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Definition of evaluation and its types

Evaluation is defined variously, depending on the subject matter, applied methodology or the application of its results. In general, the definition of evaluation can be stated as „judgement on the value of a public intervention with reference to defined criteria of this judgement. The most frequently used criteria are: its conformity with the needs (of the sector, beneficiaries), relevance, efficiency, impact and sustainability of its effects. More general meaning of the term „evaluation”, emphasising its utilitarian character, is given by Korporowicz
, defining evaluation as a systematic survey of values or features of a given programme, activity or an object, taking into consideration the adopted criteria to enhance, improve or understand them better. Evaluation always is the study with an objective. The lack of the precisely defined evaluation objective calls its reasonableness into question. One of the most crucial evaluation objectives is to provide the people ordering the evaluation with reliable and properly substantiated data that will enable them to make decisions.

In the Council Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999 of 21 June 1999 laying down general provisions on the Structural Funds, there is an indication that evaluation is carried out to establish the efficiency of structural assistance from Community as well as to estimate its impact with reference to aims, and also the analysis of impact on specific structural problems. This statement tells us to treat evaluation as a tool for planning and managing structural assistance as well as an element of the system supporting an effective use of those funds.

To understand properly the essence of evaluation studies, it is necessary to emphasize, that evaluation is sometimes associated and/or taken for control, audit or monitoring. These terms should not be identified with evaluation, although they can be (in specific cases) a tool for updating the data collected during evaluation as well as for the needs of analyses carried out during evaluation.

The explanations of terms: control, audit, monitoring are presented below.

· Audit is the verification of compliance of the use of resources (mostly financial) with the binding legal regulations and specific standards e.g. the rules governing the use of assistance. Information obtained from the audit can be used in evaluation for estimating efficiency of an intervention and also as the comparative data for other similar enterprises.

· Control, like audit, can refer to the financial and legal aspects of a given project implementation. Moreover it can also apply to a study of organisational and managing structures. As opposed to audit, which as a rule has an overall and comprehensive character, control can have a fragmentary character and apply to one aspect of the institution's operation, e.g. the procedures of implementing innovations or the quality system.

· Monitoring - "regular gathering and examination of quantitative and qualitative data on projects and whole programme implementation with regard to financial and physical issues, the objective of which is to ensure the compliance of the project and programme implementation with the guidelines and objectives approved beforehand".
 Monitoring is usually conducted simultaneously with the implemented intervention and is designed for verifying this process, particularly the achievement of assumed outputs and results of the undertaken measures as well as inputs mobilised for their implementation.

As it has already been said, audit, control as well as monitoring can be used as the source of information, evaluation however employs also its own methodology. Before the suitable methods for evaluation are presented, it is worth to distinguish evaluation types.

Evaluation types can be classified applying various criteria. One of them is time when evaluation is carried out with respect to the implementation of a programme (ex-ante evaluation, mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation). Another criterion is the "location" of those who conduct evaluation and their dependence on the programme executors. If evaluation is conducted by an independent contractor, then we talk about the external evaluation. This evaluation is assumed to guarantee independence of judgements and opinions. Its advantage is the fact that it is carried out by companies specialising in this kind of activity, and that ensures professionalism of the services provided. This evaluation can be subject to risk of inappropriately formulated conclusions and recommendations made by evaluators, resulting from the lack of an in-depth knowledge of institutions involved in the implementation of an evaluated project.

In case of evaluation conducted by people directly or indirectly connected with the administration responsible for a project, we talk about the internal evaluation. Owing to this relation knowing the specificity of a given institution can be used during evaluation and because of that formulated recommendations can be more useful. On the other hand however, the main accusation of this type of evaluation is its lack of appropriate objectivity at analyses and data interpretation as well as the lack of a trained personnel, who beside their everyday duties related to work in an institution, could engage in evaluation tasks. As far as evaluation of the Structural Funds is concerned, we frequently deal with the external evaluation (mentioned in the framework regulation). Only the on-going evaluation can be conducted as the internal one.

The Council Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999 of 21 June 1999 laying down general provisions on the Structural Funds enumerates three types of evaluation in Chapter 3: ex-ante (Article 41), mid-term (Article 42) and ex-post (Article 43). Besides, there is also the so-called on-going evaluation, the conducting of which is not required in the framework regulation as well as so-called thematic evaluation. And the Act of 20 April 2004 on the National Development Plan (Articles 57-61; OJ of 24 May 2004), indicates three types of evaluation: (1) ex-ante evaluation - conducted before the beginning of implementing a Programme; (2) mid-term evaluation; (3) ex-post evaluation - after the end of implementing a Programme.

Brief descriptions of specific evaluation types in accordance with the terminology proposed by the Council (EC), will be presented bellow.

· Ex-ante evaluation - is performed before programme implementation and its objective is to assess whether the planned intervention is accurate with regard to needs (of a sector or beneficiaries) as well as coherent with reference to planned aims and how they will be implemented. It can also be the assessment of a context, the identification of potential difficulties as well as the diagnosis of target group needs and expectations.

In the working paper issued by the European Commission
 the ex-ante evaluation is defined as an interactive process providing judgement and recommendations by experts, separately from the planners, on policy or programme issues. The objective of the ex-ante evaluation is to improve and strengthen the final quality of a Plan or Programme under preparation. In this regard, this evaluation work has to facilitate a constructive dialogue between people responsible for a Plan or programme and the experts. The ex-ante evaluation also constitutes a key element enabling to understand the strategy and allocate financial resources, indicating clearly the rationale and the scope of choices made. In the framework regulation (Articles 40 and 41) six main elements of the programme, which should be covered by the ex-ante evaluation, are enumerated. These are: (1) the analysis of the so-far experiences; (2) the diagnosis of the socio-economic context of assistance; (3) the assessment of the legitimacy of choices made and priorities of measures accepted as well as the assessment of their internal and external coherence; (4) the assessment of the quantification of objectives: (5) the assessment of the anticipated socio-economic influence as well as resource allocation; (6) the assessment of the accepted programme implementation arrangements.

· Mid-term evaluation is the evaluation performed towards the middle of the implementation of an intervention. This evaluation critically considers the first outputs and results, which enable assessing the quality of programme implementation. It is essential for the assessment of the assumptions made during the preparation stage, particularly objectives and agreed indicators as well as the current context of the implementation. This is especially crucial, as a change in socio-economic conditions can make the initial diagnosis that was the starting point for the implemented intervention, outdated.  As a consequence, the results of this evaluation may contribute to certain modifications to the implementation of an intervention and to up-dating the adopted assumptions. The mid-term evaluation is to a large extent based on the data derived from the monitoring system and its quality depends on the scope and reliability of monitoring data.

Within the mid-term evaluation, the following issues should be particularly taken into consideration
: (1) the analysis of the results of previous evaluations, that can provide the crucial data with regard to the intervention being evaluated (2) the repeated (updated) assessment of the relevance of the adopted strategy; (3) the examination of factors that have occurred and that can have an impact on the implementation process and the efficiency in achieving the original objectives; (4) the confirmation whether the objectives have been defined  accurately with regard to currently existing needs, both of the sector and beneficiaries; (5) the assessment whether indicators are relevant as well as whether their additional modification would be necessary; (6) the assessment of the so-far effectiveness and efficiency, particularly the results achieved so far and also the progress in attaining objectives; (7) the assessment of the management quality of the project implementation, (8) the assessment of how reliable collected data are referring to products and the intervention results, including the monitoring system; (9) providing useful information for making decision about the so-called performance reserve.

