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Minutes
1 Key information
DATE(S) OF EVENT 1 March 2012, Brussels VENUE Helpdesk of the European
9:30 am to 16:30 pm Evaluation Network for Rural
Development, Chaussée Saint-
Pierre 260, B-1040 Brussels
TITLE OF EVENT Good Practice Workshop
Drafting Terms of Reference for ex ante evaluations
ORGANIZER(S) OF Evaluation Helpdesk
EVENT
SHORT DESCRIPTION In the context of the thematic working group on ex ante evaluation, a first good practice
OF EVENT workshop was organised in which the specific challenges of drafting the Terms of
Reference for the ex ante evaluation post 2013 were identified and practical solutions
proposed.
SUBJECT(S) « Presentation of legal proposals and requirements for ex ante evaluation and
PRESENTED OR SEA by DG AGRI and DG ENVI
DISCUSSED

ante and SEA evaluation experts
« Drawing key lessons learned for writing the terms of reference.

EVALUATION Hannes Wimmer, Jela Tvrdonova, Andreas Resch, Isabel Naylon, Margot Van
HELPDESK Soetendael, Valerie Dumont, John Grieve

REPRESENTATIVE(S)

ANNEXE(S) / « Attendance List

DELIVERABLES

* Photos of event

2 Purpose and expected outcome of the Workshop

2.1 Context

According to Article 48 of the Proposal for Regulation (EU) No COM(2011) 615 final laying down the common
provisions for the ERDF, ESF, Cohesion Fund, EAFRD and EMFF, Member States shall, as in the current
period, carry out ex ante evaluations to improve the quality of the design of each programme. The main
difference to the current period is that the aspects that are to be covered in the ex ante evaluations are
described in much greater detail in Article 48 and are more extensive. What is also new is that according to
Article 84 of the Proposal COM(2011) 627 final/2 on support for rural development by the European
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD), Member States shall ensure that the ex ante evaluator is
engaged from an early stage in the process of development of the rural development programme.

The challenge for the Member States is not only to take the new aspects of the ex ante evaluations into
account in the drafting of their ToR but to do so in the absence of final regulations and common indicators as
the ex ante evaluations will have to be carried out relatively early in order to be able to be included in the
partnership agreements. The integration of the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) poses a further
challenge.

« Presentation of challenges stemming from legal proposals on ex ante and SEA
from the point of view of Managing Authorities and from the point of view of ex




2.2 Participants
The workshop was composed of representatives from managing authorities, evaluation experts and evaluators.

Three DGs of the European Commission actively took part in the workshop (DG Agri, DG Envi, DG Regio)
The number of participants was around 40 high level experts.

2.3 Purpose
The Evaluation Helpdesk of the European Evaluation Network for Rural Development organized this workshop
in the context of the working group on ex ante evaluation also organised by the Helpdesk.
The interactive discussions were aimed at providing practical help for Managing Authorities to draft their terms
of reference for the ex ante evaluations and SEA for the next programming period.
Participants of the workshop were supported in developing an understanding for:
* The legal requirements concerning ex ante evaluation and SEA in the draft regulations
e The new challenges of the ex ante evaluation and SEA in comparison to the current period (2007-
2013
* How the new requirements and challenges should be reflected in the terms of reference for the ex
ante evaluations and SEA
The outcomes _ of the workshop were geared towards concrete solutions for the Managing Authorities in the
drafting of their terms of reference.

3 Agenda

09.30 Introduction & framing 13.00 Lunch

s

* Opening and Welcome Helpdesk
14.00 Practical solutions
 Legal proposals and DG AGRI /
o |
requirements for ex ante DG ENVI

) « Introduction to group work Isabel Naylon
evaluation and SEA

o (ClE] e GUESIONS « Group work on checklist for

ToR for ex ante evaluations

(including SEA)
10.30 Coffee break
10.45 Reflection on new challenges OO

 Challenges stemming from Marc Longhi,

legal proposals on ex ante French Managing 15.15 Summary session
and SEA from point of view Authority / Sirli
of Managing Authorities Kalbus Estonian « Presentation of group work Rapporteurs
Managing Authority results
« Challenges from point of Erika Quendler, * Discussion in plenary
view of ex ante and SEA John Grieve (Ex
evaluation experts ante evaluators) /
Jo&o Pedro Silva 16.00 Closing the workshop
(SEA expert)
* Summary of results Helpdesk
« Discussion Andreas Resch,

Isabel Navilon



4 Documentation

4.1 Introduction

Welcome by Isabel Naylon on the part of the Helpdesk, introducing people from DG Agri and other guests from
other DGs: Envi, Mare and Regio. Isabel also explained the purpose of the workshop.

Leo Maier, head of L.4, was pleased with the attendance of the workshop. He commented on the interest
shown by the MAs due to the urgency of the matter, and on the need for guidance in ex-ante evaluation
discussed during the ExCo meeting. Many MS want to submit their programme as soon as possible, therefore
new requirements shall be made known as early as possible. What makes it more difficult is the link with other
funds and DGs with which DG AGRI needs to cooperate - also in the preparation of ex ante guidelines in order
to ensure consistency.. Basic acts are still under discussion in working parties in the Council, the guidance
document will therefore be quite flexible in order to accommodate later changes in legislation. The most urgent
is the public procurement process and ToR preparation. Thereafter, there are several months which give us a
time to work on the guidance doc, the subject for tomorrow’s TWG, which will go on working until the

presentation of the draft doc at the ExCo meeting on 12 June. The outcome of today will be presented on 14
and 15 March.

4.2 Stage of preparation of ToRs per Member State

The participants had the opportunity to state how far they had got with their ToR for the ex ante and SEA. As it
is stated on the poster only Estonia and Finland are quite advanced.
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4.3 Input by DG AGRI

Input 1: Legal proposals and requirements for ex ante evaluation by Ms Zélie Peppiette , DG Agri, Unit L.4,
Rural Development Evaluation Manager

Objective of the ex-ante evaluation
Ex-ante evaluation . .

of post-2013 RDPs To improve the quality of the
outline of legal design of the programme

requirements
(Art 48 CSF)

Helpdesk Good Practice Workshop:
Drafting Ex-ante Terms of Reference
1st March 2012

General provisions Ex-ante process

» Responsibility of the Managing Authority (ssscss) Ex-ante evaluator shall be engaged "from an

» To be carried out by experts functionally early stage"” in the preparation of the RDP,
independent from programme implementation including the development of:
authorities (a47 csf) = SWOT analysis; identification of needs to be

» Incorporates SEA requirements (a4s(4)csF) addressed; thematic sub-programmes

» Submitted to Commission with the RDP (ass csr) = Programme intervention logic

» Evaluation report shall be made public (on the = Establishment of targets

internet) (447 csrF + A83 RD)

(art 84 RD)

Content and coverage (1) (aas(s)csh) Content and coverage (2) (s4s3)csr)
e Contribution to smart, sustainable and e Relevance/clarity of indicators
inclusive growth (EU2020) in the light of s How will outputs contribute to results?
needs/priorities « Are quantified target values realistic?
* Internal coherence of RDP « Rationale/justification given for the proposed
» Relation to other relevant instruments (SF, support
EFF..)
e Does budgetary distribution match objectives? All thase linked to the involverant in
* Do priorities and objectives correspond to CSF, development of RDP SWOT, needs, intervention
Partnership contract/agreement? logic, and targets => Iterative process.
5 (-]
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Content and coverage (3) (s4s(3)csr)

Are human resources and admin capacity adequate to
manage RDP?

