is crucial, because it indicates the extent to which the 
contractor has understood his/her tasks, and moreover, it still offers the Commission the 
possibility to give final instructions based on the preparatory work during the first weeks or 
months, and correct any possible misunderstandings. 

Interim report. This report will provide information about initial analyses of data collected in 
the field (primary data) and secondary data. Much of the required data may have been collected 
at the stage of the evaluation when this report is delivered and the evaluator may already be in 
a position to provide preliminary answers to some of the evaluation questions. This report 
provides the evaluation manager and the steering group with the opportunity to check whether 
the evaluation is on schedule and whether the evaluation has actually focused on the specified 
information needs. It also provides the basis for a dialogue between the evaluator and the 
steering group about the adequacy of analyses, the factual accuracy of observations and the 
realism of assertions and interpretations. 

Draft final report. This document will provide the conclusions of the evaluator in respect to 
the evaluation questions in the terms of reference. These conclusions will be clearly based on 
evidence generated through the evaluation. Judgements provided should be clear and explicit. 
The draft final report may also contain some exploratory recommendations developed on the 
basis of the conclusions reached by the evaluator. The draft final report should be subject to a 
preliminary quality assessment that will verify the extent to which it respects the criteria 
presented in the Evaluation Standards, as shown in the box below. Concerning the quality 
assessment, there are already quality assessment frameworks in the Commission, such as the 
grid presented in Annex G. 
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Standards  
 
D.1: The substance of the evaluation reports shall be relevant, based on rigorous analysis, 
meet the quality criteria laid down in the specifications (cf. example in annex 2 to the 
standards) and comply with the deadlines 
 
D.2: The evaluation reports shall describe the purpose of the evaluation and its context 
and also the objectives, questions, procedures, results and reasoned conclusions of the 
evaluation, so as to make available the essential information in an easily understandable 
form.   
 
D.3: The report shall describe the information sources in such detail that the correctness 
of the information can be assessed. The data collected or selected shall be adapted to the 
methodologies used and be sufficiently reliable for the expected use. 
 
D.4: The prospects and reasoning on which interpretation of the results is based shall be 
described and explained. The results should follow on logically and be substantiated by 
data analysis and interpretations based on carefully-presented explanatory hypotheses. 
 
D.5: The final evaluation report shall present the results and conclusions of the evaluator 
and the tenor thereof shall not be amended without his/her agreement. 
 
D.6: The conclusions and any recommendations shall be rigorous and not distorted by 
personal or partisan considerations. The recommendations shall be comprehensible, 
useful, applicable and detailed enough to be brought into effect.   

Final report. It will take into account the results of quality assessment and discussions with 
the steering group about the draft final report insofar as they do not interfere with the 
autonomy of the evaluator in respect to his or her conclusions.  

Validation of the evaluation report is the final part of the chain of quality assurance, a process 
that already starts with the preparatory work for drawing up the Terms of Reference.  The 
quality assessment is an important step in the validation, and should not await the final report.  
If a preliminary quality assessment is carried out on the draft final report, it will help the 
evaluation team to focus the subsequent work leading up to the production of the definitive 
final report.  

As an example of possible phases in the validation process, consider the following example 
from DG AGRI. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

57



Example –  Validation of an evaluation report   

I. DRAFT FINAL REPORT PHASE 

1. Steering Group internal meeting 

– the idea is to reach a common position of the steering group before the meeting 
with the contractor takes place. The group goes through question by question the 
draft report.  

– after the meeting, the evaluation chairperson/manager finalises the common global 
assessment of the submitted draft report.  

2. Steering Group meeting with the contractor 

– after a brief discussion on general remarks, the meeting concentrates on specific 
topics requiring in-depth discussion, such as data collection and analysis and 
conclusions. 

– the requested improvements should be of methodological nature, and should not 
aim at distorting the contractor’s judgement. Discussions about conclusions are 
possible, if based on data, analyses, findings and judgement criteria.  

II. FINAL REPORT PHASE 

3. First version of the final report and quality assessment meetings 

– critical assessment concentrates on global quality, and when necessary, minor 
factual details. As a result of the global assessment, the report is either i.) good 
enough to be edited as such, or ii.) it still contains errors, which the contractor has 
to take into account before final editing. 

4. Final Steering Group internal meeting on the definitive final report 

– steering group examines the consultant’s conclusions and recommendations in 
terms of methodological validity only. 