· Ex-post evaluation
 - the evaluation of an intervention after it has been completed. According to the Article 43 of the framework regulation, it should be carried out not later than three years after the end of the implementation period. The ex-post evaluation aims at examining long-lasting effects of a programme and their sustainability. It is worth noticing that some results of a programme impact will be visible only in the longer prospect, thus the assessment of intervention sustainability has sometimes the estimated character, taking into consideration only present conditions. The overall assessment of the effectiveness and efficiency of an intervention as well as its accuracy and utility are not of minor importance. The reference to agreed objectives and the verification to what extent they have been achieved is particularly crucial here. This evaluation comprises the examination of the anticipated effects, as well as the identification of the effects brought [evoked] by an intervention that have not been expected, and this is of great importance as ex-post evaluation not only recapitulates the implementation of an intervention, but also constitutes the source of useful information for planning future interventions.

Apart from the above-mentioned types also other evaluations can be conducted. These are the evaluations of the supplementary character and/or analysing in depth chosen issues connected with the implementation of a project. They include on-going evaluation and thematic evaluation. 

· On-going evaluation - has a supplementary character for all above-mentioned evaluation types and can be conducted independently. The on-going evaluation is carried out throughout the period of implementation of an intervention; however it can not be taken for monitoring, as it consists of the in-depth assessment of the chosen problems that have appeared during other evaluations. The on-going evaluation focuses on the management process of implementation of an intervention, on the analysis of problems that occur during this process, it proposes also specific solutions. Moreover its aim is to analyse in detail contextual preconditions that can influence the success in a Programme implementation, or achieving the agreed objectives as well as comparing this project with other programmes of the same kind, and implemented at the same time.
The above-mentioned evaluations deal usually with an intervention perceived as an integral whole and they most frequently conduct more or less complex analysis of an enterprise.

Thematic evaluations focus on the analysis of a selected part of the policy, and this analysis is of the cross-sectional and/or comparative character. Interest spectrum of thematic evaluations may be various and it may concern e.g. a specified element of measures within a single programme or of several programmes implemented in a given country or region, or it may consists of comparative analyses of programmes implemented in different countries or regions. Thematic evaluations are often performed as case studies which enable the detailed and in-depth analysis of a chosen issue e.g. a specific priority, the efficiency in employment of the long-term unemployed or the effectiveness in implementing innovations in SME, etc.

Basic methods of evaluation surveys 

During evaluation studies many methods can be applied. And usually in one survey more than one data collection method is used. This approach make possible to complement data gathered in one method with the data collected in another. It is profitable from the point of view of verification and thorough data collection. Data used in the evaluation process usually origin from many sources and are mutually set against one another or compared. This procedure is called triangulacy and is used in order to ensure reliability of data gathered, to collect the fullest research material and to define logically and methodologically proper conclusions. Triangulacy can be used for data collection methods (diversity of methods applied), but also for information resources (collecting information from different respondent groups). Abundant research material for the assessment and drawing conclusions is obtained, and it enables drawing up possibly objective analysis, which will take into consideration the point of view of different groups interested in the research subject.

Basic data collection and data analysis methods are discussed in the following elaboration.

Data collection methods

The most popular data collection methods for the evaluation needs are: documents analysis, individual interviews, questionnaires, focus groups, observation and groups techniques. 

Document analysis

All types of documents, including documentation from units managing the project as well as reports on monitoring and other surveys, documents containing administrative data, can be analysed. The document analysis can provide the evaluator with information on the formal context of researched events, it allows learning the assumptions of the evaluated project and the results that have been achieved. It can be used successfully at the initial stage of research as the component supporting the preparation of field research, as it provides the preliminary information on the measures taken or planned and about their results. The advantage of this research method is documentation diversity and accessibility.

Despite the variety of data included in documents and their undoubtedly huge informative value, the application of this research method is connected with a risk of too simplified data interpretation and reckless generalizations. This can be due to the fact that data included in documents may be out-of-date or they may present the "one-dimensional" viewpoint e.g. the viewpoint of project executors. Thus data of this type should be verified by means of information derived from other resources.

Individual interviews

This method can be used in all types and at all stages of evaluation. Its objective is to gather qualitative information and opinions of persons involved in a particular programme - those in charge of designing programming documents, programme implementation, and its direct or indirect beneficiaries. Several forms of interview can be distinguished, each of which fulfils a different purpose: the informal conversation interview; the semi-structured, guide-based interview; and the structured interview (the most rigid approach), that is conducted with the use of the categorized in advance list of questions, and questions are asked in the same form and in the same order to all respondents. This kind of interview is used to decrease the differences in questions asked to various persons, and thereby increase the comparability of answers.
Owing to this technique the evaluator has the possibility to learn about all aspects of the researched project. He or she can touch upon complicated and detailed issues; at the same time it gives the interlocutor the possibility to express his or her opinion in his or her own words and to talk about things important form his or her point of view.

Weak points of this method are high expenses and that it is laborious work, as well as the complicated and time-consuming analysis. And this research method does not allow examining many respondents.

Questionnaire survey

This tool can be addressed to a larger group of respondents than interviews, and it can be undertaken and analysed relatively easily. The survey based on questionnaires consists of putting a series of standard questions in a structured format. The more a questionnaire is standardized, the larger number of closed questions it contains. And the interviewee is given predefined statements (descriptors) from which to choose. In case of a less standardised questionnaire, the respondent is free to formulate his or her answers as he or she wishes, as there are more open questions. A questionnaire can be undertaken by post, telephone, e-mail or face-to-face interview. This method is, however, characterized by small flexibility. The most important issues can be omitted and disregarded if the questionnaire contains no questions referring to these particular issues. The questionnaire survey is suited to the observation of the results and impacts of a programme. It is therefore likely to be reserved for ex-post and mid-term evaluations of simple and homogenous projects. The questionnaire tends to be less suited to complex projects. 
Focus groups

The focus group is a well-established method of social inquiry, taking the form of structured discussion, moderated by the evaluator or researcher who supplies the topics or questions for discussion. The focus group makes it possible to bring together the different stakeholders in a programme (managers, operational staff, recipients or beneficiaries of services), for the mutual discussion and confrontation of opinions. It is especially useful for analysing themes or domains which give rise to differences of opinion that have to be reconciled, or which concern complex questions that have to be explored in depth. The technique makes use of the participants' interaction, creativity and spontaneity to enhance and consolidate the information collected. Its advantage is group synergy effect, mutual discussion possibility and opinions confrontation. Because of the universal character,  focus groups can be used at every stage of evaluation process and in all evaluation types.