Are data collection and M&E provisions adequate?
Are performance milestones suitable??

Are anti-discrimination/equal opportunities measures
adequate?

Are measures to promote sustainable development
adequate?

SEA requirements (A45(4)CSF)

Further details/specification

Provision for implementing rules (as: ro),

BUT

Current view is that guidance should be sufficient
(and available more quickly)

Nevertheless, implementing rules will govern
many aspects of programme design and content,
therefore need to be taken into account in ex-
ante - timing implications for ex-ante contracts.

4.4

Input 2: Legal proposals and requirements for Strategic Environment Assessment (SEA), lessons learned in

Guidance documents
Helpdesk Thematic Working Group

Kick-off meeting tomorrow.......
Consultation and feedback during development...

Input by DG ENVIRONMENT

Concluding thought.......back to the
purpose......

Specialist expertise provided through ex-ante
evaluation should be a support and
accompaniment for the Managing Authority,
enabling improvement of RDP design and quality
throughout the development process

the current programming period by Ms Yvette Izabel , DG ENV.A.3, Cohesion Policy and EIA)

SEA&RDP

SEA and rural development

programmes

Yvette IZABEL - DG environment- Unit A3: Cohesion
Policy and Environmental assessments

Water Framework
Direcilve |

Environme :agAssessment

Habitats and
Birds Directives

.

Policies

Water Directives
(WFD., floods,

marine, nitrates) |

Plans & Programmes

by SEA Dureetr 1943

Projects (public - private)
EIA ox E

EC, 9TMIEC

= ry
|
Landfill, incineration IPPC [ IED Carbon Capture
Directi Storage Directive
=



SEA Directive - Objectives

* High level of protection of the environment

* Integration of environmental considerations into
the preparation of plans and programmes

* Promotion of sustainable development

Which plans and programmes?

* prepared and/or adopted by an authority at

national, regional or local level

*« AND
required by legislative, regulatory or
administrative provisions.

The definition includes:
- modifications of plans and programmes
- P&P co-financed by the EC

P&P for which SEA is always required (art.2)

a) P&P prepared for agriculture, forestry, fisheries, energy,
industry, transport, waste/ water management,
telecommunications, tourism, town & country planning or
fand use

AND

which set the framework for future development
consent of projects listed in the EIA Directive

OR
b) that require an assessment under Article 6 or 7 of the
Habitats Directive

P&P not covered by SEA (art. 3(8))

« National defence, civil emergency,

» financial or budget plans/programmes

(cf. in certain cases some ESF or Interreg OPs)

The environmental as

The environmental assessment must be
carried out:

+ During the preparation of the plan or programme

* Before its adoption (or submission to the legislative
process)

-l Screening | @ Using screening criteria
I
Scope and level of detail
i |
,g : Seoping @ Obiligatory under the SEA
1
= ’ o o The “Report” (including a
e sl Env Repo @ ! AL {oecing
E -EI = non-Technical summary)
@8 .
B
E 9 Publie, environmenial
_g- :I Information and Consultation @ autharities. other MS
& Ei .
| Takes account of env
w »
| [ Decislon | @ raport and consultations
] .

Information on decision | @ End of EIA/SEA process

.

-

| =
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] Article5(4) g

Which P&P are subject to screening?

* F/Ps using small areas at local level

= minor modifications to P/Ps.

= P/Ps setting the J'rame"',-or-'\fgr future future “non-EIA

profects” and "non-sector

To verify whether they are likely to have
significant environmental effects:
Tfyes < SEA r
Ifno = no SEA n

Env, Report

How to determine the effects?
* case by case examination

= or by specifying types of P/Ps

= or by combining both approaches.

Decision

[

i
Information

on decision

Monitoring

Environ

Information
on decision

|

Annex II criteria to determine significance of effects/

Opinion by the competent (environmental} authority
required.

Screening

s
Scoping

Env.Report
Consultation

]

Identify, describe and evaluate:

Screening
s

Scoping

Env.Report
Consultation

]

The likely significant environmental effects of
implementing the plan or programme, including:

» Effects on biodiversity, flora, fauna, scil, water,
air, climatic factors

= Effects on population, human health, material
assets, cultural (including architectural and
archaeological) heritage, landscape

= The interrelationship between these factors,

Decision Decision

Information
on decision

Information
on decision

Monitoring

Monitoring
Environmental _
Screening

s
Scoping

Screening
s
Scoping

« Outline of the P&P and relationship with other
P&Ps

= Current state of the environment and
evolution without the P&P
Env. Report

» Environmental characteristics of affected areas

= Environmental protection objectives, and how
they were taken into account

Decision

= Mitigation measures Tnformation
ormatic

on decision

Intormation
on decision e
= Monitoring measures

Monitoring Monitoring

=Non-technical summary
|

i.e. "what should be covered by the
environmental information?”

Obligatory stage

Opinion by the competent (environmental)
authority required

Competent authority may subsequently
require further information

Improves the quality of the EIA process

mental _

« Reasonable alternatives taking into account
the objectives and the geographical scope of
the plan or programme

» The reasons for selecting the alternatives
dealt with

» The 'zero option’ (do nothing) must also be
covered

Consultations Articles 6 and 7

WHO isconsulted?

Environmental authorities
The public
Transboundary consultations

ON WHAT?
on the draft plan/programme
= on the environmental report

WHY?
= Improve the quality

Ensure transparency - acceptance



Consultations

Consultations have to:
e  Becarried out at an early stage

*  Give an effective opportunity for the consulted parties to
express their opinion

*  Beorganised within a sufficient time frame

Consultations need to be take place before the adoption of the P&P

al decision articles

=

The competent authorities must
take account of':

* Environmental report

* Opinions expressed pursuant to the
consultation (public, environmental
authorities)

Consultation

* Results of any transboundary
Information consultation

on decis

To whom?

* Environmental authorities

= Public

= Transboundary consultations (if consufted)

* - = Adopted plan/programme.
Decision J = How environmental report and results of
consultations have been taken into account.

= Reasons for choosing between alternatives.
» Monitoring measures.

SEA and the new Regulations — Does SEA applies?

* Plans and programmes co-financed by the European
Fommuniry are included in the scope of the SEA Directive
art. 2)

o SEA will be applicable to P&P drawn up under the new
Regulations as to any other plan and programme

The ex ante evaluation shall incorporate, where appropriate, the requirements of
the Srrar?ac Environmental Assessment set out in implementation of Directive
2011/42/EC .. (art. 48(4))

Member States have to monitor the
significant environmental effects of the
implementation of the plan/programme
in order to:

= jdentify at an early stage unforeseen
adverse effects

Consultation = be able to undertake remedial action

RS

D A J Existing monitoring arrangements may be
ecision

used

Information L .
on decision Monitoring measures must be covered in

the SEA Report

SEA and the new Regulations

Plans and programmes co-financed under new Regulations will

have to be checked against the Directive's « tests » (Art. 2,
definition of P&P and Art. 3, scope)

= Verify if the individual OPs meet the requirements foreseen by
the directive,

2 If they meet the requirements, they have to be subject to an
SEA,

= If an SEA Is carried out, ensure: quality of the report,
consultations, decision making, monitoring.



