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1 MANDATE AND GENERIC OBJECTIVES

Systematic and timely evaluation of its programmes, activities, instruments, legislation and
non-spending activities is a priority’ of the European Commission? in order to demonstrate
accountability and to promote lesson learning to improve policy and practice.

The generic purpose of the evaluation is to provide an overall independent assessment and
evidence on the contribution of EU assistance in the period 2007-2013 to support Croatia in
meeting the Copenhagen criteria so as to facilitate its accession to the European Union.

The ex-post evaluation is required by the Financial Regulation (EU) 966/2012 Article 30.

2 EVALUATION RATIONALE AND SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES AND EVALUATION
USERS

2.1 Specific objectives

1. To provide an assessment on the performance of EU pre-accession assistance,
particularly its effectiveness, impact and sustainability as regards the
strengthening/development of the necessary capacities for the achievement and
continuous uptake of Croatia's commitments for its EU membership and the
subsequent capacities for EU post-accession funds management.

2. To provide to the Commission lessons learnt and recommendations to improve current
support to enlargement countries.

The ex-post evaluation of EU assistance to Croatia in the period 2007-2013 will feed the
whole ex-post evaluation of the Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA), which was the
main financial instrument for delivering financial assistance to enlargement countries during
the 2007-2013 period. This ex-post evaluation is planned for 2020.

The evaluation itself is therefore more oriented on the retrospective assessment/judgement on
effectiveness, impact and sustainability of the assistance rather than on the assessment of the
relevance, and intends to have a forward-looking perspective for current and future support to
candidate countries.

2.2 Evaluation users and stakeholders

The main users of this evaluation include the European Commission, the Council of the
European Union, the European Parliament and Croatia. The evaluation may also be of interest
to candidate and potential candidate countries, EU Member States and their National
Parliaments, civil society organisations and the general public.

! EU Financial Regulation (art 27); Regulation (EC) No 1905/2000; Regulation (EC) No 1889/2006; Regulation (EC) No
1638/2006; Regulation (EC) No 1717/2006; Regulation (EC) No 215/2008.

2 SEC(2007) 213 "Responding to Strategic Needs: Reinforcing the use of evaluation”; Better regulation package



In the remaining candidate and potential candidate countries, the main evaluation users will
include the National IPA Coordinators (NIPACSs), and the relevant implementing agencies
and public authorities.

The stakeholders include:

e The NIPACs, authorities and structures responsible for management, implementation,
reporting and auditing the assistance (including for pre-IPA assistance), beneficiaries
of pre-accession assistance and other national stakeholders in candidate and potential
candidate countries;

e The Permanent Representation of Croatia to the European Union,

e EC stakeholders (non-exhaustive list): DG NEAR, DG EMPL, DG REGIO, DG
AGRI, DG JUSTICE, DG ECFIN, EC Representation office in Croatia, etc.

3 BACKGROUND

3.1 EU-Croatia pre-accession framework

At the Thessaloniki Summit in 2003, the EU granted all countries of the Western Balkans a
clear perspective of EU membership, subject to fulfilment of the necessary conditions, in
particular the Copenhagen criteria® and the conditions of the Stabilisation and Association
Process (SAP).

The SAP is the European Union's policy towards the Western Balkans, established with the
aim of eventual EU membership. Western Balkan countries are involved in a progressive
partnership with a view of stabilising the region and establishing a free-trade area. The SAP
sets out common political and economic goals although progress evaluation is based on
countries' own merits.

The SAP was launched in June 1999 and strengthened at the Thessaloniki Summit in June
2003 taking over elements of the accession process. It rests on:

e Contractual relationships (bilateral Stabilisation and Association agreements?);
e Trade relations (autonomous trade measures®);

e Financial assistance (the Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance — IPA®);

3 Established by the Copenhagen European Council in 1993 and strengthened by the Madrid European Council in 1995, the
so-called Copenhagen criteria are:

e stability of institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human rights and respect for and protection of
minorities;
e afunctioning market economy and the ability to cope with competitive pressure and market forces within the EU;

e ability to take on the obligations of membership, including the capacity to effectively implement the rules,
standards and policies that make up the body of EU law (the 'acquis’), and adherence to the aims of political,
economic and monetary union.

4 Refer to: http:/ec.europa.eu/enlargement/policy/glossary/terms/saa_en.htm
5 Refer to: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=cellar:9129ee12-9a91-415f-9b40-439c02a357b3
® Refer to: http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/policy/glossary/terms/ipa_en.htm



http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/policy/glossary/terms/saa_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/policy/glossary/terms/association-trade-measures_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/policy/glossary/terms/ipa_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/policy/glossary/terms/saa_en.htm
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=cellar:9129ee12-9a91-415f-9b40-439c02a357b3

e Regional cooperation and good neighbourly relations.

Croatia was the second country to sign a Stabilisation and Association Agreement (SAA) with
the EU on 29 October 2001. This agreement entered into force on 1 February 2005.

The June 2004 European Council granted the status of candidate country to Croatia.
Accession negotiations with Croatia were opened in October 2005 and closed in June 2011. In
December 2006, the European Council agreed that an enlargement strategy based on
consolidation, conditionality and communication, combined with the Union’s capacity to
integrate new members, formed the basis for a renewed consensus on enlargement.

After the Commission’s favourable opinion, the European Parliament’s assent and the
Council decision on the admission of Croatia, the Accession Treaty was signed on 9
December 2011 (OJ L 112, 24.4.2012). Croatia, the European Parliament and EU member
states national parliaments ratified the Accession Treaty and Croatia became a Member of the
European Union on 1 July 2013.

In the course of the negotiations, Croatia agreed to a number of commitments set-up in two
Accession Partnerships’, which had to be implemented by the date of accession, at the latest,
unless specific transitional arrangements had been agreed. Such partnerships identified
priorities for action in order to support efforts to move closer to the European Union within a
coherent framework. The priorities were adapted to Croatia's specific needs and stage of
preparation. The Partnership also provided guidance for financial assistance to Croatia. In
accordance with the priorities of the Accession Partnerships, the key priorities were the
following:

1. Ensure proper implementation of all commitments undertaken in the Stabilisation and
Association Agreement (SAA) in areas such as competition policy, in particular the
need to adopt and implement a restructuring plan for the steel sector, and the
acquisition of real estate. Conclude ongoing and forthcoming negotiations on trade
matters linked to the SAA (such as on a protocol introducing a tariff quota on sugar,
the enlargement protocol and further trade concessions on agricultural and fisheries
products), and ensure proper implementation of their results.

2. Implement the strategy and action plan for judicial reform in consultation with
interested bodies, including the adoption of necessary new legislation.

3. Adopt and implement a strategic framework for public administration reform.

4. Adopt and implement a national strategy for preventing and combating corruption and
provide for the required coordination among the relevant government departments and
bodies involved in its implementation, including making the Office for the
Suppression of Corruption and Organised Crime fully operational. Ensure pro-active
efforts to prevent, detect and effectively prosecute corruption, especially at high level.