Observation techniques

Observation assumes that evaluators collect data by the direct participation in the measures undertaken within a programme. The researcher goes to the place where the programme is implemented and because of that he or she can better understand the context in which measures are undertaken, and facing directly the programme implementation enables the evaluator to 'feel at home' with a given issue. A trained evaluator may also perceive such phenomena that – as they are obvious – escape others' attention, as well as issues that are not tackled by participants in interviews (like conflicts, sensitive). Observation enables the evaluator to exceed participants' selective perception. With this technique it is possible to present the versatile picture of the researched project, that would not be possible using only questionnaires and interviews.

Group techniques

Various group techniques, used mostly during trainings and meetings for collecting feedback information from participants, may also be applied for data collection. They are easy to prepare and relatively little time-consuming. These methods are suitable for thematic evaluations (e.g. the evaluation of training). 

Data analysis methods

Having collected data regarding the researched programme, the team of evaluators may take to the analysis of these data. Data analysis is a complex and complicated process, requiring the knowledge of suitable methods.

Statistical analysis

Data of quantitative nature concern numeric information. They are used in order to recognize the occurrence frequency distribution for the researched issue and to define the level of dependence between variables. Quantitative data are subject to statistical analysis and its rules. The nature and scope of analyses carried out depend on the scale according to which they were measured (nominal, ranging, quotient scale). Statistical inference enables verification of hypothesis defined on the basis of possessed data. Identifying a correlation between variables with their mutual causality is a mistake often made in statistical analyses. Causality in general meaning, cannot be proved statistically, although it might be strongly suggested.

Qualitative analysis

Qualitative data are not expressed in numbers and concern description, cognition and understanding of researched issues. They are usually indispensable for the proper interpretation of quantitative information. Qualitative data interpretation is more complex as the researcher obtains a variety of poorly structurized material. The researcher's task is to set it in order, with the purpose of finding regularities. Qualitative nature of surveys entails pressure on processes and meanings that are not subject to strict measure discipline in quantitative meaning.

Assessment methods

At the end of the evaluation process, methods the primary aim of which is to assess the programme results with reference to predefined criteria, are used. The following can be applied: experts' panel and benchmarking, analysis techniques: SWOT analysis, cost-benefit analysis, cost-effectiveness analysis as well as econometric models: micro- and macro-economic.

Experts' panel

One of the most popular techniques used for estimating the impacts of a programme or project. It consists of collecting the knowledge of several independent experts in a researched domain, who on the basis of submitted documents and data will assess the impacts of a programme or project in the context of defined evaluation criterion. This method is recommended for assessing programmes that are not innovative and belong to public interventions of a technical nature. It can be useful for all types of evaluation. One restriction of this method is the subjectivism of judgements formed by experts.

Benchmarking

Benchmarking consists in assessing the effects of a programme via their comparison to the effects of similar programmes that are found model and may serve as examples of successful projects. Owing to comparison the strengths and weaknesses of a programme are identified and new solutions are searched in order to increase the quality of achieved objectives. Benchmarking is applied first of all in the ex-post evaluation. This method seems to be appropriate for preparing a programme or project for implementation. 

SWOT analysis

It is the analysis of strengths and weaknesses of a given project as well as its opportunities and threats, that originate from the external factors. Strengths and weaknesses are confronted with the external factors, that are out of the control of persons in charge of programme implementation, and which can have positive (opportunities) or negative (threats) impact on implementing the programme. The crucial task is to distinguish the factors that will make possible to develop strengths of a given programme, remedy (or reduce) its weaknesses, use existing and emerging opportunities and also to avoid predictable threats and dangers.

The use of SWOT analysis is particularly recommended for the ex-ante evaluation (it helps identify the most relevant strategic guidelines in relation to socio-economic development and to better planning of a programme). SWOT analysis is also used (SWOT analysis may also serve as a tool in the mid-term and ex-post evaluations (for assessing the relevance of the adopted strategy with reference to the present socio-economic circumstances as well as for identifying socio-economic changes within a region or sector).

Cost-benefit analysis

The aim of CBA is to determine whether the implementation of a programme is desirable, from the point of view of all groups concerned. It analyses positive and negative impacts of a programme (also potential ones), attributing them the financial value with regard to interests of various social groups. Its serves to define potential effects of several alternative project ideas and on the basis of that the most profitable version can be chosen. The cost-benefit analysis is used mainly for the ex-ante evaluation.
Cost-effectiveness analysis
Unlike cost-benefit analysis, this tool is used mainly for ex-post evaluation. It consists in comparing net results of the programme with its total cost, expressed by the value of financial resources involved. Results are obtained by comparison of achieved results with the budget involved in their achievement.
Econometric models

Econometric models are used to describe and simulate the basic mechanisms of the regional, national or international economic system.

Micro-economic models serve to judge the behaviour of households and companies in specific branches and on specific markets.

Macro-economic models enable assessing the influence of assistance on functioning of the whole economy. They reflect functioning of the economy in the state of equilibrium and they compare two scenarios - one, that includes the assistance granted, and the other that does not include such assistance. Macro-economic models are used for the ex-ante and ex-post evaluations of major programmes that cover a region or the whole country.

Planning evaluation

The evaluation process consists of several stages, the implementation of which guarantees the quality and utility of evaluation. The following operations connected with the proper preparation of the evaluation are crucial: defining its aims, its scope as well as adopted methodology of inference and assessment. Stages of the evaluation process are as follows:

· Planning evaluation - during which the needs and the initial scope of evaluation are analysed, taking into consideration available time and financial standing of the orderers

· Designing evaluation - during which expectations of the evaluation study are specified

· Data collection and analysis - during which research is done and gathered data are analysed

· Reporting - during which the evaluation results are presented in the form of a report and submitted to discussion and consultation. The scope of this confirmation may be restricted only to the institution ordering the survey or it may engage other parties, including persons involved in implementing the evaluated programme.

· Using evaluation results - information presented in the evaluation report serves to make decisions the aim of which is to refine the evaluated project.
While planning evaluation the following issues, resulting from its definition and its functions, have to be remembered:

· Utility of evaluation - understood as its utility for the ordering party. It refers to submitting such information that can be used by the interested institution. The range of data the orderer expects is usually presented in standard ToR and specified in the contract.

· Feasibility of evaluation - the following should be taken into consideration: time frames and financial restrictions of a survey as well as resulting from them the scope and thoroughness of analyses. Another crucial issue influencing the feasibility of evaluation is the accessibility of information sources and persons who may give such information.
· Ethics of survey - refers to the way the data are gathered and used as well as to the evaluator's independence.

· Correctness of methodology - the research should be conducted according to the explicit rules, particularly those regarding the data collection as well as the adopted inference and analysis methodology. This principle is to ensure the high quality and credibility of results obtained.

Both the ordering party (e.g. by guarantying the proper time amount, the access to proper sources of information) as well as contractors (by possessing proper physical and human potential to fulfil the order) are responsible for complying with the above-mentioned standards of evaluation.
Planning evaluation consists of several stages, the most important are: 

· defining the evaluation aims;

· selecting recipients;

· formulating the evaluation project and that includes defining: the object of evaluation, key questions, evaluation criteria, research methods and sample as well as the form of a report.

And then:

· specifying the terms of reference.