Lessons learnt from the past
programming period

ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT

Quality of the environmental reports varied considerably
among MS, and in some cases relatively poor.

Report does not cover all issues in Annex I (particularly
alternatives; zero option)

Parts of the OP not covered by SEA procedure (indicative list
of major projects)

Impacts not always quantified

Insufficient consideration of Natura2000 sites given heavy
infrastructural measures of programme

CONSULTATIONS ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORITIES

« Env. Authorities were involved in the decision-
making process, however

o Some complaints that Env. Authorities were not
consulted on the content and/or results of SEA
process

» Not always clear if views of Env. Auth. were
taken into account

GENERAL ISSUES

» Timing: SEA carried out late in the planning process.

- When too late, the content of the OPs were clearly not Influenced by the SEA,

- Parallel development of OF & SEA = ensures that environment is taken into

account

- Consider review of OP If SEA d

v

» Some minimalistic SEA procedures, others ambitious

trated negative en

Justification for no SEA or for screening is needed

tal effects

¥ In some cases SEA procedure not finished when submitting OF

NON TECHNICAL SUMMARIES

* Often poor quality - not giving the info laid down in Annex I

* Sometimes just sign posting "go to page x”

* Some cases no NTS at public consultation

* No consideration of alternatives

PUBLIC CONSULTATIONS

s Timeframes differ between MSs, sometime not sufficient

¢ [n some MSs limited participation.

* Very narrow interpretation of "public” - 3 stakeholder

organisa tions

s Often consultation only posted on web

s Consultation must be on both SEA report + NTS and OF

+ Awareness raising needed for the public in general

* Limited consultation time period - 2 weeks

s Structured consultation approach: Setting up of consultation

group with all relevant stakeholders that met regularly



ARTICLE 9 STATEMENT

No statement / to be issued later

.

Often vague and general
* Need to review the OPs to take into account the SEA

* Statement not always covers all information required
(consultations, integration and alternatives)

Sources of information

* EIA / SEA Homepage: http://ec.europa.eu/environnient/ ela/home.htm
Guidance on the implementation of the SEA Directive

Studies and reports on the implementation of the EIA/SEA Directives

* GRDP Handbook on SEA for Cohesion Policy 2007-2013
(Interreg IIIC, GRDP gr i I d I
programmes)

http: / /ec.europa.eu/reglonal_policy /sources/docoffic /working/doc/sea_han
dbook_{final_foreword.pdi

4.5 Input by Managing Authority France

Input 3: Challenges stemming from legal proposals on ex ante and SEA from the point of view of a Managing

MONITORING

* Monitoring measures absent or not clearly
identified, insufficient indicators

» Indicators measuring impact on CC (some MS
“carbon neutrality”)

Authority by Mr Marc Longhi , Ministére de I'Agriculture, de I'Alimentation, de la Péche, de la Ruralité et de

I'Aménagement du territoire, France

SERIRTERE

[
oL T
D4 TERRITOIRE

DGPAAT

Ex ante evaluation and Strategic

environmental assessment
2014-2020

MAIN CHALLENGES

A French approach by
the Managing Authority

MAIN CHALLENGES

1.TIMING

2. UNDERSTANDING THE
REQUIREMENTS

. Watch out!

@ Meaning what?

-10 -



1. TIMING [

coordinate the design of the rural development
programme(s) and the regulatory requirements
concerning ex ante evaluation and Strategic
Environmental Assessment

coordinate the design of the partnership contract with
the ex ante evaluation:

- availability of the summary analysis of ex ante

- performance framework

coordinate SEA public consultation and partnership
contract

coordinate programme submission with the follow-up
of ex ante and SEA

2. UNDERSTANDING THE
REQUIREMENTS

an equation with several unknown factors

EVALUATION PLAN
Article 49 (COM(2011) 615 final)

Evaluation during the programming period

1. An evaluation plan shall be drawn up by the managing
authority for each programme and submitted in accordance with the
Fund-specific rules.

@With no hint at the moment on the content of the

Evaluation plan

— is the evaluation plan a « simple » tentative list of all the
evaluations to be achieved within the scope of the programme?

- is Ex-ante evaluation included within the EP?

— is the evaluation plan susceptible to change and can evolve over
time or is it drawn up once and for all?

— where (who?, what level?) is the procedure for medifying the EP
to be decided?

7

TENTATIVE WORKING PLAN

|CoBmION STRATEGIC FRAMENORE.
March 201
PARTSERS HIP CONTRACT
Jure 201 5 ubrmission of ROP(Y.
w22 Jaruary 2013

Tmontht Dl st W Commiion -

Tome of mncertaintien

|
vahuaion recuiremerts
I Tho Partnership Cortract shall set cut
Ex arte evaiiastions submitted o the Commission
Ex-tnte - SEA
Dmfllag ks public Ex-sta - $EA
sl SEA pescwmmint etk
Tt pracaiury Gonnutaa

lnasching

State of play at the moment

Article 48 (COM(2011) 615 final)
Ex ante evaluation

2. Ex ante evaluations shall be carried out under the
responsibility of the authority responsible for the preparation
of the programmes. They shall be submitted to the
Commission at the same time as the programme,
together with an executive summary.

The Fund-specific rules may establish thresholds under
which the ex ante evaluation may be combined with the
evaluation for another programme.

Meaning what @

PARTNERSHIP CONTRACT

Article 13 (COM(2011) 615 final)
Preparation of the Partnership Contract

4, Each Member State shall transmit its Partnership Contract to
the Commission within 3 months of the adoption of the
Common Strategic Framework.

.lmplies comprehensive coordination between adoption of
the Common Strategic Framework, the drafting of the
Partnership contract and undertaking the evaluations (ex ante,
SEA)

-11 -



PARTNERSHIP CONTRACT

Article 14
Content of the Partnership Contract
The Partnership Contract shall set out:

(ii) a summary analysis of the ex ante evaluations of the
programmes justifying the selection of the thematic
objectives and the indicative allocations of the CSF
Funds;

.It implies that the ex ante ToR mustinclude this justification, it also
implies that allocations have been made.

STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Public consultation

SEA Directive states:

« Authorities with envir ponsibilities and the public are to be
Ited during the it of plans and prog and approp time
frames are set, allowing sufficient time for Itati including the exp

of opinion. »

. This requirement implies a 3 months period - at least - in
order to:

-draw up the survey

- advertise the survey

- collect the answers

-analyse the answers

- take into account the relevant answers in the programme(s)

These steps must be clearly identified within the
terms of reference.