5. Fully implement the Constitutional Law on National Minorities. In particular, take
steps to ensure proportional representation of minorities in local and regional self-

" COUNCIL DECISION of 20 February 2006 on the principles, priorities and conditions contained in the Accession
Partnership with Croatia and repealing Decision 2004/648/EC and in the COUNCIL DECISION of 5 February 2008 updating
the COUNCIL DECISION of 20 February 2006 on the principles, priorities .and conditions contained in the Accession
Partnership with Croatia and repealing Decision 2004/648/EC


http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/policy/glossary/terms/regional-cooperation_en.htm

government units, in the State administration and judicial bodies, and in bodies of the
public administration.

6. Complete the process of refugee return, including all cases of repossession,
reconstruction and housing care for former occupancy/tenancy rights holder, and
further enhance regional cooperation for accelerating the process of refugee return and
local integration, in particular by contributing to implementing the Sarajevo
Declaration.

7. Pursue efforts aimed at reconciliation among citizens in the region.

8. Maintain full cooperation with the International Criminal Tribunal for the former
Yugoslavia and ensure integrity of domestic war crimes proceedings.

9. Work to find definitive solutions to bilateral issues, in particular border issues with
Slovenia, Serbia and Montenegro and Bosnia and Herzegovina, and resolve the
Ecological and Fisheries Protection Zone issue.

10. Improve the business environment and economic growth potential, in particular by
reducing subsidies, restructuring large loss-making enterprises and increasing the
efficiency of public spending.

The implementation of the Accession Partnerships was to be examined through the
framework of the mechanisms established under the Stabilisation and Association Process,
notably in committees and sub-committees, including technical meetings and summarised in
the annual Reports presented by the Commission.

Linked to these priorities, EU pre-accession assistance, planned by the Commission in
conjunction with Croatian authorities, aimed at supporting Croatia in its progressive
alignment with the standards and policies of the European Union, including where appropriate
the acquis communautaire, with a view to membership®. Pre-accession assistance aimed at
helping to strengthen Croatia's administrative capacity in preparation for managing the larger
amounts of EU funding available after accession.

The above mentioned Council decisions provided the framework for EU pre-accession
assistance. Such framework is structured around®:

1. Political criteria: linked to Democracy and the rule of law, Human rights and
protection of minorities

2. Economic criteria: linked to Barriers to market entry and exit, Enterprise restructuring
and privatisation, Financial policies, Labour market and Land reform.

3. Obligations of membership linked to the 33 negotiation chapters *° organised around
policy areas such as: agriculture, consumer and health protection, economic and

8 Refer to 4.1.
® Please refer to Annex 5 for a reconstructed version of Croatia's' commitments for EU membership

10 Refer to COUNCIL DECISION of 20 February 2006 on the principles, priorities and conditions contained in the Accession
Partnership with Croatia and repealing Decision 2004/648/EC



monetary Union, energy, financial control, justice and home affairs, social policy and
employment, tax, transport, etc.

4. Participation in Community Programmes: linked to science and research and
education and culture

5. Regional cooperation: linked to international obligations and regional and rural
development policy and coordination of structural instruments.

The basic policy documents for setting down the priorities for programming of assistance
under IPA were the Accession Partnership®!, the Enlargement Strategy Papers, which
presented the Commission’s overall enlargement policy, as well as the annual Progress
Reports.

The Multi-annual Indicative Planning Document (MIPD) was the strategic document for
IPA I. It was established for a three-year rolling period, with annual reviews. It followed the
Multi-annual Indicative Financial Framework (MIFF) which allocated funds per
beneficiary and per component. It drew on the pre-established IPA components®?.

3.2 Croatia's current situation and challenges™®

In 2015, Croatia finally came out of its six-years-long recession. The sustained growth in
the pre-crisis years was based on unsustainable drivers. The credit-driven consumption and
investment boom resulted in the accumulation of sizeable domestic and external liabilities —
mostly foreign currency denominated, while public finances maintained a broadly pro-cyclical
stance. Croatia therefore entered the crisis with little room for manoeuvre and adjustment
mainly relied on internal devaluation. The benefits of increased competitiveness were
hampered by Croatia’s limited export base and the simultaneous economic slowdown in its
main trading partners. Between 2008 and 2014, GDP shrunk by more than 12 % in real terms
and unemployment surged from below 9 % to more than 17 %. The situation started to
improve at the end of 2014, and in the course of 2015 real GDP growth surpassed
expectations. Economic activity is currently expected to have expanded by 1.8 % in 2015. The
external sector performed strongly, and Croatia recovered some of the lost market shares.
Growth was however mainly driven by the rebound in consumption and — to some extent —
investment.

The recovery is set to strengthen over the next couple of years, but risks remain. By
2017, GDP growth is forecast to attain 2.1 % and unemployment to contract to under 14 %,
while the current account surplus should stabilise at around 3 % of GDP. In a low inflation
environment, high government and private debt, jointly representing more than 200 % of GDP
in 2014, will continue to constrain public and private investment as well as household
consumption.

1 Annex 5 presents the intended intervention logic of Croatia's commitments for EU membership. It is done based on the
Accession Partnerships.

12 Refer to 4.1.

3 This § directly emerges from the Country Report Croatia 2016 Including an In-Depth Review on the prevention and
correction of macroeconomic imbalances, EC SWD (2016) 80 final/2. For further details, please refer to it.



In the long-run, Croatia faces the challenge of lifting its low potential growth. Given the
depth and length of the recession, Croatia is currently expected to grow above its potential
over the next two years. Eventually, however, the economy is set to return to its long-term
potential growth, currently estimated at below 1 %. This low rate weighs on the convergence
process and slows down the unwinding of macroeconomic imbalances. Lifting potential
growth requires sustained investments and deep structural reforms in labour and especially
product markets in view of fostering full utilisation of the labour force, while ensuring robust
productivity growth.

With the run-up to the autumn 2015 parliamentary elections, the reform agenda has
suffered from delays, resulting in limited progress in addressing the 2015 country-
specific recommendations. During the past year, Croatia has undertaken some reforms aimed
at reducing the administrative burden on businesses and removing parafiscal charges. New
and revised legislation in the field of personal and corporate insolvency is expected to speed
up the deleveraging process and support the resolution of non-performing loans. Moreover,
recent measures in support of youth employment are starting to show results. On the other
hand, progress in several areas has been insufficient. Policy action aimed at encouraging some
categories of workers to stay longer in employment has been put on hold. Limited progress
was registered also in the area of fiscal governance, including the reform of the public
administration and the adoption of a public debt management strategy. Some of the saving
measures identified in the spending review are being implemented, notably in healthcare and
the rationalisation of state agencies, but at a slow pace.

In a few areas, preparatory work has not been followed by concrete measures: this includes
the reform of wage-setting in the public sector and state-owned enterprises and the reform of
the social protection system. The procedure for selecting board members of state-owned
enterprises has been made more transparent. However, other measures in the field of the
public corporate sector were put on hold in the run-up to the elections. Despite some
improvements, lengthy court proceedings, sizeable backlogs and still limited use of
information and communication technology still hamper the efficiency and quality of the
justice system.