– the quality assessment is discussed, substantiated and revised as necessary.  
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5 FINAL REPORTING, DISSEMINATION AND USE OF EVALUATION RESULTS 

This chapter addresses the feedback mechanisms related to evaluation findings at the end of the 
evaluation project (the reports to be submitted during the evaluation process are dealt with in 
section 4.2.3). These mechanisms relate to both reporting and dissemination and use of 
evaluation results. The final reporting takes place when the contractor transmits the evaluation 
report to the Commissioning body/Steering group. Dissemination, on the other hand, refers to 
the set of activities by which an evaluation’s findings are made available to the target group as 
well as to the general public.  

Although reporting and dissemination are the final steps of the evaluation project, it is 
important that the evaluation function and/or the Steering group thinks about strategies for 
communicating the evaluation results already at the preliminary stages of the evaluation 
project.  

Standards. 

B.7: Appropriate feedback mechanisms shall be provided so that all types of evaluation 
results are transmitted effectively to all persons responsible for decision-making (senior 
management and stakeholders, including those responsible for policies). 

B.8: The Directorate-General and Services shall report on the results of the evaluation of 
their activities in their Annual Activity Reports. 

B.9: Feedback mechanisms shall contribute, on the basis of evaluation results, to the 
formulation, planning and revision of policies, programmes and activities. 

B.10: The operational departments shall examine the evaluation conclusions and possible 
recommendations and describe the action they propose to take. 

B.11: The DGs and services shall transmit to the Budget DG and to the SG copies of all 
the final evaluation reports. 

B.12: Save in duly substantiated cases of confidentiality, evaluation results shall be made 
publicly available. The means of communication shall be readily identifiable and 
accessible. 

B.13: The evaluation results shall be transmitted in an appropriate form to meet the 
needs of decision-makers, beneficiaries and citizens and to fulfil the obligations for 
reporting in accordance with the legal bases.     

5.1 Reporting 

Standard D.2 

The evaluation reports shall describe the purpose of the evaluation and its context and 
also the objectives, questions, procedures, results and reasoned conclusions of the 
evaluation, so as to make available the essential information in an easily understandable 
form. 

The following text on reporting relates mainly to interim and ex post evaluations. As far as ex 
ante evaluation reports are concerned, it is recommended to provide a single unified final 
report, or at minimum, a summary of the key findings of the report to respect the requirements 
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of the article 28 of the Financial Regulation51.  However, the results of an ex ante evaluation 
should always be presented in an abridged form in the context of the legislative financial 
statement (see section 5.2 below). 

Since the evaluation report is normally the concrete and visible product of the whole 
evaluation project, it is important that is well written and presented. The style and presentation 
contribute to the structure and clarity of the report, and both of these are thus addressed below. 

The text below focuses on interim and ex post evaluation reports. As far as ex ante evaluation 
is concerned, its structure should always be adapted to its specific purposes. As an example of 
a possible structure for ex ante evaluation report, see Annex H.    

The structure of the evaluation report should reflect the different uses and expectations of the 
final report. A broad classification into following three parts is usually recommended52: 

• Executive summary. This part is destined primarily for the higher levels of the hierarchy 
and Cabinet and provides a short synthesis (usually, maximum of five pages) of the main 
conclusions of the evaluation, the key points of evidence underpinning them and the 
resulting recommendations. 

• Main report. It is aimed at those directly or indirectly involved in the evaluation and the 
management of the activity or an intervention. The main report presents in full the results of 
analyses, conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation. It will also contain a 
description of the activity evaluated and the context of the evaluation as well as the 
methodology used and its main limitations.  

• Technical annexes. One or more documents will collate the technical details of the 
evaluation. Intermediate deliverables, for example case study monographs, will also be 
presented where appropriate in the technical annexes. Typically, the main users of the 
annexes are operational services managing the intervention, other evaluators or academics. 

The main report will contain three different types of chapters: introductory, descriptive and 
substantive. While each chapter will present essential information to the reader, the main focus 
of the document is on evaluation’s results, their interpretation and subsequent conclusions and 
recommendations (i.e. the substantive chapters). These chapters will consequently represent 
the biggest share of the report’s contents. 

Introductory chapters on evaluation objectives and scope. The introductory chapters will 
enable the reader to understand the context in which the evaluation took place, in particular, 
why the evaluation was conducted, why at this particular moment in time, and how the 
information it has produced will be used and by whom. 