4.6 Input by Managing Authority Estonia

Input 4: Challenges stemming from legal proposals on ex ante and SEA from the point of view of a Managing
Authority by Ms Sirli Kalbus , Estonian Ministry of Agriculture Rural Development Department Local Initiative

and Human Environment Bureau

Challenges stemming from legal
proposals on ex ante and SEA —
Estonian case

Birli Ralbus

o Ty,
(- el Estomian Ministry of Agriculture
J)}‘, Rural Development Departient

e
Managing Anthoriny

01 March 2012

Ministry e!\\\ﬂg riculture
| evperwihe

STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
- must be included in the ToR for the ex ante

- regulation states : 4. The ex ante evaluation shall incorporate,
where appropriate, the requirements for Strategic
Environmental Assessment

SEA is a legally enforced assessment procedure required by
Directive 2001/42/EC (known as the SEA Directive) it implies
systematic assessment of the environmental effects of
strategic land use related plans and programmes.

.To assess impact of a programme — the programme must
be designed by the time the assessment is initiated

Estonian RDP ex-anfe evaluation in
process (I):

Dec — Feb: preparation the ToR:
* 16. February 2012

» 12. March 2012 — opening of fenders:

announcement;
+ End of March — contract:

+ March 2012 — 1. Jan 2014 - evaluation.

* Different ex ante evaluations for EAFRD. EMFF
and other structural funds (ERDFE. ESE. CF).

Ministry e!\\\ng riculture
vyttt
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Estonian RDP ex-ante evaluation in
process (II):

Estonian RDP ex-ante evaluation in
process (I1T):

= The lowest offer will win.
* Qualification requirements:

— Tenderer’s net sales received from national surveys or
national evaluation services must have been during the
three previous financial vears at least as big as the value
of the tender divided by two. Data must be submitted
for the vears 2009, 2010 and 2011;

— Tenderer must have the experience of three last years
(2009-2011) from conducting national surveys or
national evaluations.

Ministry nf\\\ag riculture
kgt

Main challenges stemming from
legal proposals:

= Team composition:

— Tenderer must form a team of at least 5 persons to
provide the service and divide the tasks between the
team members. Tenderer’s team must include the
following persons:

— Project manager,

— Subatant o

€ 0r

— Area experts (7 differ e requred),
~ Expent of foreign expenence.
— Expertof envi 1 impact
*One and the same expert can cover several fields in some cases

Ministry nf\\\ag riculture
L alrprwihe

Timing

I.  Timing:
II. Tasks and Evaluation questions:
III. Methodology.

Ministry nf\\\ag riculture
kgt

Tasks and evaluation questions (I)

+ MBS shall ensure that the ex ante evaluator is engaged from
an early stage in the process of development of the RDP
{Art 84 EAFRD)

— It was difficult to prepare the ToR. because
there are still not definitive tasks for ex ante
evaluator to give (basic act still subject of
discussions, draft implementing acts not yet presented)
— no time to wait these.

+ Chosen solution: to start as carly as possible ©.

Ministry nf\\\ag riculture
L alrprwihe

Tasks and evaluation questions (II)

A lot of uncertainty is created by the absence of
legal acts...

— Some tasks (which are not known yet) may
comie firom implementing acis...

— Compulsory evaluation questions are not
known...

— No guidelines yet...

Ministry nf\\\ag riculture
kgt

+ Chosen solutions:

— MA has formulated all the evaluator’s tasks (CSF Art
48) and evaluation questions (5 blocks, 22 questions)
based on the provisions of draft regulations and
experience from the previous programming period:

~ Clause: Evaluator must also answer all the EU
evaluation related questions. which will become known
at a later stage after the publication of the EC ex ante
evaluation guidelines. At the same time. evaluator must
follow the possible ex anre evaluation rules,
instructions and principles established by the EC at a

later stage.
Ministry nf\\\ag riculture
P o e
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Tasks and evaluation questions (III) IV Methodology:

~ Clause for supplementary works: There may arise supplementary « No guidelines for methodology
waorks that the evaluator must do. In case the volume of o 3 = X g
supplementary works does not increase considerably (up to 20%), * Chosen solutions:
evaluator wall not receive any additional remuneration for those — Evaluator shall choose the suitable ex anfe evaluation
waorks. If the volume of suppl yworks will increase more methodology by itself, but methodology must be
- (0. - . . ey v G = "
than 20%, additional remuners il be paid according to the approved by the MA first.

O

average hourly wage given in the tender e w
MA has taken into account that there may be additional tasks that : E-""'l'-'_"'t‘_’r -“h:'!l submit with tender the pr\.‘.lll.l.lu'l“ll:\' ;
the evaluator must do and is ready to pay extra money for deseription of methodology (how ex ante evaluation is
performing those tasks (if the tasks are not mentioned in the ToR). planned and what data sources will be used). Detailed

description of the evaluators tasks to be performed
should also be provided.

Ministry a!\\\agrlcuuum Ministry a!\\\agrlcuuum
kgt L alrprwihe

Summary:

= The absence of approved legal acts and guidelines
creates some uncertainty, but...
— we have to start with ex ante evaluation to truly benefit
from it:
~ we used previous experience to do as good ToR as we
were able:
— We left room for flexibility (20% clause):
We are ready to pay for supplementary works if really
needed (if extra tasks come from legal acts).

Ministry a!\\\agrlcuuum Ministry a!\\\agrlcuuum
kgt L alrprwihe

4.7 Written Input by Managing Authority Finland

Input 5: Challenges stemming from legal proposals on ex ante and SEA from the point of view of a Managing
Authority by Mr Eero Pehkonen , Senior Officer, Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, Finland.

General

« Finland planned to make two RDP in 2014-

Ex ante evaluation and terms of 2020 -> Mainland Finland and Aland Island
reference - Finnish MA point of view - This presentation concenrate to Mainland
Finland RDP
Eero Pehkonen (eero.pehkonen@mmm.fi) « This is preliminary ideas how we have
Ministry of Agriculture and forestry, Finland defined ex ante task

Workshop 1.3.2012 Brussels

"

-14 -



Timetable

Timetabie forthe evaluation

March-April 2012 Launching the tendering procedure

May 2012 Selection of the evaluator

May-June 2012 sations on the: more detailed g of
the work plan in the slnm group and agreement of the
implementation of the evaluation

September 2012 Evaluation of the analysis of the situation of the programme
completed

December 2012 Evaluation of the measures and selection of programme
priorities completed

December 2012 Results of the 1st stage (SWOT analysiz and possible

§ bazadon thiats i
February 2013 Mid term reporting to the steering group
May 2013 Draft final reportto the stesring group

Finalreportto th.

Minimum requirements

The ex ante evaluation shall appraise and give
recommendations on the programme proposal
according to the themes in Article 48(3) of the
general Regulation.

+ The RDP for Mainland Finland the requirements
under the Regulation have been specified as follows.