Under the Europe 2020 Strategy, Croatia is performing well relative to some of its
national targets, while more effort is needed with others. Croatia is performing well on the
employment rate, reducing greenhouse gas emissions, renewable energy except transport,
early school leaving, tertiary education attainment, and reducing poverty and social exclusion,
but more effort is needed in R&D investment, renewable energy in transport, and energy
efficiency.

3.3 Evaluations undertaken

During the implementation of IPA, three Interim Meta —evaluations covering all the
relevant countries, including Croatia, were undertaken in accordance with the specific
provisions laid down under each IPA component in the Commission Regulation (EC) No
718/2007%.

14 Non-exhaustive list.
1% Commission Regulation (EC) No 718/2007 of 12 June 2007



The first Interim Meta evaluation' focused mainly on the strategic framework for IPA (the
MIPDs) and on the programming logic, mainly under Component I. It assessed how
assistance was planned and programmed and provided judgements on its relevance, efficiency
and effectiveness. The results and the follow up of the evaluation were used for strengthening
and streamlining programming of IPA Component | assistance, particularly the introduction
of the sector approach in the MIPDs for 2011-2013, something that happened basically for the
other countries only, Croatia being too close to the accession stage.

The second interim evaluation of IPA assistance! brought a consolidated analysis and
assessment resulting from 7 Country Programme interim evaluations (namely Albania, Boshia
and Herzegovina, Montenegro, Serbia, Kosovo'®, Turkey and Croatia'®) and Multi-beneficiary
programmes under IPA, focused on efficiency, effectiveness and results achieved. The
evaluation provided relevant lessons learnt to the Commission to enhance the programming of
IPA 11 2014-2020.

Both evaluations played an important role in drafting proposals for improvements in IPA 11,
as they fed the programming process with reliable information, useful recommendations and
lessons learnt from the programming and implementation of pre-accession assistance.

The third interim evaluation was carried out to assess the accomplishment of IPA programme
objectives by judging the performance of the attained results and impact of IPA assistance as
well as providing recommendations for improving the quality of programming and
implementation (mostly for IPA I1).

In 2009 a Country Program Interim Evaluation of EU Pre-accession Assistance to Croatia
was undertaken.

The Court of Auditors Report on whether EU assistance has improved Croatia’s
capacity to manage post-accession funding published in 2011 ‘concludes that EU pre-
accession assistance has significantly contributed to Croatia’s progress in building up its
capacity to manage increased EU funding after becoming a Member State. The assistance was
soundly planned, taking into account lessons learned from previous enlargements. However,
the objectives of the assistance have not yet been fully achieved and more capacity building
work remains to be done. The Court’s recommendations address the need to strengthen
assistance in relation to procurement capacity, regional bodies, project preparation, rural
development programmes and anti-corruption measures, and to draw lessons from experience
gained in Croatia in the Commission’s management of pre-accession assistance to other
countries'.”°

IPARD* Managing Authority is currently preparing the IPARD ex-post evaluation, to be
finalised by the end of 2016.

16 Mid-term Meta Evaluation of IPA Assistance, Contract No IPA/ 2010/231987
7 Interim evaluations and meta-evaluation of IPA assistance, Contract IPA/2011/277-427

'8 This designation is without prejudice to positions on status, and is in line with UNSCR 1244 and the 1CJ Opinion on the
Kosovo Declaration of Independence

1® Croatia and Turkey, being in decentralised management, were implemented under the responsibility of the national
authorities; the one for the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, to be implemented by the national authorities, was
finally delayed for administrative reasons.

20 http://www.eca.europa.eu/en/Pages/Newsltem.aspx?nid=1526

2! |nstrument for Pre-Accession Assistance for Rural Development (IPA's component V).
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Other evaluations are mentioned in Annex 1.

4 EVALUATION SCOPE

4.1 Legal scope

The Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA)* was established by the Council of the
European Union (EU) in July 2006 as the Community’s main legislative instrument under the
2007-2013 financial framework to underpin EU policy and provide financial assistance to the
eight recipient beneficiaries which are candidate countries or potential candidate countries for
membership of the EU (Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia, Kosovo and Turkey).

The overall objective of IPA | was to support candidate countries and potential candidates
("beneficiaries™) in their progressive alignment with the standards and policies of the
European Union, including where appropriate the acquis communautaire, with a view to
membership. IPA | consisted of five components with the first two targeted to all of the IPA
beneficiaries, the latter three only to the beneficiaries recognised by the EU as candidate
countries:

Component | Transition Assistance and Institution Building (TA-IB),
Component Il Cross-Border Cooperation (CBC),
Component Il Regional Development,

Component IV Human Resources Development, and
Component V Rural Development.

The financial allocation for financial assistance for Croatia in the period 2007-2013 was
around EUR 998 million.

Projects and programmes under the IPA started implementation during 2009. For the purpose
of the present evaluation, this means that previous pre-accession assistance being
implemented from 2007 to 2009 and aiming at achieving the objectives and priorities set out
in the Council Decision of 13 September 2004 on the principles, priorities and conditions
contained in the European Partnership with Croatia and in the two Accession Partnerships
mentioned above, will also be considered. In practice, this consists in projects and
programmes financed under the 'Phare’ Regulation® (introduced in Croatia in 2005), under
the Instrument for Structural Policies for Pre-Accession (ISPA)?, financing infrastructure

22 Council Regulation (EC) No 1085/2006 of 17 July 2006

2 Council Regulation (EEC) No 3906/89 of 18 December 1989 on economic aid to the Republic of Hungary and the Polish
People's Republic (Phare Regulation) and its amending acts. It was until 2006 the main financial instrument of the pre-
accession strategy for the Central and Eastern European countries (CEECs) which applied for membership of the European
Union. The Phare programme for the period 2000-2006 had two main priorities, namely institutional and capacity-building
and investment financing. Although the Phare programme was originally reserved for the countries of Central and Eastern
Europe, it was extended to the applicant countries of the Western Balkans.

24 Council Regulation (EC) No 1267/1999 of 21 June 1999 establishing an Instrument for Structural Policies for Pre-
accession.
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projects in the transport and environment sectors and the special accession programme for
rural development (Sapard)®.

4.2 Geographical and Temporal scope

The evaluation covers financial assistance provided to Croatia during the period January 1%
2007 to June 30" 2013.

4.3 Thematic scope

Considering that the EU membership of Croatia is a direct consequence of the actual
achievement of the agreed commitments, as monitored regularly by the EC up until Croatia’s
accession in July 2013, the present ex-post evaluation will be mainly focused on capacity
development related results, which were at the core of EU pre-accession assistance, mainly on
their achievements and sustainability. From a sectorial point of view, special emphasis should
be given to Rule of Law and Economic Governance, to better understand the process, both in
terms of focus and modalities of intervention, given notably the shortcomings shown by the
country after the accession. The other areas that could be focused on are related to public
administration reform (e.g. civil service reform; administrative decentralisation process;
training and strengthening of relevant bodies, etc.).