· choosing the evaluator. 

Planning evaluation is a process, that should be approached in a systemic way, being conscious that making some decisions entails specific consequences e.g. stating, that the primary evaluation aim is to improve the process of programme/project management, we automatically decide that the evaluation process itself has to be relatively rapid, so it really have the opportunity to provide suitable information in time allowing to use this information so as to introduce desirable changes. On the other hand, however, if we plan too arduous and long-lasting procedure for data collection and analysis, information supplied by the evaluation may be out-of-date and/or provided too late to change anything. Being aware of certain restrictions as far as the access to some data in concerned (e.g. the shortage of suitable documents or legal regulations, the appearance of administrative changes that prevent contacting some persons) enables modification of the aims in a significant manner, so they can be accomplished during evaluation.

One of the first questions to be posed when planning evaluation is what for evaluation is carried out. The answer to this question will define the evaluation objectives.

The main objective of evaluation is usually the research on the quality of projects, and as a consequence their improvement by supplying the information that serve to increase their effectiveness and efficiency. Evaluation enables identifying the strengths and weaknesses of a given project, it may point out arising problems, and it is a tool defining the degree of conformity in implementing the project with reference to agreed assumptions.

One of the most crucial aims of evaluation is to submit to ordering persons reliable and proper documentary evidence that will help them to improve the management of the project and to assist the decision process, also in the aspect of improvement in allocating financial resources.

At the beginning of implementing evaluation its aims should be explicitly stated, so the question: what its findings will be used for, should be answered. Without defining the aim further measures in building the evaluation concept will actually be unfeasible.

Answering to this question, that is very crucial from the point of view of implementing the evaluation, we may use the programme/project logic, that anticipates defining aims in terms of the programme/project outcome (that means products and services produced by a programme) and its impact (that means social are economic changes arising after the programme/project implementation). The impact can have the character of immediate results or it can be observed in the longer period of time (then we talk about the influence of a programme/project). Many implemented evaluations just focus on examining the logic of programme measures. The basic research problem will be to trace how the inputs used by the programme lead to different outcomes and how these outcomes lead in turn to results and to wider influence of the programme/project. In other words: how programme achieves the detailed aims and in what way these detailed aims contribute to achieving the general objective. The evaluator's main task may be the estimation of a programme/project outcome and impact. At the stage of planning evaluation it is important to precise the level of the conducted survey, that is to define whether the implemented evaluation is supposed to concern only the programme outcome or it is supposed to expand its investigations on the aspects of results or even the influence of the programme/project.

Another crucial question, that is posed when planning the evaluation, is for whom this evaluation is performed. Defining the recipients of evaluation should take into consideration a few categories of stakeholders. One of the categories is the ordering body itself. Another one is made up of institutions/people, who have not commissioned the evaluation, but who will be interested in its results, these can be social partners, institutions/persons implementing programmes/projects, beneficiaries, and also other people being in direct or indirect contact with the evaluated activity. In this category institutions/persons who are made responsible for the arrangements reached on the basis of evaluation, are very special. At the stage of planning it has to be decided who will be the direct recipient of evaluation and to which stakeholders groups the evaluation results will be announced.

Planning evaluation and having settled (at least tentatively) issues concerning evaluation aims, its recipients and restrictions in data gathering, we can get down to the designing stage. 

Designing evaluation project has more linear than systemic character, but practice shows that the evaluation project should also be considered as a whole. The choice of evaluation object directs us towards issues that have to be researched. The assessment of obtained information is only possible when criteria of this assessment are known. The formulation of key questions entails the necessity of choosing the appropriate research methods.

The evaluation project should thus include the following components:

· Description of an evaluation object

· Formulation of evaluation questions

· Definition of evaluation criteria

· Selection of research method and sample

· Definition of the report format

Each of these elements will be presented below.

· Evaluation object
Issues concerned with defining the evaluation objects require a decision as to define evaluation scope. Almost everything can be evaluated, in any time and configuration, taking into consideration various contexts and points of view.

Owing to the multitude of options for implementing evaluation, at the initial stage of conducting the evaluation its object should be defined, that is it has to be precisely stated what will be evaluated.

In case of complex and/or long-lasting projects the necessity appears to separate some areas from the whole programme/project and to focus on evaluating only the chosen area. Making the choice of the area of evaluation the stakeholders' viewpoint has to be taken into account. Focusing the interests on the most crucial issues will serve as the basis for formulating key questions that constitute the next stage in designing evaluation.

· Key (evaluation) questions
Key questions, the answers to which are provided after the evaluation has been carried out, are formulated in rather general, but straightforward manner. These are not questions which will be directly asked to persons included in evaluation (though some of them may be posed directly), but these are such questions, the answers to which will be searched during the whole research process. These answers will constitute the background for the evaluation report. Seldom is there enough time, money and personnel to reply all questions that are crucial from the point of view of the implemented project. Defining priorities and selecting interesting research issues usually becomes the subject of negotiations between stakeholders and evaluators.

· Evaluation criteria 
Evaluation extends beyond the simple statement that a phenomenon has occurred. This phenomenon has to be assessed; however this assessment does not have the common sense character, but is based upon the criteria set in advance. Evaluation criteria determine standards, according to which a given project is evaluated. These criteria are directly connected to key questions; they should be formulated clearly and precisely. They create a kind of value system, to which evaluator refers at every stage of his or her research.

In contrast to key questions, which do not have the assessing character, evaluation criteria have distinctively appraising formula. They are a kind of prism, through which the evaluator will look upon the evaluated project, pointing out what is the most crucial from the point of view of the project essence, its objectives and results.

The stage of selecting the criteria requires the close cooperation between the evaluator and the person ordering the evaluation to define such criteria, which will constitute the basis for the assessment of the evaluated project.

The examples of the most frequently applied criteria inter alias are:

· Relevance - this criterion serves to assess to what extent the accepted programme objectives correspond to problems identified in the territory included in the programme and/or the real beneficiaries' needs.
· Efficiency - this criterion enable assessing whether the programme is economic, that is it examines relations between inputs (financial, human, administrative and temporal) and obtained outputs and effects.

· Effectiveness - it examines a degree to which objectives stated at the planning stage have been achieved.

· Impact – it examines the relation between the project aims and general aims, i.e. the extent to which the benefits gained by target beneficiaries exert a widespread impact on the larger number of people in a given sector, region or the whole country.

· Sustainability – it enables judging whether the positive effects of a given programme at the objective's level may persist once the external financing is held. It inquires a durability of the given project effects on the development process at the sector, region or country level in middle- and long-term perspective.

The diagram given below, presents which criteria are most useful during the evaluation of key elements placed on the logical framework of a project:


· Selection of research method and research sample

Methods of gathering information are selected with reference to territory, target groups, chances of implementation and also other factors involved in the particular issues connected with a given evaluation. The evaluator, as any social researcher, is obliged by strict methodological discipline with regard to relevance and reliability of methods applied and these methods should serve as a guideline when planning the process of data collection. At the stage of planning evaluation, the manner in which information will be gathered should be specified, e.g. carrying out interviews and observations or alternatively using the already existing sources (data bases, documents, and previous auto-evaluation data). The analysis of data should be planned and conducted in such a way, as to provide answers to key evaluation questions. Selecting the research sample, i.e. people to be included in the research, it should be considered who will be able to supply most exhaustive information on issues covered by evaluation. 