Art 48.3 specifications 1/3

a) the contribution to the Union Wategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth,

having regard to the selected th b and taking inte
account national and regional needs:

- Evaluation of the progi proposal relative to the objectives of the EU 2020
Strategy.

b) the i ] of the prop P or activity and its relation with
other relevant instruments:

- Evaluation of how the prog) has been d with the other funds
and national policies.

chth: i of the allocation of ¥ with the objecti ofthe
programme

- Evaluation of whether the p funds are in an approp
manner to different in d; with the challenges identified i

the analysis of the current state.
73012

-
£ mmmFi i

Art 48.3 specifications 3/3

k) the suitability of the procedures for monitoring the prog and for collecting
the data y to camry out i

- Giving ions for the appropri of the evaluati
and monitoring system.

- Giving il for the p ion plan.

m) the adequacy of planned measures to promote equal opportunities between men
and women and to prevent discrimination;

- Evaluati of the d for il the b

dure, selection criteria for proj

73.2012 Nwwcy@w aﬂzoo?-zma.
£ mmmFi i;‘\

Art 48.3 specifications 2/3

1) how the d outputs will i to results;

- En of the functioning of the planned progi process and the
expected impacts in the area covered by the programme,

h) the rationale for the form of support proposed:

- Evaluation of whether the analysis of the current state in the programme gives
a densive and picture of the state and recent
development in the area covered by the programme and to give proposals for
improving the analysis of the current state.

- Evaluation of whether appropri have been sel . taking
account of the findings of the analysis of the current state and EU priorities.

i) the adeq of human d i ive capacity for g of
the programme;

- E ficn of the isation of the ex ante i ities of the prog
Evaluation of the simplit ion of the p whether the

FE

Minimum requirements

+ Evaluation shall also:

— give recommendations and development
proposals for the current situation and SWOT
analyses.

— contain an evaluation relating to the programme
preparation and content as regards their
environmental impacts (SEA).

— The environmental impacts assessment may also

be carried out by a party outside the evaluation
consortium.

-15 -



Reporting Open questions

+ Recommendations for specific measures
+ Recommendations in accordance with the EU + Timetable and we don't have final regulations.
priorities. » Whatis role of evaluation recommendations to the

RDP preparation? Evaluators are independent and
don't know all issues of RD policy.

4.8 Input by ex ante evaluation expert Austria

Input 6: Challenges from the point of view of an ex ante evaluation expert by Erika Quendler, AT; AWI-
Bundesanstalt fur Agrarwirtschaft, Austria

Ex ante evaluation

Challenges from point of view
of an evaluation expert B ... aims to analyse the status quo and

envisage the end status desired while a rural
development programme (RDP) is being

Erika Quendler developed.

B ... gathers information and serves as input for
this RDP.

B ... gives a point of reference for the
assessment of the deficits and gaps in the initial
situation and the possible impacts of the
measures of a RDP based on previous

Presentation evaluations.
Workshop ,Drafting Terms of References for
ex ante evaluation“

mAANLLLT A drrtackan thallenges ex aote AT e dgparwrtacha Challemges e wnte
HIBIRL SIS of e Ironemcy T T HIBIEL STITS1Y of Agprinal Ingosmc Erice dosnalers . Miez 2O
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The old versus the new: lessons learned CLEAR challenges

== ax ante evaluation ] B Concise outline for an ex ante report
Wadidit || Wa've laatnt how B Little changes — don't fix it if it is not broken
wall o ds it much batter . . .
1n the past o the futura B Easy framework (objectives, data collection, ...):

> Objectivesto be defined based on the
situation/changes desired (ranking inequalities)

| SMART indicators, in line with the points of reference,
transparent

- expected level of expenditure (budget resources)
=1 micro- and macro-economicdata, defined by region
> Methodology used
B Appropriate contingency plan in case of targets
not being reached
B Relevant steps to be considered (check list for
ex ante evaluation)

Lemges ax ante -H- AT e Agparach

Thanks for your attention!

hallesges o= ante

4.9 Input by ex ante evaluation expert UK
Input 7: Challenges from the point of view of an ex ante evaluation expert, by John Grieve, Helpdesk expert

Y The Guidance/Expectation |

+ Ex ante evaluation supports the preparation
of proposals for new or renewed community

An Evaluator’s Perspective actions. Its purpose is to gather information and
; fo carry out analyses which help to ensure that
John Grieve the policy objectives will be delivered

successfully, that the measures used are cost-
effective and that reliable evaluation will be
subsequently possible.

*  Evalunatmg EU Activities: a practical guide for the Commission Services,
Directorate General for the Budget. Tuly 2004, page 12
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The Guidance/Expectation L‘

= Ex ante evaluation shall form part of drawing up each rural
development programme and aim to optimiss the allocation of
budgetary resources and improve programming quality. It shall
identify and appraise:

the medium and long term needs:

the goals to be achieved,

the results expected,

the quantified targets particularly in terms of impact in relation
to the baseline situation;

the Community value-added

the extent to which the Community's priorities have been
taken into account;

the lessons drawn from previous programming.

the quality of the procedures for implementation. monitoring,
evaluation and financial management

The Guidance/Expectation L‘

‘it is clear that ex-ante evaluation has to be
carried out by an ex-ante evaluator who is
not directly involved in conceiving,
implementing, managing or financing the
programme.’

* The SWOT analysis of the geographical area
covered by the programme precedes ex ante
evaluation ...ex ante evaluation has to assess
the results of the programme-related SWOT
analysis.

Scotland ToR Y

Phasel A the b ituation and how the RDR affects Scotland
Phase Il Appraise the proposed Rural Development Strategy for Scotland and
initial plan for the Rural Development Programme in Scotland,

Phase lll Appraise the revised plan for the Rural Development Programme in

Scotland (also RIA and SEA)

+ ForPhase 1 the Contractor must:

+  Summarise the measures and expenditure in the current SRDP, relevant
structural fund programmes and associated non-accompanying measures,

+ Review existing evaluations of rural development programmes in Scotland
In arder to assess value for money and identify lessons learned.

« Assess how current measures and spending relate to the axes and
minimum expenditure limits in the new Rural Development Regulation.

. Idenilxihn current, medium and long term rural development needs
through SWOT (Strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats)
analysis.

+ Make recommendations for priorities for the 2007-2013 rural
development plan including assessment of what can be delivered within
different scenarios of budget constraint.

« | porate findings from focus groups into the SWOT analysis.

The Guidance/Expectation L‘

The task of ex ante evaluation is to provide an independent
Jjudg t and 1 Jati on technical andir policy
issues linked to the programme in view of improving and
strengthening its quality.

Ex ante evaluation represents the starting point for ongoing
evaluation within the Common Monitoring and _Evaluation
Framework. Ex ante evaluation will establish the basis for effective
monitoring, mid-term and ex post evaluations, by ensuring that
there are explicit, quantified objectives and appropriate indicators
reflecting the strategic and operational objectives of the programme.

The interaction between programme formulation and ex-ante
evaluation should permit the responsible authorities to develop each
component of the programme in the light of the input progressively
acquired from the ex-ante evaluation.

Specification and Role Y

End of pipe

Preparatory

lterative

Period and involvement

Working together, the basis of engagement
Plusses and minuses

External or internal, objectivity vs iteration
paradox

England ToR Y

1.