The focus of the evaluation will be clearly presented to the reader in terms of the substantive 
questions it has answered and the time period and geographical scope for which the answers 
are relevant. The breadth of the work in terms of the “taking into account” of related public 
interventions will also be clearly announced. 

Descriptive chapters presenting the activity to be evaluated and the method used. 
Chapters of a descriptive nature will present to the reader: 

• The design and implementation of the activity, and the context in which it is being or has 
been implemented 

                                                 
51  Any proposal submitted to the legislative authority which have an impact on the budget, including changes in 

the  number  of  posts, must  be  accompanied  by  a  financial  statement  and  the  evaluation  provided  for in 
Article 27 (4).  

52  Adapted from the Guide for the evaluation of the activities of DG ADMIN, March 2002 
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• The evaluation method and its limits, in particular: 

How the method answered the evaluation questions; 

What primary data (from interviews, questionnaire survey, etc.) and secondary data (from 
existing studies and evaluations, monitoring systems, statistical sources, etc.) have been 
collected and used in analyses; 

Analyses conducted (in particular the extent to which questions of causality and attribution 
have been addressed). 

Given that the main report should not be a voluminous document (no more than 100 pages in 
length is an often used “rule-of-thumb”), it will contain fairly succinct descriptions of the 
activity and the evaluation method (i.e. enabling the average reader to understand what is being 
evaluated and how). A more detailed description will be presented in the appendix to the main 
report, with appropriate cross referencing of documents. 

Substantive chapters presenting the results of analyses, their interpretation and 
subsequent conclusions. At the heart of all evaluation reports are the substantive chapters 
presenting the evaluation results, conclusions, recommendations and/or lessons learnt. 

Results will be presented to the reader in a clear and understandable way (for example using 
tables, graphs and bullet points for clarity when presenting key points). Results will be fully 
explained while at the same time being kept clearly separate from the evaluator’s 
interpretations/judgements. The way in which results are presented should allow the reader to 
be able to trace back to the analyses conducted during the evaluation and the data used. 

When reading these chapters the user will be able to follow the lines of reasoning that take the 
evaluator from the results of analyses through to his or her conclusions, so as to be able to 
accept them, challenge them, or point out where they require strengthening. Conclusions will 
directly give rise to specific recommendations or to broader lessons learnt, as appropriate. 

Apart from a clear structure of the final report, it is also important that the text of the final 
evaluation report is understandable and clear, and that the findings, conclusions and 
recommendations of the evaluation follow a logical flow. 

The following list is a reminder of the topics that any potential reader must be able to 
understand when reading the final report. 

• The purpose of the evaluation, 

• What was evaluated, 

• How the evaluation was designed and conducted, 

• What evidence was found, 

• What conclusions were drawn, 

• What recommendations were made and/or lessons learnt. 
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5.2 Dissemination and disclosure of evaluation results 

Financial Regulation, art. 28 (1): 

Any proposal submitted to the legislative authority which may have an impact on the 
budget, including changes in the number of posts, must be accompanied by a financial 
statement. 

The disclosure standard, B.12, is underpinned by a recent Regulation52 implementing Article 
255 of the Amsterdam Treaty. This Article grants a right of access to European Parliament, 
Council and Commission documents to any Union citizen and to any natural or legal person 
residing in a Member State. The definition of a "document" in the Regulation is a broad one: 
no category of document is excluded a priori from the right of access, including classified 
documents, internal documents, and documents originating with third parties. Refusal to grant 
access must be based on one of the exceptions provided for in article 4 of the Regulation. For 
the Commission, the Regulation is interpreted by a set of internal rules53, a staff guide54 
produced by the Secretariat-General, and a "Citizen's Guide"55. In an evaluation context, the 
essential point to bear in mind is that the onus is on the services to justify why access to a 
particular evaluation report should be denied. 

Turning to dissemination, it is important to note that the knowledge generated from an 
evaluation process does not automatically reach the intended and potential users. Hence, often 
it is useful to design a specific dissemination strategy whereby all the key elements, which 
influence the evaluation being used to support the management and decision-making processes 
are identified and arrangements for their implementation envisaged.  

The first step in a dissemination strategy is to identify the key potential users at the outset of 
the evaluation and present them already in the Terms of Reference. This enables the evaluators 
to know right from the beginning who these potential users are. 