Croatia's capacity to manage post-accession funding has been already assessed in 2011 by the
Court of Auditors Report on whether EU assistance has improved Croatia’s capacity to
manage post-accession funding®®. The present ex-post evaluation will take stock on the extent
to which the Court of Auditors' relevant recommendations?’ were followed. It will also assess
the extent to which institutional capacities for Croatia's progressive alignment with the
standards and policies of the European Union with a view to membership, including where
appropriate  the acquis communautaire, were effectively and  sustainably
developed/strengthened.

Whilst relevant projects and programmes will be analysed, they will not be evaluated. Being a
strategic evaluation, EU projects and programmes will only be assessed to the extent to which
they sustainably contribute to capacity development and strengthening.

The thematic scope will be further detailed with the finalisation of the evaluation questions,
for which a proposal is set out here below under § 5, and with the consequent identification of
case studies.

Specific evaluations carried out should also be taken into account. The Contractor should
come up with an integrated assessment, also taking into account the findings of these
evaluations. A non-exhaustive list of relevant evaluations, which should be considered, is
presented in Annex 1.

% Council Regulation (EC) No 1268/99 of 21 June 1999 on Community support for pre-accession measures for agriculture
and rural development in the applicant countries of central and eastern Europe in the pre-accession period.

% Based on an analysis of a sample of 16 projects financed by IPA Components I, 11, 11l and IV and by the previous financial
instruments CARDS, Phare, ISPA and Sapard.

2 The evaluation team is expected to propose a set of case studies (refer to 5.2). The actual utilization of the Court of
Auditors report will depend on these.

11
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5 EVALUATION ISSUES AND APPROACH TO THE EVALUATION, INCLUDING
PROPOSED TOOLS

The evaluation should address both accountability and learning. It is expected to contribute to
learning about EU pre-accession assistance's impact on institutional capacity development
and/or strengthening (approach, methods) and how it can be improved for current candidate
and potential candidate countries.

The analytical approach must therefore assess not only whether or not institutional capacities
were sustainably developed and/or strengthened but also what the enabling and limiting
factors affecting their development were. In this regard the opportunity framework, the
context in which the EU intervenes, must be analysed so as to identify what its contribution to
the changes and developments was.

In line with the Better Regulation guidelines on evaluations introduced by the Commission in
2015 and with DG NEAR Guidelines on linking planning/programming, monitoring and
evaluation®®, the evaluation criteria to be covered are: relevance, efficiency, effectiveness,
impact, sustainability, coherence?® and to a lesser extent EU added value. Nevertheless as
mentioned earlier, some evaluation criteria are more largely covered since the evaluation itself
is more oriented on the retrospective assessment/judgement on effectiveness, impact and
sustainability of the assistance rather than on the assessment of the relevance and EU added
value.

5.1 Evaluation questions

This chapter presents a proposal for the Evaluation Questions (EQ)®. The evaluation team, in
consultation with the Evaluation manager, will finalise and complete (with Judgement criteria
(JC) and indicators for each JC and relevant data collection sources and tools) the proposed
set of EQs during the inception phase.

Nine EQs have been formulated to represent and address the fundamental issues in respect of
the strategy, objectives and implementation of EU pre-accession assistance in relation to
Croatian capacity development and/or strengthening in the considered period. The EQs have
been selected mainly on the basis of typology of capacities (capacity outputs and capacity
outcomes).

The EQs are structured along two headings: the opportunity framework® and transversal (EU
pre-accession programming and implementation approach and capacity development) related
issues.

28 Refer to http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/news_corner/monitoring-and-evaluation/index_en.htm.
29
Idem

% The EQs are based on the Evaluation Methodology & baseline study of European Commission Technical Cooperation
support developed by DRN Srl on behalf of DG DEVCO in 2012.

31 1t entails both:

Facilitating factors, all those that create favorable conditions for the implementation and development of EU pre-accession
support
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The Table below provides a schematic overview of the coverage of the evaluation criteria and
key issues for each EQ.

TABLE 1 : RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE DAC EVALUATION CRITERIA, EC-SPECIFIC ISSUES AND THE

EQs
EQ1 EQ2 EQ3 EQ4 EQ5 EQ6 EQ7 EQS8 EQ9
OPPORTUN  OPPORTUNIT PROGRAMM  CAPACI CAPACI CAPACIT CAPACIT CAPACITY CAPACITY
ITY Y ING TY TY Y Y OUTCOME  OUTCOME
FRAMEWO FRAMEWOR  APPROACH OUTPUT OUTPUT OUTCOM  OUTCOM S- S-
RK K & S S- ES - ES-LINK  ADAPTATI  NETWORK
IMPLEMENT UNEXPE  INITIATIV TO ON ING
ATION CTED E RESULTS
PROCEDURE
S
Relevance N v ~
Efficiency v ~ NV
Effectiveness WY VW W W W W W
Impact v v W W W W
Sustainability v \V W \V \V W
EU value
added v \ \
Coherence WV

v+ LARGELY COVERED v ALSO COVERED

Please note that when reference is made to EU pre-accession assistance this relates to
assistance provided via Phare, ISPA, Sapard and IPA regulations, as well as, depending on the
cases, to political inputs *,

5.1.1 Opportunity framework

1. To what extent did Croatia’s historical momentum, growth and membership opportunities, and
other existing contextual factors affect the institutional context of the EU pre-accession assistance?

2. To what extent did the government reform records and the sectorial political economy affect the
institutional context of the EU pre-accession assistance action?

5.1.2 Transversal EQs

3. To what extent have EU pre-accession assistance programming approach and implementation
procedures affected the capacity of the actions to achieve the expected results in terms of institutional
capacity development and/or strengthening?

Limiting factors, all those that tend to prevent or to limit the implementation and the normal development of EU pre-
accession support

The set of factors of the contextual framework allows visualizing both the fertile spaces as well as those that affect or can
negatively affect the implementation and development of EU pre-accession support.

The positioning or insertion of EU pre-accession support.in certain context conditions is useful to determine what is the role
played or being played by EU support. From a role of catalyst of initiatives to a role of rupture with respect to previous EU
efforts. The same in relation to the role of EU pre-accession support in the governmental and sectoral policies and their
incidence or lack of incidence in the capacity development processes in which it is inserted.

32 For example: EUs’ commitments deriving from its normative & policy framework (i.e. Communications), EUs’ political
commitments deriving from EU’s political agenda & priorities, EU-Partner countries & regions’ specific political dialogues
& relevant commitments (i.e. agreements), Multilateral political commitments (i.e. SDGs, etc.), Enlargement Strategy, etc.
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4. To what extent has the EU pre-accession assistance contributed to the sustainable production of
objectively verifiable changes in:

a. staff competences (legal, financial, management...);

b. institutional procedures and functions (policy and financing, stakeholders’ involvement,
accountability and supervision);

c. the organisational and internal functioning (institutional structure, decision process, internal
mobility and competition)

in key targeted institutions at central, regional and/or local levels (i.e. Croatian ministries, agencies
and regional and local authorities involved in the programming and management of EU pre-accession
assistance)?