An ex ante evaluation is required as detailed in Articles 15
and 89 of the Regulation. The evaluation is a tool for
improving the quality of programmes and providing
information on the basis of which decision makers can judge
the value of a proposal.

. Itis intended that the ex ante evaluation be carried out in

parallel with the design of the RDP to allow Defra’s Rural
Development Programme Team to feed results into the
preparation of the proposal.

. The evaluators will be asked to provide reports whilst the

programme is under development. This will allow the
processes involved to be validated and any weakness
addressed at an early stage. The key stages when reports
would be expected are detailed below.
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The Plan Y The Challenges Y

e Preparatory and overhead activities. * lInertia, lack of preparedness
« Evaluation of the fundamental analyses. * Political determination

- * Legacy effects
* Evaluation of the draft NSP. * Resistance to effective baselines and evidence base

e Evaluation of the draft RDP in three phases. + Change in programme approach
* Consistency of SWOT and objectives * Box ticking exercise, evidence for the EC?
 Indicators and targets * Lack of evaluation evidence

« Governance and delivery + |dentifying other evidence
+ Intervention logic vs entitlement mentality

* Evidence based policy?

Some Issues Arising in h
On-going & MTE

* Weak understanding of CMEF and Ex Ante process * Development/delivery disconnect

* Unwillingness to resource the programme » Delivery not adequately addressed in ex ante

development process « Ability to monitor and report inadequately addressed

* Poor drafting organisational structure ! Kouahth b snd aliarad
+ Lack of resources, capacity and knowledge Data SVSt?ms_nOtt ought throug 3 ang.dighe
+ No one picks it up, takes ownership

* Resistance to advice and recommendations
+ Staff knowledge and capacity gaps become more

e Production of the ex-ante evaluation report.

The Weaknesses Y

* Role expanded as scale of task to cover gaps became evident

clear * In effect retrospective ex ante
* The need for continuity from an early stage + The advantages of continuity, RDP, evaluators
* Budget more than doubled * Thechallenge of objectivity

Ex Ante Pitfalls Commonly v
Encountered

* Weaknessesin evidence base:
— absence of a neutral tone.
= gapsinand / or relevance of available data.
= emphasis on description at the expense of analysis.
— failure to draw out key findings.

« Weaknessin SWOT analysis and Strategy Formulation:
— failure to concentrate on strategic issues.
- strategic issues misassigned.
— poarly specified objectives.

+ Weaknessesin Coherence:
~ priorities poorly justified in underlying rationale.
- relevance of Measures to Priority rationale unclear.
— targets lack realism when set against context or resources allocated.

4.10 Input by SEA expert, PT

Input 8: Challenges from the point of view of SEA evaluation expert, by Jodo Pedro Silva, PT

No PPP is available.

The major challenge is timing and how to combine all processes. Experiences show that the results of SEA in
the past were not incorporated in programme design (re-integration) and the whole exercise was very formal
(pro forma). The Public Consultation period in which you have several stages is the challenge, the dynamic is:
to talk, to integrate, to talk to integrate....all with the MA and the environmental Authority which has the legal
power to launch the public consultation. It would be ideal to integrate the monitoring of the environment in this
process too, based on several environmental indicators. This monitoring is an obligation nowadays and it is
going to be a new challenge. SEA has been there for a long time. The role of environmental authorities, who
know the legal requirements, ideally also shall work with the ex-ante evaluator. In the past, contradictory

-19 -



proposals by the ex-ante and SEA people were often linked to the same indicator , caused by two different
reports in connection with the same programme.

4.11 Discussion, questions and answers

Q: Will ex ante requirements be part of an implementing act? A: According to the current stage of
discussion, no. Ex ante will be covered by guidance document only.

Q: The Fund-specific rules may establish thresholds under which the ex ante evaluation may be
combined with the evaluation for another programme. What does that mean? A: not relevant for
EARDF

Q: Is the Evaluation Plan linked to ex ante evaluation? A: Ex-ante is not directly but indirectly part of
the evaluation plan as the starting/framing point for evaluation during the programing period: In the
EARDF evaluation plan must be submitted with the programme, in the ERDF it can be submitted at a
later stage

Q: Where have performance milestones to be addressed? A: in the EARDF milestones are defined at
national level, compared to the ERDF, where there are only programme related milestones

Q: How do ex ante conditionalities relate to ex-ante evaluation, A: Ex-ante conditionalities do not relate
directly to the ex-ante evaluation, but you can include an extra task in the ToR I this respect.

Q: Ex ante conditionalities with respect to the environment? A: There are two: water and waste — the
idea is to report on them but not evaluate.

Q: What is NTS — non-technical summary?: A: It is meant for public consultation so good quality is
necessary.

Q: In relation to ex ante and SEA, should there be the same evaluator, the same process? — A: SEA
should be carried out by a specialist but in collaboration with the ex ante evaluator. ZP: it is not
specified how many contracts shall be prepared. There is some freedom for the MA, but the ex ante
report has to include SEA, the advice is to integrate both in one process.

Q: Transboundary consultation in the SEA in case of water? — A: all the programmes have to do these
consultations, therefore if they cover the same territory, it is a good idea if this done for all of them at
once.

Q: Ex-ante evaluation from an early stage — how early? A: Reflection on needs assessment can start
very early. There are different ways of approaching ex-ante: an end of pipe approach where the
evaluator only comes after the programme is designed, or s/he joins the team from the beginning - in
the first case s/he is independent, in the second s/he is integrated. Ideally s/he should be integrated in
an iterative process but also independent from the beginning. The ex ante evaluator could be seen as
critical friend.

Q: We have a description of the ex ante evaluation in the umbrella reg. The fund specific reg. speaks
about an additional legal fund; what is the reason for this special regulation? A: Common elements are
described in detail in the umbrella reg.; a detailed description will be in the implementing acts of the
different funds. We do not think that there should be an independent implementing act just for ex ante,
just a guidance document.

Q: Regarding SEA, what does “where appropriate” mean? A: “where appropriate” means that some
programmes such as those supported by the ESF or Network programmes are not the subject of SEA,
agriculture is definitely subject to SEA

Q: How deep should the consultation process on the SEA be — it is quite difficult to comply with the
requirement of a 3 month period, on the other hand, if it is done only by internet it could be a rather
quick exercise? Q: Consult with the responsible environmental body.

Q: Estonia, have you announced the budget in the call for proposal? A: No, however award criteria are
available, the financial allocation for the contract is expected to be 115.000 EUR for the national
programme.

Q: A quite long contracting period was proposed in the case of Estonia — till 2014? A: Estonia — the
reason is because the ex ante has to accompany the programme design, which means if changes are
proposed before the approval of the programme, the evaluator shall still be present.
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* Q: The best principle is to favour the quality of the offer not so much the price. A: Estonia: we came
back to the lowest price principle in the selection criteria because we found out that bidders are more
or less equal in quality of proposed bids and lowest price is a very clear criterion.