· Defining the report format

The evaluation projects ends with determining the report format as well as to whom and when the completion report (or other reports scheduled within the implemented evaluation) will be submitted. The format of the report (or any other form of data presentation) has to be negotiated with the institution ordering evaluation. Apart from the format the approximate length and anticipated addressees of the report should be defined.

Ordering evaluation 

The procedure and process of ordering evaluation is determined by the Act of 29 January 2004 on Public Procurement Law. Article 36 determines the minimal content of the Terms of Reference (ToR; Specyfikacja Istotnych Warunków Zamówienia - SIWZ). They are prepared by the Steering Group for evaluation (if such a group has been appointed) or by the institution supervising the survey. It is a formal record of decisions undertaken during planning evaluation. Issues particularly essential for ordering evaluation are in italics, and they are discussed in detail in the further part of this study.

"Article 36.

1. The specification of essential terms of the contract shall include at least:

1)
name (company name) and address of the awarding entity;

2)
procedure for awarding the contract;

3)
description of the object of contract;
4)
description of lots, where the awarding entity allows tenders for lots;

5)
information concerning envisaged supplementary contracts referred to in Article 69 paragraph 1 items 6 and 7;

6)
description of the manner of presenting variants and minimum conditions which the variants must satisfy where the awarding entity allows variants;

7)
contract execution date;

8)
description of the conditions for participation in the procedure and the description of the method used for the evaluation of the fulfilment of those conditions;

9)
information concerning declarations and documents to be supplied by contractors to confirm the fulfilment of the conditions for participation in the procedure;

10)
information on the manner of communication between the awarding entity and contractors as well as of delivery of declarations and documents, including the awarding entity's e-mail or website, where the awarding entity admits electronic communication;

11)
persons authorised to communicate with contractors; 

12)
deposit requirements;

13)
time limit during which a contractor must maintain his tender;

14)
description of how to prepare tenders;

15)
date and place of submission and opening of tenders;

16)
description of price calculation;

17)
information concerning foreign currencies in which settlements between the awarding entity and contractors can be made;

18)
description of criteria which the awarding entity will apply in selecting a tender, specifying also the importance of particular criteria and method of evaluation of tenders;

19)
information concerning formalities which should be arranged following the selection of a tender in order to conclude a public procurement contract;

20)
requirements concerning the security on due performance of the contract;

21)
provisions of essence to the parties which will be introduced into the concluded public procurement contract, general terms of the contract or model contract, if the awarding entity requires from contractors to conclude a public procurement contract with him on these terms;

22)
information on law enforcement measures available to a contractor during the contract award procedure.

2.  In contract award procedures where the value of the contract does not exceed the  in PLN equivalent of EUR 60 000, specification of essential terms of the contract may not include information, referred to in paragraph 1 items 12, 17, 19 and 20.

3. The awarding entity shall request the contractors to indicate in their tenders the share of the contract they intend to sub-contract.

4. The awarding entity may indicate in the specification of essential terms of the contract, the share of the contract which shall not be sub-contracted."

Procedure for awarding the contract (Article 36 paragraph 1 item 2)

Although according to the Act the primary procedure for awarding public contract is unlimited tendering, in case of ordering the evaluation survey it is worth considering others that owing to the direct contact with a tenderer, will enable choosing the best contractor. A low price for services does not always guarantee conducting a survey in accordance with the ordering entity's expectations. On the competitive market of research and evaluation services the choice of experts in this field should be made with deliberation. In Poland it is possible to apply negotiated procedure with publication
 as well as negotiated procedure without publication
. 

Especially in case of the first one, the Act supplies a wide range of application
. Negotiated procedure without publication is applied more occasionally.

Description of the object of the contract (Article 36 paragraph 1 item 3)

In this part of ToR there is information presenting in detail the object of the order. This description should include:

· Basis of ordering evaluation

There is always a legal basis of the order. Legal frameworks for carrying out all types of evaluation of Structural Funds are provisions of the Act of 20 April 2004 on the National Development Plan and they should be referred to. If the ordered survey is taken as the on-going evaluation e.g. on the initiative of the Monitoring Committee of a suitable level, an appropriate information has to be included as well. Not less important is to identify actual motivation and expectations with regard to the commissioned evaluation, e.g. is its intention to change politics? Is evaluation carried out to modify the management structure? Or maybe, to relocate financial resources? Revealing one's intentions will enable the evaluators to come up to the ordering entity's expectations.

· Evaluation scope

ToR should include the concise, but comprehensive description of the programme to be evaluated, including, e.g. the description of its general and detailed objectives, target group, inputs and outputs as well as the organisational structure. Owing to that the tenderer is given the general knowledge about the evaluated project. As a consequence he or she can select more carefully the evaluators' team, methods etc. Information included in ToR itself should only be primary, while any supplementary data (e.g. details concerning the managing structure) should be included in the annex. That will ensure a better transparency of this document.

Second information that should be mentioned there is the evaluation project scope. In particular it is required to define: (i) project/programme/politics/subject that is supposed to be evaluated; (ii) time limits of the research; (iii) geographical area of research. Distinguishing issues that will not be subject to the evaluation can be very helpful.

· Main recipients of the evaluation results and how these results will be used

At this point information on the organisational structure of the evaluation process should be indicated, in particular: does the Steering Group exist (and its members). For the potential contractor knowledge about how the research results will be used is also crucial: to whom the results will be submitted? In what format? Who is likely to be interested in the results?

Information on the expected outputs can also be added here, with reference to the recipients groups, e.g. the full version of the report for the Steering Group members, the abridged report for other (identified) recipients, and the presentation for the general public.

Owing to those data the tenderer knows with whom he or she will cooperate during the evaluation process and how detailed answers should be provided to the key questions.

· Evaluation questions

Key questions defined during the planning stage should be included in this part of ToR. It is essential to lower their number (and to group them) to the most important ones for the ordering institution - that will ensure the better supervision of the quality of the conducted research and submitted results.

· Scope of accessible data

ToR should identify the present (and adequate to the evaluation scope) sources of information concerning the implementing activities. Among the documents there will be programme documents, reports on previous research and analyses, monitoring data, indicators, data bases etc. Documents relating to evaluation itself can be mentioned as well, e.g. the National Evaluation Unit guidelines, the European Commission working papers or sectoral guides that should be respected. Such a set of documents enables the tenderer to plan an adequate research methodology.