How did external factors (political, institutional, sectorial, societal, etc.) affect such changes?

5. To what extent has EU pre-accession assistance contributed to the production of objectively
verifiable changes on individuals, institutions and initiatives, which were not targeted? How did
external factors affect such changes?

6. To what extent are Croatian targeted institutions more capable than before to generate the plans
(strategic or other levels) that reflect their stated needs, mission and various changing environments
and to then mobilise the resources and management to execute them?

7. To what extent are Croatian targeted institutions more capable than before to achieve and monitor
the results stated in national plans/policies in a sustainable manner?

8. To what extent are Croatian targeted institutions in a position to constantly adapt in response to
changing external environments and conditions?

9. To what extent are the Croatian targeted institutions accountable and able to work in a coordinated
and efficient manner as part of a larger network of interested stakeholders?

5.2 Evaluation tools and techniques

The structuring stage aims to define the design and the methodology of the evaluation. The
methodology will clearly specify the working methods and the techniques to be used (e.g.
data collection, case studies, etc.)

Among the pool of main methodological techniques, the following key elements can be
already pinpointed:

A. The intervention logic (IL) and the expected effects diagram.

The logical sequence of the hierarchy of objectives and expected effects. A first draft of the IL
of Croatia's commitment for EU membership is presented in Annex 5. It differentiates
between different logical levels. These are:

v Inputs: The political, technical, financial, human and material resources put
in place in order to plan and implement activities.

v’ Activities: Specific support tasks put in place to generate outputs within the
framework of an intervention. Each intervention is composed of a set of
activities (or a single activity).

v' Outputs: Direct products or services delivered by activities, directly
influencing the achievement of outcomes.

14



v' Specific objectives (Outcomes): Short to medium term effects on the
political, social, economic and environmental areas targeted by EU financed
interventions as well as changes in behaviour of addressees of EU financed
interventions. Other external factors and players also influence the targeted
areas and addressee.

v" Overall objectives (Impacts): Intermediate to long-term change in the
political, social, economic and environmental global context which will stem
from interventions of all relevant actors and stakeholders and which will be
indirectly influenced by the EU.

B. Evaluation Questions.

A draft set of EQs headings is presented here above. As mentioned earlier, the evaluation
team, in consultation with the EC Evaluation manager, will finalise and complete (with
Judgement criteria (JC) and indicators for each JC and relevant data collection sources and
tools) the proposed set of EQs during the inception phase. Expectations expressed by the 1SG
members and other key informants as well as the feasibility of arriving at an answer (based on
a first desk review), will be considered.

C. Evaluation Matrix: Judgment criteria, indicators and sources.

Judgement criteria determine the appropriate indicators and, more generally, the nature of the
data collected and the type of analysis. The indicators will need to allow cross-checking,
triangulating and strengthening the evidence base on which the questions are answered. The
information gathered for each indicator will need to be presented as an annex of the desk and
final reports.

D. Data collection tools.

Several tools will be used for collecting, structuring, processing and analysing data
throughout the evaluation process:

v"Inventory of EU interventions.

v’ Literature review. The team will scrutinize all relevant key documentation
on the: EU policy and strategy documents (Enlargement Strategies, MIPD,
EC progress reports, etc.); EU-Croatia policy and strategy documents
(Accession Partnerships, etc.); Country official documents (i.e. national
programme for integration of Croatia into the EU and those linked to areas
covered by EU pre-accession assistance); Programme and project
documents; Previous evaluations, studies, etc.

v" Interviews. Both structured and unstructured. A round of interviews
via/phone/email/face-to-face/video-conference discussions with relevant EC
staff (senior management, relevant staff in charge of Croatia in DG NEAR
and in other DGs in the framework of the country's actual membership, etc.)
with stakeholders in Croatia (governmental and  non-governmental
stakeholders) and with other stakeholders (EU Member States and other
donors, etc.) will be made. The selection of key informants and interlocutors
will be based on the specific added value they can bring concerning the
various EQs. Interviews will be carried out during the inception, desk and
during the field phases. Focus groups can also be envisaged, using
participatory methods.

There will be close consultations with stakeholders. For this purpose, the
Permanent Representation of Croatia to the European Union will be part of
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the Interservice Steering Group (1SG)*, to ensure that the evaluation will be
carried out in partnership.

The contracting authority expects the evaluation team to build in
considerable time to look through documents and to have face-to-face
discussions in Brussels throughout the evaluation process, particularly
during the inception and desk phases.

v’ Case study. Several case studies should be conducted to provide detailed
qualitative information on important issues in light of the EQs. The selection
of the case studies will be done using a sample approach to be agreed upon
by the EC Evaluation Manager. Some criteria to be considered might be:

= Sector specific considerations (weight of areas covered in the
intervention logic).

* Typology and/or representativeness of EU interventions’ beneficiaries
= Importance (budget related) of interventions

= Availability of information on the interventions (mainly review,
progress and evaluation reports)

= Other.

v Survey. A survey is expected to be elaborated to further informing the
evaluation.

v Quantitative analysis.

5.3 Envisaged limitations

Many stakeholders both in Croatia and in the EU have changed assignments or left their
services. The EU Delegation to Croatia was closed on 30 June 2013. It was succeeded by the
so called Croatia Transition Team, an office of former DG ELARG which existed in parallel
with the EC Representation in Croatia and which terminated its activities on 31 August 2014.
This presents a certain risk, as to the availability of data and information.

Even if electronic versions for some of the key documents should be available, availability of
documents might be an important limitation from the EC side since most of the documents are
already archived in the historic archives of the Commission. In this regard, the main contact
point would be the NIPAC and sufficient time would need to be devoted to data collection
from the contractor's side.

6 RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF THE EVALUATION

6.1 AtEC level

The DG NEAR Thematic Support, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit (A3) is responsible for the
management and the supervision of the evaluation.

33 Refer to § 6.
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The progress of the evaluation will be followed closely by an Interservice Steering Group
(ISG) consisting of: DG NEAR Directorates A and D, DG EMPL, DG JUST, DG AGRI, DG
EMPL, DG REGIO, DG ECFIN and the Permanent Representation of Croatia to the European
Union.

The I1SG will have the following responsibilities:

e Steering the evaluation exercise in all key phases to comply with quality standards:
preparation and/or provision of comments to the roadmap and Terms of reference;
selection of the evaluation team; consultation; inception, desk, field, synthesis and
reporting phases.