* Q:SEA: is there a possibility to combine SEA and ex ante ToR or it is better to have separate ToR for
ex-ante and SEA A: There is always the possibility to have one contract with separate modules, one
for ex ante and one for SEA, something like a framework contract; different blocks inside the contract
(e.g. SEA)

* Q: how to pay for the ex ante? Out of Technical Assistance of this programming period? A: At the next
RDC meeting the discussion on how the ex-ante shall be financed will be discussed; the discussion
with layers has to start on how the legal framework of current PP can be modified and consequently
also RDPs in this respect (that TA will allow to finance the ex ante evaluation). LM: it is a question of
creating links between both programming periods. The ideal would be to set up the transition rules as it
was in previous PP, and as it is not now the case. If the finance option for ex ante is included in the
current programme documents, it would be much easier to legally support the payment.

4.12 Systematic categorisation of challenges; rating of the importance and relevance
for drafting the ToR by the participants

Helpdesk members extracted the main challenges which were presented in the morning session and recorded
them on two posters with the ToR checklist (one for ex ante and one for SEA).

In the ToR checklist the main section headings of a ToR document are outlined.

Once the challenges had been stuck to the posters, the participants were asked to stick dots on the
challenges. This was a rating of the importance of the challenges in order to decide which to work on in the
afternoon session. The number of dots is outlined in the table.

Challenges for ex ante evaluation

ToR Section headings; rating Related challenges
of importance by the
participants by no of dots

Overall purpose of the
contract

(No of dots..1)

* The ex ante is a complex package with a number of new
aspects

Specific objectives of the
ex ante evaluation

(No of dots..9)

* What is the role of the evaluator if there is very little to
evaluate at the beginning? Does s/he produce content?

* How to manage obijectivity?

* What is the role of the recommendations for the RDP
preparation? Evaluators are independent and don't
know all issues of RD policy

Legal context and
framework conditions

(No of dots..1)

 Regulations and Guidance documents will not be
adopted before 2013

* ToR and preparation of RDPs will be influenced by the
concretisation of the relevant framework conditions at
EU and national level

A number of the documents that should be referred to
do not yet exist

Content of ex ante
evaluation

(No of dots..15)

* A number of aspects are new compared to the current
period

* A number of aspects need more in depth analysis

* Adjustments to the contents may be required after the
adoption of the Regulation

Main methods
(No of dots..10)

* How can robust conclusions be reached on the basis of
dependable sources and representative data in the
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absence of any specific legal requirement?

Deliverables
(No of dots..13)

The definition of separate concrete
packages/deliverables to be produced in a relatively
long and changing period of time

How to secure the quality of the deliverables?

How to ensure that the deliverables feed directly into the
programming process?

Timetable and interactive
procedures

(No of dots..16)

4 parallel interactive processes influencing the ex ante
evaluation process (Partnership contract, ex ante
evaluation, SEA, preparation of programmes)

The duration of the contract is much longer than in the
past

Indicative Budget (No of
dots..2)

Longer, more interactive process will presumably be
more costly

Required Qualifications of
the Team (No of dots..0)

Broader range of knowledge required from evaluators:
CSF Funds, human resources and administrative
capacity...

Selection (award) criteria
(No of dots..8)

Greater transparency in the award criteria required

Challenges for SEA

ToR Section headings; rating
of importance by the
participants by no of dots

Related ch allenges

Overall purpose of the
contract

(No of dots)

Specific objectives of the
ex ante evaluation

Legal context and
framework conditions

What is meant by “where appropriate” in Art. 48(4)

Content of ex ante
evaluation (4 dots)

Main methods

Deliverables (1 dot)

Integration of SEA report into the ex ante report

Timetable and interactive
procedures (2 dots)

Timing of the SEA in relation to other three processes

Timing and duration of public consultation, at least 3
months

SEA can only be done when the programme has been
designed BUT the SEA should taken into account in the
drafting of the programme

Coordination between different evaluation teams
contracted to do ex ante and SEA

Indicative Budget

Required Qualifications of
the Team
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Selection (award) criteria |

Challenge to manage four parallel interactive processes

4 parallel interactive
processes:

2011
10 11 12

2012
123456 7 8 9101112

2013
1234567 89101112

Preparation and
negotiation of
Partnership Contract

Implementation of ex
ante evaluation

Implementation of
SEA

Preparation and
negotiation of Rural
Development
Programmes

4.13 Breakout groups

Four groups — corresponding to the most highly rated challenges — were established.
People decided themselves which group they would go into.
Each group chose a rapporteur. A Helpdesk member assisted in each of the groups.
The group work was structured around the following guiding questions:
What is your concrete solution to tackle the challenge identified in the morning session?
The groups produced flip chart posters which are presented in the following section.

-23 -



4.13.1 Findings Group 1. Content and main methods

-24 -



-25-



4.13.2 Findings Group 2: Timetable, interactive procedure including SEA and deliverables
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4.13.3 Findings Group 3: Selection criteria, budget
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4.13.4 Findings Group 4. Specific objectives, content
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4.14 Summary of results

The Terms of Reference (ToR) for the ex ante evaluation — including SEA — of the Rural Development
Programmes in the programming period 2014-2020 serve as the basis for the contractual relationship between
the client and the contractor. The Terms of Reference are important as they define the essential cornerstones
of the evaluation and are an inherent point of reference for the contract which can be referred back to at all
times during the work.

The following list of concrete solutions is not a terms of reference per se but provides an overview of the main
points to be covered in the ex ante terms of reference. It should serve as both checklist and prompt for the
Managing Authorities in the drafting of their Terms of Reference.

4.14.1 Overall purpose of the contract

« State clearly the necessity to realise a complex package of different and not yet fully defined tasks: ex
ante evaluation of the Rural Development Programmes in the programming period 2014-2020,
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), evaluation of the ex ante conditionalities according to the
Annex IV of the Umbrella Regulation, contribution and coordination with the partnership contract at
national level according to Art. 14 of the Umbrella Regulation and with the thematic sub-programmes
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4.14.2

4.14.3

4.14.4

according to Art. 8 # 1 of the RDP Regulation the financial instruments according to Art. 32 of the
Umbrella Regulation.

To allow more integration of tasks ex ante evaluation could be placed as LOT 1 and Strategic
Environmental Assessment as LOT 2. Allow for contractors to bid for two lots.

Specific objectives of the ex ante evaluation

The ex ante evaluation has the aim of improving the quality and design of the Programme and to check
if the aims and objectives of the Programme can be realised.

The ex ante evaluation accompanies the Programme’s development including the SWOT analysis, the
development of the intervention logic of the Programme and the definition of the aims of the
Programme. It covers all the aspects of the Programme and sub-programmes.

Moreover, ex ante is the starting point for evaluation during the programming period and should
establish a basis for effective monitoring and evaluation.

The ex ante evaluation should be carried out in close cooperation with the Managing Authorities and
other contractors working on e.g. the SWOT analysis, the programme planning documents, the
partnership agreement, etc.

Keep the role of ex ante independent. State clearly the role of the ex ante evaluator as independent
judging on the programme design. Ex ante reflects on draft content produced by Programme
Development Team in an iterative process and does not produce content of the programme document.

Legal context and framework conditions

ToR should mention that preparation of RDPs and the accompanying ex ante evaluation will be
strongly influenced by the concretisation of the relevant framework conditions at EU and national level.