· Requirements concerning methodology

The methodology, that is to be used for gathering data and their analysis, should be adjusted to specific circumstances of the evaluated programme and to detailed issues that constitute the object of the research. If the orderer has any requirements concerning the methodology (e.g. he or she would like a wide research on beneficiaries group to be carried out or to obtain a quantitative answer to one of the evaluation questions) he or she has to state it precisely. Methodology can not be defined in a too narrow manner - additional issues, requiring a different approach, may appear during research - the imposed methodology can make this research more difficult or even make an exhaustive answer to the raised issues impossible. Thus methodology should be defined in such a way as to provide flexibility to the contractor in proposing his or her own solutions. It is to be remembered that the assessment of the methodology may be one of the most important criteria for estimating the offer.
Contract execution date (Article 36 paragraph 1 item 7)

Setting the deadline for order execution is required. Expectations with regard to the timetable can be stated here. They should be defined taking into account different variables, inter alias: the planned usage of research results, time necessary for ordering procedure, the Steering Group meetings schedule. The EC recommends spending about 10-20% of the time for the first stage, i.e. the detailed designing of evaluation and work schedule. On completion of this stage the ordering institution accepts the inception report. Similarly at the end suitable amount of time should be left to analyse the draft version of the final report and to introduce in case of need any changes before its final version is prepared. If the orderer wishes, the timetable should also include interim reports on the execution of particular stages of the survey (that may be useful particularly in case of long-lasting projects for monitoring the project implementation). As it can be seen having timetable settled it is easy to present the expected evaluation outputs (inception report, interim reports, draft final report and final report, presentations, recommendation tables, etc.) together with the description of their expected content.

Description of how to prepare tenders (Article 36 paragraph 1 item 14)

ToR may contain the precisely defined description of how to prepare tenders. Apart from the formal issues (e.g. numbered and initialled pages) the content-related issues, enabling the assessment of sent in tenders, can be added. The following may be define:

· names of tender parts,

· their detailed content,

· examples of how the particular types of information will be presented (e.g. tables)

· number of pages in each tender part.

Execution of part of the contract by sub-contractor (Article 36 paragraphs 3 and 4)

The Act gives the ordering entity the possibility to define which parts of the order can not be entrusted to sub-contractors. On the other hand the ordering institutions may demand from the tenderer to point out parts that he or she is going to commission to sub-contractors. Preparing ToR it is worth considering if and how this possibility can be used. Owing to that the ordering entity will be sure that the chosen company will not commission another company to conduct the entire survey or that the key elements of research (designing, analysis, colleting the key data) will be done by the team submitted in the tender. It provides the possibility to learn which resources are possessed by a tenderer, and  for which resources he or she has to apply to the external sources.

Preparing TOR it has to be remembered that the low quality or incomplete scope of requirements entails the contractor's allocating the resources inappropriately with reference to the orderer's actual expectations. Shortages in ToRs are only visible when the research is conducted. Then, as a consequence ordering institution attempts to guide the conducted evaluation differently or they expect additional results that have not been planned and for which recourses have not been designed. Such behaviour leads directly to conflicts between the ordering entity and the contractor.

Selection criteria for external evaluators 

Selection criteria are defined by the Act of 29 January 2004 on Public Procurement Law. Details are given in the Article 91:

1. "The awarding entity shall select the best tender on the basis of tender evaluation criteria laid down in the specification of essential terms of the contract.

2. Tender evaluation criteria shall be price or price and other criteria pertaining to the object of the contract, in particular quality, functionality, technical parameters, use of the best available technologies with regard to environmental impact, exploitation costs, repair services, impact of the execution of the contract on the labour market in the site of the execution of the contract and contract execution date.

3. Tender evaluation criteria shall not pertain to the characteristics of the contractor, and in particular to its economic, technical or financial credibility."

Simultaneously, the EC guidelines imply that selecting a contractor, the following issues should be taken into account:

· The quality of methodology

Methodology that has been proposed should be appropriate to the specifications defined in ToR, i.e. the object and scope of evaluation, timetable, and budget. For this purpose the table presented below may be used.

	
	For each evaluation question

	Proposal included in the offer No....
	Question 1
	Question 2
	...

	Does it ensure collecting sufficiently appropriate information?
	++
	+
	

	Is it based on the sufficiently demanding techniques of analysis?
	-
	+
	

	Does it ensure the assessment with regard to the evaluation criteria in an impartial manner?
	+
	+/-
	

	Will it provide credible outcomes?
	+
	+
	

	Is the significance of every question understood properly?
	
	++
	


The quality of methodology criterion should be of the most significance when selecting the offer. The assessment has to be done by an experienced person and comprise both qualitative and quantitative issues of the methodology (e.g. the sample size, the sampling method). It has to be remembered that with regard to these two issues different weight should be attached - the sampling method is more important (e.g. its representativeness) than its size.

· Evaluation team 

Evaluation team qualifications are always important, and particularly when the offer contains the proposal of little-known methods or ToR allow a lot of leeway in this filed. The issues to be taken into consideration are as follows:

· qualifications in applying the appropriate methodology

· previous experience in carrying out similar evaluations

· a knowledge of the institutional context

· a knowledge of other context, e.g. regional one.

The size of the evaluation team, its technical resources, dividing of work within the team and other similar issues that ensure the proper and on time completion of the order should also be considered. The assessment has to be done with regard to the methodology proposed, timetable, etc. - to answer the question if the tenderer with the available resources is able to fulfil his or her proposal. To make such an assessment the so-far experience has to be looked at, references may be insisted upon (with the referee's name), and the quality of previously conducted orders should be verified. It is important to obtain a statement there is no conflict of interests.

Selecting a team their background should be taken into account. The approach of consulting companies will differ from the approach of academic circles.

	Institution type
	Advantages
	Disadvantages

	Consulting companies
	· they have experience in carrying out various evaluations (large, international companies)

· they have specialist expertise (small companies)

· they can conduct evaluation relatively quickly

· they usually possess great skills at presentations

· they will be more flexible as far as the orderer's expectations are concerned
	· prices can be relatively high in comparison with other types of institutions

· they may try to lower their own expenses by using the already existing solutions to a given evaluation problem, instead of trying to adjust the evaluation to customer's needs

· they may promise evaluation but they will do an audit

	Academic institutions 


	· they may offer a high standard of methodological knowledge of evaluation

· they may possess a high standard of specialist knowledge

· scientific workers are perceived by the parties taking part in evaluation as being independent

· lower price
	· they may turn out to be less flexible

· they may promise evaluation but they will do the scientist research or prepare experts' reports

	Consortium of companies
	· joint use of different types of organisations carrying out evaluation

· detailed issues (or particular regions) can be divided among the consortium members
	· difficulties in research coordination as well as in ensuring its comparative standard may occur


It the team is big, and particularly in case of consortiums, the ordering entity should demand specification that will show in what way different experiences, skills and knowledge will be consolidated and used in team's work.

· Price

Price is essential in the assessment of the offer, however it can not be the most significant (the weight of this criterion should be about 20-25%). It has to be remembered that not only the global price should be taken into consideration, but its components as well, e.g. experts' pay in relation to auxiliary staff's pay, the costs of conducting field research.

Taking into account the Polish law provisions, team qualifications may only be the component of formal assessment of a tender (Article 91 paragraph 3), thus team qualifications decide on admitting the tenderer to participate in the procedure. And due to that, keeping to this criterion, crucial from the point of view of ordered evaluation, is difficult. It has to be remembered that in case of contracts value of which does not exceed the equivalent in PLN of EUR 6 000, this criterion can successfully be applied. In case of price analysis the Act provides the possibility to reject the tenders with a very low price, and that allows to avoid the necessity of selecting a contractor, who because of the low costs will not guarantee the proper quality.
The crucial factor that allows selecting the best tender is the composition of the assessing committee. As far as possible, such a committee should consist of persons with experience in methodology (to compare the tenders in a reliable manner), and representatives of those parties, who will use evaluation results.