Below is a short list of potential evaluation users: 

• Key policy-makers and interested institutional parties. In the case of EU-activities, this 
group includes the Cabinet or possibly College, the EU Parliament and its various 
Committees, the Council, the Court of Auditors as well as the Member States. As far as 
individual DGs are concerned, a separate copy of the final evaluation report shall always be 
sent to DG Budget and SG. DG Budget needs these reports on a regular basis in order to 
comply with the obligations vis-à-vis the Budgetary Authority56. 

• Managers and operators of the intervention being evaluated. This group may consist of 
individual DGs, agencies and other public bodies involved in the implementation of the 

                                                 
52  Regulation 1049/2001 of the European Parliament and the Council, 30 May 2001 

http://europa.europa.eu.int/comm/secretariat_general/sgc/acc_doc/docs/1049EN.pdf 
53  Commission Decision 2001/ 937, 5 December 2001  

http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/pri/en/oj/dat/2001/l_345/l_34520011229en00940098.pdf 
54  Staff Guide to Public Access to Commission Documents 

http://www.cc.cec/home/dgserv/sg/docinter/guide_en.htm 
55  Access to European Commission Documents: A Citizen's Guide 

http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/secretariat_general/sgc/acc_doc/docs/en.pdf 
56  Since the 2001 discharge procedure, DG Budget has been committed to make available frequently synthesis 

reports on finalised evaluations. Moreover, the introduction to part B of each budget states that: ”there must 
be regular assessment of implementation of all programmes and projects and grants to organisations financed 
or co-financed by the operating part of the European Union budget. The budgetary authority must be 
informed about the results of those assessments, even if this is not expressly provided for in the legal basis”. 
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intervention. Especially for devolved interventions there will also be operators in the 
Member States or, delegations in third countries etc. 

• Addressees of the intervention. Bodies which are affected either positively or negatively, 
directly or indirectly by the interevention. Examples of addressees are NGOs, private 
enterprises, individual persons etc.. 

• Other Services. Commission services can assist one another by making efforts to share 
evaluation findings. Often, an evaluation in one sector will produce findings which are 
relevant and interesting in another.    

• Other interest groups. These are, for example, organisations, groups or individuals having 
a general interest in the intervention being evaluated as well as academics with a specific 
scientific interest.  

Together with identifying the potential users of the evaluation, it is often useful to analyse their 
characteristics in order to develop appropriate communication vehicles. The following list 
offers some basic questions, which can be used when analysing the target audience of 
evaluation57. 

• How is the target audience composed?  

• What do they need? 

• What is their knowledge of the evaluation? 

• Were they involved in the evaluation design? If so, to what extent? If not, why? 

• How might they be encouraged to attend any presentation? 

• What advantages and disadvantages might result to them from the evaluation? 

• Which evaluation questions are of interest to them? 

• What other issues are important to them? 

• Are they likely to object to particular findings, conclusions or recommendations and how 
these objections might be overcome? 

• How interested will they be in the fine details compared to the overall picture? 

5.3 Channels for diffusing evaluation findings  

The final step in the dissemination strategy is to explore different sorts of communication 
vehicles that may be used, when reporting on the results of the evaluation. Apart from the more 
traditional paper documents, there exists nowadays a wide range of other, supplementary 
communication means. It is worth noting that the choice of the communication means is often 
linked to the targeted audience, as shown below.  

                                                 
57  Adapted from the Guide on ex post and intermediate evaluation, January 1997. 
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Different ways of diffusing evaluation findings to different audiences58:  

 Decision-makers Managers Addressees Other interest 
groups 

Meetings  X   

Draft report  X   

Confidential note X59 X   

Public report X X X X 

Synthesis note60 X X   

Presentation X X  X 

Brochure/ article   X X 

Press conference 
/ release   X X 

Communication X X   

APS-decision X X   

Preliminary Draft 
Budget / Activity 
Statements 

X X   

Annual Activity 
Report X X   

Fiche 
contradictoire / 
Action Plan 

 X   

Explanatory 
memorandum + 
legislative 
financial 
statement 

X X  X 

Commission’s 
Annual 
Evaluation 
Review 

X X  X 

                                                 
58  Adapted from the Guide for the evaluation of the activities of DG ADMIN, March 2002. 
59  E.g. in the case of Cabinets 
60  For example, an Executive summary or an internal note translating the conclusions and recommendations of 

evaluation report into the actual setting of the operational services. 
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As a minimum, the evaluation results should be reported in the Commission’s Annual 
Evaluation Review. Moreover, as stated in the article 28 of the Financial Regulation, the 
results of ex ante and ex post evaluations should also be reported in the legislative Financial 
Statement accompanying a proposal submitted to the legislative authority. These results should 
also be indicated in the explanatory memorandum related to the proposal.  