ToR should list all Regulations, Guidelines, Directives, Working Papers including evaluations that need
to be taken into account in the course of ex ante evaluation, even if not yet available and not yet in
force.

Mention that it is a non-exhaustive list giving margin to add something later on, if needed.

Evaluators must follow the future ex ante evaluation guidelines published by the Commission.

Content of ex ante evaluation

Main contents of the ex ante evaluation and the issues to be covered are stated in Article 48 of the
General Regulation, Article 9 und Article 84 of the EAFRD Regulation. However, do not just stick to
legal requirements; it is better to explain tasks to the contractor. Note that the tasks are not definite yet.

The issues to be covered include content and implementation related issues. Ex ante conditionalities
and performance milestones are more related to implementation.

Most of the requirements are the same as in the current period 2007-2013

A number of aspects need more in depth analysis compared to the current period: Appraise the
adequacy of human resources and administrative capacity

A number of aspects are new compared to the current period: appraise the programmes’ relation with
other relevant instruments, appraise the rationale for the form of support proposed, appraise the
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4.14.5

4.14.6

suitability of the milestones selected for the performance framework, inclusion of SEA in the ex ante
evaluation report, new or modified set of common indicators (according new CMEF), appraisal of new
priorities such as Innovation

For new or in depth issues (e.g. innovation) thematic studies could be carried out in the course of ex
ante

A number of aspects are no longer covered by the regulation but should retained in particular for
continuing measures: Appraise the lessons learned from the previous programming period

Develop an own systematic of programme specific evaluation questions (see input from Estonia)
Assessment of expected and unexpected impacts should form part of ex ante

Mention that some adjustments on the issues to be covered can be done after the adoption of the
regulation and publication of ex ante guidelines.

Main methods

There are no specific legal requirements on methods, however good practice has to be taken into
account

In order to reach robust conclusions on the basis of dependable sources and representative data, a
mix of known and tested methods should be used in the ex ante evaluation.

The ToR should stipulate that the proposal should describe and explain the methods to be used and
their implications for the quality of the data and the results.

Ex ante evaluation is expected to utilize already existing data (no new data mining)

The client will accompany the realisation of the ex ante evaluation and will wish to be kept informed of
the status of the evaluation.

The contractor may be asked by the client to participate in events and to give presentations.

The Terms of Reference should state which criteria will be used for the quality check of the ex ante
evaluation, e.g.: fulfilment of the tasks described in the ToR, adequate length, adequate methods,
robustness of the data, well-founded analysis, clarity and feasibility of the results

Deliverables

There are no specific legal requirements on methods, however good practice has to be taken into
account

The Terms of Reference should state the phases of the reporting whereby these may need to be
adapted depending on e.g. the implementation of the SEA or the contributions to the partnership
agreement. Standard phases may be:

» Alternative Phase 1. First Interim Report: Methods and tools to be proposed by the
contractor/evaluator and they are to be discussed (amended if necessary) and finally validated by
the client [Note: in case it is up to the tenderer/evaluator to propose the methodology and tools]

» Phase 1: First Interim Report: Assessment of the needs and SWOT analyses for the new

programming period on the basis of the description of the situation and the results of the mid-term
or ongoing evaluations of the current period (2007-2013)
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» Phase 2: Second Interim Report: Evaluation of the draft programme including the SEA and the
evaluation of the ex ante conditionalities

» Phase 3: Final report: Evaluation of the final programme
* Note: The number of deliverables will depend on the duration of the tasks.

» For the quality check of the work in progress it is important to clearly specify in the ToR the number of
deliverables to be submitted and the number of meetings to discuss the work/deliverables.

e The environmental report in the framework of the SEA is an integral part of the ex ante evaluation and
should be included as a sub-chapter.

» The number of copies, electronic version, CD ROM etc. should also be mentioned in the Terms of
Reference.

» The number of pages of the report, the executive summary, the SEA should be given, e.g. 150 pages
of which max. 50 pages for the SEA, max. 5 pages for the executive summary (also in English) etc.

The client should write into the Terms of Reference that he maintains the right to ask for the report to
be shortened. The report has to be drafted in a clear and easily understandable language.

4.14.7 Timetable and interactive procedures

» Legal requirements state that Member States shall ensure that the ex ante evaluator is engaged from an
early stage in the process of development of the rural development programme.

» Four parallel interactive processes influencing the ex ante evaluation process (partnership contract, ex
ante itself, SEA, preparation of programmes). Define end points for completion of the four processes.

» Make sure that ex ante is not understood by the contractor as an end of pipe exercise but as an iterative
process which needs to be managed and documented

» The Terms of Reference should provide the:
» Overall timeframe of the contract: at least 1 year
» Nature and timing of the communication and coordination of the contractor with the client

» Communication and coordination of the contractor with the programme writers, with the person in
charge of the partnership contracts, and with the person in charge of the SEA

»  With respect to SEA take into account the following points:
» Coordination with Environmental Authorities from the beginning is extremely important
» Sufficient time for the public consultation has to be provided (about 3 months)
» The non technical summary for public consultation has to be of good quality

» The findings of the SEA needs to be re-integrated in the programme and ex ante evaluation

4.14.8 Indicative Budget
» Contractor should have an idea of the overall budget which is available

» Additional tasks not mentioned in the ToR have to be paid extra by the MA.
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4.14.9 Required Qualifications of the Team

Besides classical selection criteria (proven years of experience in EARDF or SEA, proven years working as
an evaluator of public programmes) put more emphasis on

» Knowledge of other EU programmes funded through the ERDF and ESF in order to be able to
judge the external coherence of the programme with other relevant instruments,

» Knowledge of human resources and administrative capacity in order to be able to judge the
adequacy and appropriateness of the administrative capacities and personnel foreseen,

» Knowledge of monitoring and evaluation standards and procedures in order to be able to judge
the provisions in this field,

» Knowledge of equal opportunities to be able to judge the adequacy of the provisions in this field
and whether gender mainstreaming is guaranteed.

4.14.10 Selection (award) criteria

There are no specific legal requirements on selection criteria, however good practice has to be taken into
account

The way the offers are going to be assessed has to be clearly indicated in the ToR for the sake of
transparency and cannot be changed later on. The weighting for quality and price shall be specified. It is
advisable to use a formula for the assessment of the offers, indicating that the winning offer is the one with
higher/lower score (depending on the formula used).

Distinguish between eligibility criteria (e.g. company status), selection criteria (straightforward criteria to
assess the competence of the tenderer) and the award criteria to assess the offer (quality and price).

Not just price — quality award criteria have to be established to judge the offer.

The offer should present a management plan which is very useful to appraise how realistic the proposals
are.

A best bidder approach is recommended and not the cheapest by awarding 70% of the points to technical
quality and 30% to price. Quality thresholds in each criterion should be established to cut off proposals
which have all their eggs in one basket.

4.15 Closing word by Commission

Leo Maier from the Commission closed the workshop saying that it had been a very successful meeting raising
important issues and proposing solutions which will feed into future discussions on the subject.
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