The EC evaluation manager (NEAR A3) steers the 1ISG and is supported in its function
by ISG members.

e Providing input and information to the evaluation team. Mobilise the institutional,
thematic, and methodological knowledge available in the various DGs of the
Commission that are interested in the evaluation.

e Providing quality control on the different draft deliverables. The EC evaluation
manager, as lead of the ISG, consolidates the comments to be sent to the evaluation
team and endorses the deliverables.

e Ensuring a proper follow-up action plan after completion of the evaluation.

To avoid duplication and consolidate communications between meetings, the ISG members
communicate with the evaluation team via the EC Evaluation Manager.

6.2 At the consultants level

The contractor is expected to oversight the quality of the process, of the evaluation design, of
the inputs (team) and deliverables (reports). In particular:

- Before the work actually starts, the contractor should provide guidance to the
evaluation team to ensure that the evaluation team has a clear understanding of the
tasks, of the evaluation process, the content and implications of the different steps.
Depending on the specific needs, the guidance should focus on:

= Scope of the work
= Complex evaluation methodology
= Data collection and analysis
= Presentation of findings
» How to inform the indicators
= How to answer to the judgement criteria
= How to answer to the evaluation questions
- Support the team leader in its role, mainly from a team's management perspective. In

this regard, the contractor should make sure that for each evaluation phase specific
tasks and deliverables for each team members are clear.

- Provide a continuous backstopping and quality control of the evaluation teams’

outputs (from evaluation design to final report). The contractor should be supported in
this particular field by the Quality Control expert.
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7 EVALUATION PROCESS AND DELIVERABLES

The overall guidance to be used is available on the web page of the DG DEVCO Evaluation
Unit (http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/evaluation/methodology/index_en.htm) and on the
web page of DG NEAR (http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/news_corner/monitoring-and-
evaluation/index_en.htm).

The basic approach to the assignment consists of four main phases, each one ending with the
approval of a specific deliverable in the form of a report. As mentioned above, the ISG will
support the EC Evaluation manager in assessing the quality of the draft deliverables in order
to achieve their finalisation. The reports will be revised in light of feedback from the ISG.
Each phase will start further to the approval of the previous phase report.

The four phases can be synthesised as follows:

e The inception phase, which aims at structuring the evaluation.

Clarifying the issues of the evaluation is the first aim of this phase. The inception
phase will start with a kick-off meeting. The meeting has the purpose to arrive at a
clear shared understanding of what is required by EC services.

Further to a first desk review of the political, institutional and technical/cooperation
framework of EU pre-accession assistance to Croatia, and to the identification of the
main commitments and objectives to be achieved by both parties, the evaluation team,
in consultation with the EC evaluation manager, will produce the evaluation design
(reconstruction/finalisation of the intervention logic and based on the latter
definition/finalisation of evaluation questions and related judgement criteria and
indicators, with identification of data collection tools and sources). The mapping and
analysis of relevant spending (projects, programmes, etc.) and non-spending (policy
dialogues, etc.) interventions, and the methodological proposal for the following
phases (data collection tools and analysis), are part of this phase.

The limitations faced or to be faced during the evaluation exercise will need to be
discussed and mitigation measures defined. Finally, the work plan for the overall
evaluation process, that will need to be to the extent possible in line with that proposed
in the present ToR, will also be presented and agreed in this phase.

If necessary, the Inception Report will also include suggestions of modifications to the
composition of the evaluation team.

e Desk phase: During this phase, desk work takes place in order to collect and analyse
data, and coming up with preliminary answers to the evaluation questions and
hypotheses that can guide the subsequent field work. Information gaps for a sound
answer to the evaluation questions will also be identified. A brief presentation of data
collection and analyses done during this phase, challenges and limitations potentially
faced will also be discussed. Changes to the evaluation questions (including judgment
criteria and indicators) can also be proposed, if deemed necessary, during this phase
(and not later on). On the same line, discussing potential amendments to the selection
of interventions and/or case studies (if relevant) identified during the inception phase
can be envisaged. The extent of these potential amendments must nevertheless be of a
reasonable nature.

The methodology for the field phase, including the expected deliverable and the field
phase organisation, will also be detailed in this phase. Finally, remaining work for the
synthesis phase will also be mentioned. If needed, an update of the work plan will be
presented.
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e Field phase: field activities help in validating/rejecting preliminary answers to the
evaluation questions and bring additional information and direct evidence.

This phase will involve discussions with:

e Croatia stakeholders: NIPAC, main beneficiary institutions, etc.

e EU officials involved in programming, implementation and oversight of EU pre-
accession assistance

e CSOs in-country with experience and knowledge of EU pre-accession assistance

e EU Member States and other donors — international NGOs, bi-laterals and multi-
laterals.

Assessing whether there is need for further research and interviews to prepare the
synthesis report, and in particular the overall assessment, the conclusions and
recommendation chapter, is part of this phase as well.

e Synthesis and reporting phase. This phase entails the analysis of the data collected
during the desk and field phase to finalise the answers to the evaluation questions, and
prepare the synthesis report that includes the overall assessment, conclusions and
recommendations of the evaluation. The contracting authority will publish the Final
Report, the Executive Summaries, and the annexes on the Commission's central
website.

The offer will be based on 50 hard copies in English of the Final Main Report
(without annexes) and 20 copies of the annexes. A non-editable version on a USB
stick or on a CD-ROM shall be added to each printed Final Main Report. The
executive summary will be translated in French and in Croatian. The translation costs
should be included in the financial offer.

The evaluation manager to be nominated by the contractor will need to be present in each
meeting with the 1SG.

The table below summarises these phases:

Phases Activities Deliverables (& meetings)**
= Data collection & definition of M Inception Report™ incl.:
analysis methods v Final intended/planned Intervention
= Background analysis Logic
= Interviews at EC HQ (& country v' Evaluation Questions (EQs), with
INCEPTION: visit(s) if relevant) judgment criteria & indicators
STRUCTURING =  Reconstruction of EU v' Data analysis and collection
Intervention's rationale, incl. methods
objectives, specific features and v' EU actions inventory
target beneficiaries v Work plan
=  Reconstruction of inventory of v' Consultation strategy®

3 The evaluation team must provide, whenever requested and in any case at the end of the evaluation, the list of all persons
interviewed, documents reviewed, data collected and databases built.