Example – Use of evaluation information in the sections of the Legislative Financial 
Statement 

The results of the ex ante evaluation should be integrated into the various sections of the 
Legislative Financial Statement. The latter should also explain how and when the ex ante 
evaluation was conducted, in which form it is available and explain how the results of the 
evaluation have been integrated into the proposal in question. 

An ex ante evaluation cannot simply be replaced by a previous interim or ex post evaluation. 
However, such evaluations can, if the conditions are right, be used as a basis or as the main 
input to an ex ante evaluation. In such cases it will be necessary to provide additional 
information on: 

- the need to continue with such intervention; 

- the validity of the objectives and the setting of results/effects to be achieved in the new 
period; 

- a verification of the arrangement for implementing the intervention and the expected level of 
resources; 

- if and how lessons learned from the previous interim or ex post evaluation have been taken 
into account in the new proposal. 

 

Finally, the article 33 of the Financial Regulation also calls for evaluation results when the 
budget is established by stating that evaluation results shall be consulted and referred to as 
evidence of the likely merits of a proposed budget amendment. 

Moreover, key elements should be taken up in the relevant ABM documents, such as APS 
decision, Annual Management Plan and Annual Activity Report. The latter is important 
because the Directors-General and Heads of Service sign a report on the achievements of their 
service. Evaluation results help to inform a service on the actual impact of Commission 
activity, and enable adjustments to be made. If appropriate, an adjustment can be made to 
objectives fixed for an Activity in the following Annual Management Plan.  

In order to ensure an efficient dissemination of evaluation results, it is strongly recommended 
that whenever the technical facilities allow it, the reports should always be published in the 
intranet/internet of the DG or unit. 
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5.4 Use of evaluation results 

It is important to support the process of transposing evaluation results into a form that is most 
likely to lead directly to use. There may be an agreed policy to follow up on the evaluations to 
maximise the probability that they feed back into the decision making process at whatever 
level is appropriate or the transposing may take a form of a specific action plan. The box below 
contains some examples of good practice in promoting instrumental evaluation use: 

Example – promotion of evaluation use 

• The use by DG AIDCO evaluation unit of what is called a “fiche contradictoire”, a 
document which presents the recommendations of an evaluation to the relevant operational 
unit and invites the latter to accept or to refuse explicitly the recommendations of the 
evaluator.  

• The assessment by the DG AGRI evaluation unit of the use of an evaluation six months 
after it was reported on as part of standardised follow-up procedures. 

Reports or Communications of the Commission can also be used as a vehicle for capitalising 
on evaluation results. DG INFSO offers a recent example covering the final evaluations of the 
INFO 2000 and MLIS programmes.  

Example – Communication as a tool for capitalising evaluation results   

After the final evaluation reports had been published, DG INFSO prepared a Communication 
from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the Economic and Social 
Committee and the Committee of the Regions. This Communication61 lists the main 
recommendations of the evaluation reports together with the comments and actions to be taken 
up from the Commission in formulating a follow-on programme proposal. Moreover, if the 
Commission disagrees with any recommendation of the evaluation report, a reason for that is 
given. 

Apart from the above follow up processes, there are also other factors, which influence the way 
evaluation results are used. One such factor is the degree to which potential users are involved 
in designing and focusing the evaluation. The aim of involving multiple potential users is not 
only to ensure that various interests are being taken into account, but also to make these users 
aware of future use and dissemination of the evaluation. 

Another factor influencing the use of evaluation results is the needs and expectations which 
potential users have towards evaluation. The information needs typically vary, depending on 
the overall purposes of evaluation (as specified in the section 1.1.1). 

If the objective of the evaluation is only to increase the quality of intervention, then the range 
of potential user types is often quite narrow (such as managers and direct beneficiaries). On the 
other hand, if the evaluation aims to provide input for setting political priorities and related 
allocation of resources, the range of potential users becomes more diverse, including also key 
decision-makers. In order to ensure a proper use of evaluation, the key aspect is to target (the 
often multiple nature of) information stemming from evaluation products to the right audience, 
as described above. 

                                                 
61  COM(2001) 276: 

http://europa.eu.int/information_society/programmes/evaluation/pdf/cominfo2000mlis_en.pdf 
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