Managing evaluation

Evaluation is a process taking place against wide social background, with a broad spectrum of institutions and people involved in this process as well as those people, whose actions are the object of the conducted evaluation.

Before making the decision on starting evaluation process it is necessary to plan the right structures and to adopt suitable procedures indispensable for the appropriate management of evaluation, to supervise its progress and to sustain the right communication between all parties involved - in various manner, to a different degree and on different levels - within the course of the social process that evaluation is.

Designing the system for managing evaluation, and defining bodies that will be in charge of controlling evaluation process, and also procedures that constitute the formal framework of this process, it has to be remembered that the managing system, as well as the procedures and bodies created to regulate this process are not allowed under no circumstances to limit the independence of estimations done by the body (evaluators) conducting evaluation.

Preserving the independence of evaluation

Until recently it was believed that form the beginning of evaluation, the ordering entity should "stay away" from the team conducting the evaluation process. This view derived from the conviction that only such behaviour (lack of mutual interaction between the orderer and contractors) will guarantee the independence of activities taken by the team that carries out evaluation.

At present the above-mentioned approach has been verified
 and it is believed that evaluation team independence is a more complex issue and it depends on many other factors than simple limitation on contacts with a customer. The best guarantee of the independence is a scientific and professional approach of the evaluation team towards that task. Even so the bodies deciding on evaluation and those who manage the project should remember that many factors may threaten the necessary independence of the team conducting evaluation.

First of all, it should be emphasized that all evaluation activities require proper independence between the evaluator and the evaluation object. Enlarging that independence will increase the credibility of the evaluation results.

However, irrespective of the undertaken efforts, the evaluators are rarely "fully" independent of the evaluation object. They are subject to many influences. We will point out some fundamental factors determining the degree of independence of evaluation.

	Fundamental factors determining to what extent evaluation/evaluators are independent.

· Evaluators frequently show liking for the achieved aims of the analysed projects. The evaluation team is sometimes chosen from the inhabitants of the territory on which the evaluated project is implemented; the evaluators are sometimes selected because of their knowledge of the issues covered by evaluation and because of their experience in a given field;

· Evaluators in general like to be listened to and want their actions bring concrete results;

· Interpretation of data collected during the evaluation survey often depends on the evaluators' knowledge and understanding of the rules and mechanisms that govern a given domain;

· Evaluators are paid, whereas the institution ordering evaluation is in some way more or less directly connected with the evaluation object;

· Evaluation concerning the socio-economical development issues never takes place in a politically neutral environment.


Generally there is no possibility to eliminate the influence of the above-mentioned factors on the degree of independence of the team conducting evaluation. Minimising these influences on the evaluation process and results depends on the evaluation team professionalism and experience.

It has to be stated that simple separation of the evaluation team from other bodies engaged in the evaluation process is not the suitable method.

At present the most common way of conducting evaluation research is the following situation: the evaluation team cooperating closely with the bodies preparing and/or implementing the evaluated intervention behaves as a 'friend who makes critical judgements'. Wherever the evaluator constitutes the feedback between the partners involved at various levels/stages of implementing the intervention, then there is a particular need to pay attention to obeying the professional and ethical standards both by the evaluators, and other partners of the evaluation process.

Partners in the evaluation process

It has to be remembered that evaluation partners means not only the recipients of the evaluation results, but also bodies that constitute a significant source of information necessary to properly conduct the evaluation research. Among bodies involved directly or indirectly in evaluation, the following categories can be distinguished:

	Partners in the evaluation process

· Politicians and persons making decisions – to this group, that includes e.g. the European Commission, the Community Support Framework Managing Authority etc., evaluation constitutes the source of information about the programme (its preparation, implementation and its results).

· Persons managing the programme – this is a group of people (employees of the Managing Authority, intermediate bodies) whose tasks include managing the different aspects of the programme; the evaluation results supply them with the information about the effects of their work, about difficulties, and also about that what has a positive influence upon the operations conducted.

· Persons implementing the programme – these are the employees of the final beneficiary institution; owing to the report on the programme evaluation people belonging to this group may see the effects of their work in wider context. 

· Programme target groups – these are the final recipients and beneficiaries, but also all those who could be beneficiaries. The evaluation results enable this group to see what they may expect of the programme (ex-ante evaluation) as well as what has been done within it (ex-post evaluation). Depending on the minuteness of detail that can also be the information about the projects, that were co-financed and particularly those which are the examples of "good practice".

· Other stakeholders - in compliance with Article 40 of the Council Regulation the evaluation results should be made available to the society on request. Exception to this rule are the mid-term evaluation results, which are available only with the Monitoring Committee's consent. The Commission recommends however that the summary of the mid-term evaluation is made available to a wide audience directly after the evaluation report is submitted to the European Commission (for this purpose can be used websites e.g. of the Structural Funds, Departments or regional authorities responsible for managing the given form of assistance).




The Steering Group, its role and composition

The key role in the managing process of evaluation plays the Steering Group for the evaluation.

In accordance to standards worked out by the Commission
 and recommended to implement also at the level of particular countries, the Steering Group should be appointed for every evaluation.

	Main tasks of the Steering Group

· Assistance in formulating topics and questions for evaluation,

· Specifying the contract conditions, 

· Enabling the evaluator to access information needed to carry out research e.g. meeting with the contractor in order to introduce to each others, to prepare timetables, to decide on how to obtain the essential materials, to give personal details of people indispensable for conducting the research, etc. 

· Assessing the evaluation quality (e.g. by approving the draft report version),

· Approving the final report.


The Steering Group for evaluation will comprise persons who, for the reason of their knowledge or experience, can make useful contribution to evaluation. It has to be remembered, that these are not only the specialists in methodology of social science or evaluation or the representatives of the managing unit, but also the representatives of low level management and implementation. The Steering Group may include not only the representatives of management and implementation but also beneficiaries of the programme and social or economic partners. In such a case the report on evaluation also takes into account their point of view (as the Steering Group approves the report).

Experiences gathered during the implementation and evaluation of interventions carried out within the Structural Funds demonstrated the profits following from including into the managing evaluation process all primary partners of evaluation - particularly it concerns those participants of the process, whose cooperation is essential in the course of achieving the fundamental results of evaluation.

	Advantages of the broad composition of the Steering Group:

Establishing the Steering Group for evaluation by including to it various participants of the evaluated process, gives the possibility to guarantee:

· Better acceptation of evaluation results by the evaluated bodies - as a result of relations based upon on the mutual confidence;

· Making the access to information easier as well as better understanding of facts and phenomena taking place during the implementation of the evaluated project;

· The opportunity to apply the results and learning from evaluation among the evaluation partners - as the result of their participation in the Steering Group;

· Taking into account in the evaluation process such interpretations and presentations of guidelines that will comprise all essential viewpoints;

· Disseminating the results and conclusions in a more quickly and less formal way; 

· Enlarging the probability of recommendations and conclusions leading to undertake the proper activities.


