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Minutes 
 
 

1 Key information 
 
DATE(S) OF EVENT 1 March 2012, Brussels 

9:30 am to 16:30 pm 
VENUE Helpdesk of the European 

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 
EVENT 

Evaluation Helpdesk 

SHORT DESCRIPTION 
OF EVENT  

In the context of the thematic working group on ex ante evaluation, a first good practice 
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) 
PRESENTED OR 
DISCUSSED 

• Presentation of legal proposals and requirements for ex ante evaluation and 
SEA by DG AGRI and DG ENVI 

• 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 
ante and SEA evaluation experts 

• Drawing key lessons learned for writing the terms of reference. 
EVALUATION 
HELPDESK 
REPRESENTATIVE(S) 

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

ANNEXE(S) / 
DELIVERABLES 

• Attendance List 
• 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.  
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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  
• 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 

• Opening and Welcome Helpdesk 

• Legal proposals and 

requirements for ex ante 

evaluation and SEA 

DG AGRI /  

DG ENVI 

• Clarification questions  

 
10.30 Coffee break 

 
10.45 Reflection on new challenges 

• Challenges stemming from 

legal proposals on ex ante 

and SEA from point of view 

of Managing Authorities  

Marc Longhi, 

French Managing  

Authority / Sirli 

Kalbus Estonian 

Managing Authority 

• Challenges from point of 

view of ex ante and SEA 

evaluation experts  

Erika Quendler, 

John Grieve (Ex 

ante evaluators) / 

João Pedro Silva 

(SEA expert) 

• Discussion Andreas Resch, 

Isabel Naylon 

13.00 Lunch 

 
14.00 Practical solutions 

• Introduction to group work  

 

• Group work on checklist for 

ToR for ex ante evaluations 

(including SEA) 

Isabel Naylon  

 
15.00    Coffee break 

 
15.15   Summary session 

• Presentation of group work 

results  

Rapporteurs 

• Discussion in plenary 

  
16.00   Closing the workshop 

• Summary of results Helpdesk  
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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 
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4.4 Input by DG ENVIRONMENT  
Input 2:  Legal proposals and requirements for Strategic Environment Assessment (SEA), lessons learned in 
the current programming period by Ms Yvette Izabel , DG ENV.A.3, Cohesion Policy and EIA) 
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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 
Authority by Mr Marc Longhi , Ministère de l'Agriculture, de l'Alimentation, de la Pêche, de la Ruralité et de 
l'Aménagement du territoire, France 
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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  
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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.  
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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 für Agrarwirtschaft, Austria 

 

 



 

 
- 17 - 

 

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 
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4.10 Input by SEA expert, PT 
Input 8:  Challenges from the point of view of SEA evaluation expert, by João 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 
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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 
of importance by the 
participants by no of dots 

Related challenges  

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 objectivity? 

• 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 
 

10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2

Preparation and 
negotiation of 
Partnership Contract

Implementation of ex 
ante evaluation

Implementation of 
SEA

Preparation and 
negotiation of Rural 
Development 
Programmes

4 parallel interactive 
processes:

2011 2012 2013 2014

 
 

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. 
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4.13.1 Findings Group 1: Content and main methods 
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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 
 

 
 

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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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. 

4.14.2 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. 

4.14.3 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. 

4.14.4 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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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. 

4.14.5 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 

4.14.6 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. 

• 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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5 Participant list 
 

1. Rute; AZEVEDO; EC; DG AGRI – L4 
2. Elita ; BENGA; LV; LS Institute of Agrarian Economics 
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