% The Inception Report should not exceed 30 pages, but if required this number can be reasonably increased. Additional
material may be placed in annexes, as necessary.
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the EU actions (at M Inventory of the EU actions (database)
thematic/country levels) and ™  Slide presentation
il . . M  Meeting(s) with ISG in Brussels
Report  writing (& quality
control)
M Desk report®, incl.:
Document in-depth  analysis v' Background and key methodological
(focused on the EQs) elements
Interviews v' Preliminary answers to the
DESK: DATA Identification of information evaluation questions
COLLECTION & gaps and of hypotheses to be v f el
field visit methodol
ANALYSIS tested in the field phase L, eld o dology .
Methodological design (specific Rﬁmammg work for the synthesis
to Field visit) phase
Report writing (& quality v Update work plan, if needed
control) M  Slide presentation
M  Meeting(s) with ISG in Brussels
FIELD
(Plans, methodology Initial meeting at country level o o _
and budgets for the Data collection and analysis M Briefing & deb_rleflng wnh NIPAC gnd
field phase are Note writing on field phase EC Representation to Croatia in Croatia
outlined and agreed findings M Country Note (or PowerPoint, to be
upon, all along the Discussion of the findings of the decided in due course) and Slide
previous phases, Field Phase with EC HQs /EC presentation
since the Representation to Croatia & M Debriefing with ISG in Brussels
preparatory one) national counterparts
M  Synthesis report®® , incl.:

v Synthesis of methodological steps
undertaken during the evaluation
exercise, including limitations, if

E ing findi (f any
xpressing findings (focus on .
the EQs) v' Background analysis
Overall assessment, v Findings by evaluation qUEStion
SYNTHESIS Conclusions and v Overall assessment, conclusions and
Recommendations recommendations
Synlt_he5|s re;I)ort writing (& v/ Matrix of EQs, judgement criteria,
quality control) indicators & analysis
M Executive summary in both English and
Croatian
M  Slide presentation
M Meeting(s) with ISG in Brussels
DISSEMINATION . ..
AND FOLLOW UP e alelaianiing & Action plan

(by the EC)

Others to be defined if relevant

All reports will be written in English and submitted according to the timetable in annex 2 to
the EC Evaluation manager. The reports must be written in Arial or Times New Roman
minimum 11 and 12 respectively, single spacing. Inception, Desk and draft Final reports will

% Even though an open public consultation (as foreseen by the Better Regulation) will not be organized for the present
evaluation, it is expected that the evaluation team presents its strategy for stakeholders' consultation during the evaluation

exercise.

37 The Desk Report should not exceed 40 pages, but if required this number can be reasonably increased. Additional material
may be placed in annexes, as necessary.

% The Final Report should not exceed 50 pages, but if required this number can be reasonably increased. Additional material
may be placed in annexes, as necessary.
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be delivered electronically®. The Final report will also be delivered in hard copies. The
Executive Summary (up to 4 pages) will be delivered both electronically and in hard copy as
well. The Executive Summary will be available both integrated into the Final Report, and as a
separate stand-alone document.

The final report should deliver the elements covered by these Terms of Reference, and must
be written such that readers, who are not working in this area, can easily understand.

The electronic versions of all documents need to be delivered in both editable (Word) and
non-editable format (PDF).

8 THE EVALUATION TEAM

The evaluation team will have to be able to satisfy the highest quality standards. In this
regard, the contractors are highly advised to check relevant references of the experts
proposed.

The quality criteria for the selection of the Evaluation Team are summarized as follows:

» Knowledge of the country. Previous relevant expertise in Croatia and/or in other
candidate countries will be an advantage.

= Technical/sector knowledge in the following areas is required:
o Rule of Law,
o Public Administration Reform,
o Economic Governance in the EU.

= Capacity development assessment experience is required

= Working experience in relation to EU enlargement policy and strategy and pre-
accession assistance (IPA is required, CARDS would be an advantage)

= Knowledge of the EU institutional framework

= Working knowledge of evaluation methods and techniques and, preferably, of
complex policy and strategy evaluations in the field of external relations. In particular
the team needs to demonstrate experience in analytical methods which can evaluate
change and contribution. This includes Quantitative and qualitative data collection and
analysis

= Analytical skills

= The team leader should have excellent communication, team co-ordination,
presentation and proven report writing and editing skills in English;

e The evaluation team will have excellent writing and editing skills.

e The evaluation team should have an excellent command of English — both spoken and
written. Knowledge of Croatian among the team will be an advantage. The inclusion
of a Croatian evaluator will be an advantage in this regard.

% But a printed version of each report needs to be annexed to the relevant invoice.
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It is expected that the team will comprise a balance of experts*® as follows:
o 2 senior experts (including the Team leader)
o 1 medium expert
o 1 junior expert

It is expected that the Team leader will be an expert of category Senior.

A project manager also needs to be proposed in the offer.

The offer should clearly state the category of each team member and which tasks the proposed
team members are supposed to take responsibility for and how their qualifications relate to the
tasks (if this is not self-evident from their profile). The team coordination and members’
complementarity should be clearly described. A breakdown of working days per expert must
be provided.

The team members must be independent from the programmes/projects/policies evaluated
(they cannot have taken part in any programming and/or implementation related
programmes/projects which will be covered under this assignment). Should a conflict of
interest be identified in the course of the evaluation, it should be immediately reported to the
Evaluation manager for further analysis and appropriate measures.

The Contractor remains fully responsible for the quality of the deliverables. Any report which
does not meet the required quality will be rejected.

During the offers evaluation process the contracting authority reserves the right to interview
by phone one or several members of the evaluation teams proposed.

The contractor must make available appropriate logistical support for the evaluation team,
including their travel and accommodation arrangements for each mission, the secretarial
support, appropriate software and communication means. The evaluation team will need to
have the standard equipment, such as an individual laptop, computer, mobile phones, etc. No
additional cost for these items may be included in the offer.

Performances will be assessed by the EC all over the evaluation exercise (and if needed
adjustments will be required, in agreement with the contractor) based on the following
criteria:

= Quality of the analysis

= Precision and clarity of the writing

= Methodological skills

» Relations with the Client

= Communication skills and interview capacity
= Flexibility and availability

= Respect of deadlines.

0 Number of days for each expert may vary
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9 TIMING

The evaluation implementation is due to start in January 2017. The expected duration is of 14
months. As part of the technical offer, the framework contractor must adhere to the timetable
in annex 2, and provide their proposed, more detailed schedule within that timetable in terms
of "week 1" etc. The contracting authority underlines that the contractor should ensure that the
evaluation team is available to meet the demands of this schedule.

10 OFFER FOR THE ASSIGNMENT

10.1 Technical offer:

The total length of the technical offer (excluding annexes) may not exceed 10 pages; a CV
may not exceed 4 pages. References and data relevant to the assignment must be highlighted
in bold (font minimum Times New Roman 12 or Arial 11).

The methodology submitted shall not contain terms such as, "if time/budget allows," "if the
data are available" etc.

Should it appear during the process of the evaluation that an activity envisaged in the
methodology is impossible or inappropriate to be carried out for any reasons in the interest of
the assignment, the change to the methodology as well as its financial impact must be agreed
by EC services.

The offer is expected to demonstrate:

e The team's understanding of the ToR in their own words (i.e. their understanding of what
is to be evaluated, and their understanding of the subject areas as relevant to this ToR)*".
In this framework, the offer can propose a revised set of EQs, justifying it and respecting
the main areas to be covered.

e The relevance of the team composition and competencies to the work to be undertaken.

e How the team proposes to undertake the evaluation: the evaluation design and challenges,
data collection tools and methods of analysis, how the tasks will be organised.

e The level of quality control (content/proof reading/copy editing) which will apply, at
which points in the process, and who will undertake them.