It has to be admitted that a wide composition of the Steering Group suits better to the requirements of the proper evaluation progress, because in such a situation the Steering Group composition better reflects the diversity of interests of groups directly or indirectly involved in the evaluation process. With this approach, we may state that the suggested composition of the Steering Group for evaluation should include four categories of persons:

· Strategic board for the programme or intervention, i.e. the representatives of the decision-making level in the political dimension and wherever it is suitable, the representatives of different level in governmental administration. The multilevel approach to including the strategic board to the works of the Steering Group is extremely important, as projects/programmes are constructed in a complex way taking into consideration various dimensions of territorial interests

· Operational board of the programme or intervention i.e. those whose activities are the object of the evaluation study. Yet for assurance the impartiality of the Steering Group, the operational board is usually represented by the top-level managers, who keep their distance from issues of the direct and everyday management of the programme or intervention. Irrespectively of this approach, this is the task for the chairman of the Steering Group to ensure that no member of the Group, including the representatives of the operational board, will attempt to influence the evaluation results or to omit or ignore any evidence/data collected during evaluation.

· Social partners i.e. persons representing the primary groups of interest, who are influenced by the programme or intervention. This group includes not only the representatives of labour unions, commercial, industrial organisations or businessman associations, but also the institutional or social bodies created to take care of the specific issues, horizontal aspects, like environmental protection, equality of rights, tourism, customer protection, etc.

· Experts, i.e. persons possessing technical and/or methodological knowledge, who can help in defining the evaluation questions or interpreting the evaluation results. The presence of independent experts in the Steering Group may be very crucial for supplying useful information to the evaluation team and during the debate the objective of which is to indicate more general lessons following from the evaluation study. 

It has to be emphasised that the main task of the Steering Group is to ensure the high evaluation quality and utility. Achieving this objective is connected with the improvement of the team works e.g. by supplying the access to information and persons or by preparing the evaluation questions and key issues that have to taken into account in the evaluation process. The Steering Group should also supervise the dissemination of evaluation results.

Performing the task of ensuring the evaluation quality, the Steering Group should put their attention both to issues concerning the quality control (at the level of results of evaluation measures), and the issues of ensuring the quality (at the level of evaluation process). Taking into account those issues is important as they constitute a tool for the assessment of conducting evaluation. It is a common practice that the control quality issues are supervised by a person responsible for managing evaluation in the institution ordering the evaluation survey. In turn it is essential that the criteria for ensuring the quality were controlled by the members of the Steering Group, other partners, members of the evaluation team and by persons responsible for managing evaluation in the ordering institution.

Proposed criteria for controlling and ensuring the quality are presented in the table below.

	Quality control (criteria re result)
	Quality guarantee (criteria re process)

	Fulfilment of the expectations specified in ToR
	Coherent objectives that can be evaluated 

	Appropriate scope and size of the research
	Appropriately prepared ToR

	Appropriate planning and methods
	Proper selection in the tendering procedure

	Applying the correct data
	Efficient dialogue and feedback in the evaluation process

	In-depth analysis
	Availability of proper information sources

	Credible results, which concern the conducted analysis and presented data
	Good management and coordination of evaluation team operations

	Impartial results which do not indicate partiality and which present in-depth judgement
	Efficient dissemination of evaluation reports/results among the members of the Steering Group and among persons managing the appropriate policy/programme

	Clear, transparent report containing summary and attached supporting data
	Efficient dissemination among the evaluation partners


General aims


(the profound constant change, both on the programme/project level, as well as beyond it)


Evaluation criteria: Impact and Sustainability





Direct AIMS (actually gained benefits)


Evaluation criteria: Effectiveness








OUTCOMES (confirmed planned outcomes) 


MEASURES (the process of converting inputs into outputs) 


RESOURCES (inputs: materials, employees and financial resources)


Evaluation criteria: Efficiency (from inputs, via measures to outcomes)  





PROJECT and PLANNING [preparation]


Evaluation criteria: Relevance (concerning the identified problems to solve or the actual needs to satisfy)











� Korporowicz L., (eds.) Ewaluacja w edukacji, Oficyna Naukowa, Warszawa 1997


� Angielsko – polski słownik terminologiczny programów rozwoju regionalnego, Polska Agencja Rozwoju Przedsiębiorczości, Warsaw 2002


� Ex-ante Evaluation: A Practical Guide for Preparing Proposals for Expenditure Programmes; paper available on the website of the European Commission


� The Mid Term Evaluation of Structural Fund Interventions, paper available on the website of the European Commission


� Evaluating EU Expenditure Programmes:  A Guide:  Ex post and intermediate evaluation including glossary of evaluation terms, paper available on the website of the European Commission


� Article 54. Negotiated procedure with publication means contract award procedures in which, following a public notice, the awarding entity shall negotiate the terms of the public contract with contractors of his choice and shall subsequently invite them to submit their tenders.


� Article 61. Negotiated procedure without publication means contract award procedures in which the awarding entity negotiates the terms of the contract with contractors of his choice and subsequently invites them to submit their tenders.


� Article 55. 1. The awarding entities may award their contracts by negotiated procedure with publication, if at least one of the circumstances below has occurred:


1) during the prior award procedure under open or restricted tendering no tenders have been submitted or all the tenders have been rejected and the original terms of the contract are not substantially altered;


2) in exceptional circumstances, where the object of the contract is works or services, the nature of which or the risks attaching to them do not permit prior pricing;


3) the specific characteristics of the services to be procured cannot be established in advance in such a way so as to enable the choice of the best tender; 


4) the object of the contract is works carried out purely for the purpose of research, experiment or development, and not to provide profits or to recover research and development costs incurred;


5) the contract value does not exceed the equivalent in PLN of EUR 60 000.


� Article 62. 1. The awarding entities may award their contracts by negotiated procedure without publication, if at least one of the following circumstances has occurred:


1) during the prior award procedure under open or restricted tendering no tenders have been submitted or all the tenders have been rejected and the original terms of the contract are not substantially altered;


2) the contest referred to in Article 99 has been held, the prize of which consisted in the invitation of at least two authors of the selected contest projects to participate in negotiations without publication;


3) the object of the contract is products manufactured purely for the purpose of research, experiment or development, and not to provide profits or to recover research or development costs incurred;


4) due to a previously unforeseeable extreme urgency for the award of a contract not resulting from the events brought about by the awarding entity, the time limits provided for open tendering, restricted tendering or negotiations with publication may not be observed.


2. Where the contract value exceeds the equivalent in PLN of EUR 60 000, the use of the negotiated procedure without publication requires prior consent of the President of the PPO by administrative decision.


� Evaluation of Socio-Economic Development – The GUIDE,  2.1. Part 2: Designing and implementing evaluation for socio-economic development;  � HYPERLINK "http://www.evalsed.info/" ��http://www.evalsed.info/�


� Evaluation standards and good practice. Communication for the commission from the President and Mrs. Schreyer; available on the website of the European Commission
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