10.2 Financial offer:

The financial offer will be itemised to allow the verification of the fees compliance with the
Framework contract terms.

The per diems will be based on the EU per diem in force when the Request for Services is
launched. The EU per diem is the maximum not to be exceeded.

1 Should the offer contain quotations, these sections must be clearly identified and sources indicated
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Offers shall be submitted within the deadline exclusively to this functional mailbox:

NEAR-A3-CRIS-FWC-OFFERS@ec.europa.eu.

11  TECHNICAL OFFERS SELECTION CRITERIA

The offers evaluation criteria and their respective weights are:

Maximum

TOTAL SCORE FOR ORGANISATION AND METHODOLOGY

Understanding of ToR 15
Organisation of tasks (including timing, quality control mechanisms) 10
Evaluation approach, working method, analysis 15
Sub Total 40
EXPERTS/ EXPERTISE

Team Leader (senior expert) 20
Senior expert 2 15
Medium expert 12
Junior expert 08
Project manager 05
Sub Total 60
Overall total score 100
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12  ANNEXES

The contracting authority reserves the right to modify the annexes during implementation
without prior notice.
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ANNEXES

12.1 Annex 1: Indicative documentation to be consulted for the purpose of the

evaluation by the selected contractor

Annual IPA reports 2007-2013:

http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/news_corner/key-
documents/index_en.htm?key document=08012624887c0cc9

Annual Enlargement packages

http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/index_en.htm

Evaluations (non-exhaustive list):

First Mid-term meta evaluation of IPA |
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/financial _assistance/phare/evaluation/20110912 meta_eval final.p
df

Second Interim evaluation of IPA |
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/financial assistance/phare/evaluation/2013/ipa_interim meta eval

uation_report.pdf

Third Interim evaluation of IPA | assistance http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/news_corner/key-
documents/index_en.htm?key document=08012624887c0cc9

Evaluation to support the preparation of pre-accession financial instruments beyond 2013
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/financial_assistance/phare/evaluation/20110912_final_report.pdf

Interim evaluation of CBC programmes IPA |
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/financial _assistance/phare/evaluation/20120304 2 cbc wb 1 en.p
df

http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/financial _assistance/phare/evaluation/20120304 2cbc wb 2 en.pd
f

Country Program Interim Evaluation of EU Pre-accession Assistance to Croatia, 2009.

Court of Auditors Report on whether EU assistance has improved Croatia’s capacity to manage post-
accession funding: http://www.eca.europa.eu/en/Pages/Newsltem.aspx?nid=1526

IPARD ex-post evaluation (to be available by the end of 2016)

Other relevant studies, evaluations, related to IPA performance:

http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/index_en.htm

SIGMA 2010 and 2011 annual assessments for Croatia (http://www.sigmaweb.org/publications/public-
governance-assessment-reports.htm)

Annual and special reports of the EU Court of Auditors

http://www.eca.europa.eu/en/Pages/AuditReportsOpinions.aspx
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http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/news_corner/key-documents/index_en.htm?key_document=08012624887c0cc9
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/financial_assistance/phare/evaluation/20110912_final_report.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/financial_assistance/phare/evaluation/20120304_2_cbc_wb_1_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/financial_assistance/phare/evaluation/20120304_2_cbc_wb_1_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/financial_assistance/phare/evaluation/20120304_2cbc_wb_2_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/financial_assistance/phare/evaluation/20120304_2cbc_wb_2_en.pdf
http://www.eca.europa.eu/en/Pages/NewsItem.aspx?nid=1526
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/index_en.htm
http://www.eca.europa.eu/en/Pages/AuditReportsOpinions.aspx

Annex 2 : Indicative timing

Evaluation Phases and
Stages

Notes and Reports

Dates

Meetings/Communications

Presentation of Findings

2017
October 2017

Desk Phase
Inception  (structuring) Jan-April 2017 Briefing session in Brussels
stage

Inception Report March-April 2017 ISG Meeting in Brussels
Desk Review Desk Report June-July2017 ISG Meeting in Brussels
Validation Phase

Field Visits September-October Briefing/debriefing at country

level
ISG Meeting in Brussels

Synthesis Phase

Draft Final Report November 2017 ISG Meeting in Brussels
Presentation of Draft Final

Submission Final Report January 2018

Submission printed version | February 2018
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12.2 Annex 3: Overall structure of the final report

The overall layout of the Final report is:
e Executive summary (see 1 below);
e Introduction

e Analysis of the political, institutional and technical/cooperation framework of EU pre-
accession assistance to Croatia

e Synthesis of methodological steps undertaken during the evaluation exercise,
including limitations, if any

¢ Findings by evaluation question
e Overall assessment
e Conclusions (see 2 below); and

e Recommendations (see 3 below).

Length: the final main report may not exceed 50 pages excluding annexes, but if required this
number can be reasonably increased. Each annex must be referenced in the main text.
Additional information regarding the context, the activities and the comprehensive aspects of
the methodology, including the analysis, must be put in the annexes.

The evaluation matrix must be included in the annexes. It must summarise the important
responses at indicator/ judgement criteria level. Each response must be clearly linked to the
supporting evidence. The matrix must also include an assessment of the quality of evidence
for each significant finding. The table below presents an example of how the quality of
evidence may be ranked. This is purely indicative. The contractor should present a specific
approach for assessing the quality of evidence.

Ranking Explanation of ranking of quality of evidence

Evidence

Strong The finding is consistently supported by a range of evidence sources, including
documentary sources, quantitative analysis and qualitative evidence (i.e. there is
very good triangulation); or the evidence sources, while not comprehensive, are of
high quality and reliable to draw a conclusion (e.g. strong quantitative evidence
with adequate sample sizes and no major data quality or reliability issues; or a wide
range of reliable qualitative sources, across which there is good triangulation).

More than | There are at least two different sources of evidence with good triangulation, but the
satisfactory coverage of the evidence is not complete.

Indicative but not | There is only one evidence source of good quality, and no triangulation with their
conclusive sources of evidence.




Weak There is no triangulation and / or evidence is limited to a single source.

(1) A summary (maximum 4 pages)

The summary of the evaluation report may not exceed 4 pages (3.000 words). It is extra to the
70 page limit for the main report. It should be structured as follows:

a) 1 paragraph explaining the objectives and the challenges of the evaluation;

b) 1 paragraph explaining the context in which the evaluation takes place;

c) 1 paragraph referring to the methodology followed, spelling out the main tools used,;
d) The key findings, clustered by major issues (not necessarily by evaluation criteria)
e) The general conclusions (overall assessment)

f) A limited number of main conclusions should be listed and classified in order of
importance; and

g) A limited number of main recommendations should be listed according to their

importance and priority.

The chapters on conclusions and recommendations should be drafted taking the following
issues into consideration:

(2) Conclusions

— The conclusions have to be assembled by homogeneous "clusters™ (groups). It is not
required to set out the conclusions according to the evaluation criteria.

— The conclusions must enable to identify lessons learnt, both positive and negative.

(3) Recommendations

