
 

Terms of Reference (ToR) 
 

Operational and Impact Evaluation of 
the Interreg VB North Sea Region 

Programme 2014-2020 
 
 

The Interreg VB North Sea Region Programme 2014 – 2020 invites you to 
submit a bid for a short term contract to carry out the operational and impact 
evaluations of the North Sea Region Programme. Potential bidders can choose 
to make one bid for both evaluations or bid only for the operational or impact 
evaluation.  

The procurement is conducted through an open procurement procedure. The bid/s 
should be submitted in English. The title shall be marked “ToR – Operational and 
Impact Evaluation of the Interreg North Sea Region Programme 2014 – 2020”. 

Interested evaluators are advised to read this document in its entirety before drafting 
and submitting an evaluation bid. We recommend reading the Evaluation Plan for 
the Interreg North Sea Region Programme (Appendix 1) before reading the Terms 
of Reference. 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION  

The Interreg North Sea Region Programme (NSRP) 2014 – 2020 is a European 
Territorial Cooperation (ETC) programme financed under the European Regional 
Development Fund (ERDF). Its focus is on regional and territorial development in 
the North Sea Region. The overall aim is to support development and foster 
sustained economic growth across the region. The programme helps enterprises, 
institutions, public administrations, universities, NGOs and others to pool their 
expertise, share their experience, and cooperate to develop realistic solutions to 
problems shared by organisations across the region. The programme centers on 
four priorities (thinking growth; eco-innovation; sustainable North Sea Region; and 
green transport and mobility) that are most relevant and pressing across the region. 
Each of the four priorities has two or three specific objectives, which describe more 
concretely the aims of that priority (see Table 1.) The programme area covers 49 
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regions in 7 countries including Belgium, Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, 
Norway, Sweden and the United Kingdom. 

 
Table 1: NSRP priorities and specific objectives 
Priority Description Specific objectives 

1 Strengthening research, 
technological development 
and innovation 

1. Develop new or improved knowledge 
partnerships between businesses, 
knowledge institutions, public 
administrations and end users with a 
view to long-term cooperation (post 
project) on developing products and 
services. 

2. Enhance regional innovation support 
capacity to increase long-term 
innovation levels and support smart 
specialization strategies. 

3. Stimulate the public sector to generate 
innovation demand and innovative 
solutions for improving public service 
delivery. 

2 Preserving and protecting 
the environment and 
promoting resource 
efficiency 

1. Promote the development and adoption 
of products, services and processes to 
accelerate greening of the North Sea 
Region economy. 

2. Stimulate the adoption of new products, 
services and processes to reduce the 
environmental footprint of regions 
around the North Sea 

3 Protecting against climate 
change and preserving the 
environment 

1. Demonstrate new and/or improved 
methods for improving the climate 
resilience of target sites. 

2. Develop new methods for the long-term 
sustainable management of North Sea 
ecosystems. 

4 Promoting sustainable 
transport and removing 
bottlenecks in key network 
infrastructures 

1. Develop demonstrations of innovative 
and/or improved transport and logistics 
solutions with potential to move large 
volumes of freight away from long-
distance road transportation. 

2. Stimulate the take-up and application of 
green transport solutions for regional 
freight and personal transport. 

 
 
Understanding the Programme Intervention Logic 

The programme supports joint development of new and improved solutions, which 
combine knowledge, experience and resources from each of the partner countries. 
The tangible benefits delivered by each project (for example, X% carbon emissions 
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reduction) will likely reflect a proportional contribution to the overall programme 
achievement. The average NSRP project has a budget of EUR 3-5 million. The real 
value of these projects lies in validating new approaches and communicating 
successes to a wider audience so the whole North Sea Region can benefit from the 
work carried out. In this way, projects can be expected to have a major effect – 
though the full effect may not be felt for many years. It is this process of 
experimentation and communication, which needs to be assessed by evaluating 
whether the objectives and targets set out by the output and result indicators have 
been met.  

All of the indicators should help to provide answers to three key questions 
regardless of priority: 

1. Have beneficiaries effectively pooled their ideas, experience and resources 
to arrive at new and better transnational knowledge and proposals on the 
theme in question? 

2. Have they validated this new knowledge through piloting and/or 
consultation with target groups? 

3. Have the findings been effectively communicated to other members of 
relevant target groups elsewhere in the programme area? 

Project indicators focus on whether the pooled resources of the transnational 
partnership have contributed to improvements to existing practices in participating 
organisations / regions. For each specific objective there is a main output indicator, 
which serves as a proof of concept, validating the project’s approach and thereby 
justifying other organisations' duplication of it. There are four additional compulsory 
output indicators, which should also measure, for example, the success of activities 
designed to communicate these results. From the main output indicator projects are 
expected to self-define 2-3 main results, which measure the quality of project 
delivery by demonstrating the benefit and/or change that results from using one of 
the newly developed solutions of the project. 

Programme indicators: For each specific objective there is a programme result 
indicator which targets capacity development. This means understanding and acting 
on the obstacles that inhibit stakeholders in relevant target groups from realizing 
their goals, while at the same time enhancing their capacity to achieve measurable 
and sustainable results. Obstacles may be organizational, technical/technological, 
infrastructural, operational, logistical or service-related, financial and economic, or 
political in nature.  

If the improvement delivered by the project is limited to project organisations, the 
benefit for the North Sea Region as a whole will be small. Therefore, projects need 
to make results available in a way that effectively targets other organisations and 
enterprises which could implement the same improvements, and actively encourage 
them to take up project results. If an improvement is eventually implemented across 
the programme area, the cumulative effect will be significant. Therefore these 
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indicators reflect the programme’s long-term intention of improving performance in 
each priority theme across the region as a whole or through large parts of it. They 
attempt to capture the extent to which the outcomes of individual projects are 
integrated into policies and practices, and their influence across the North Sea 
Region. 

More information about NSRP output indicators and results indicators can be found 
in pages 40-50 of the Evaluation Plan, while further details about the programme 
can be found on the programme website: www.northsearegion.eu.  

 

EVALUATION PURPOSE AND TARGET AUDIENCE   

The programme must be evaluated to understand the strengths and weaknesses of 
current working models of the North Sea Region programme 2014 – 2020. The 
Evaluation Plan of the Interreg North Sea Region Programme has been prepared in 
compliance with the following regulatory framework:  

 Common Provision Regulation – CPR (Regulation (EC) No 1303/2013), in 
particular Article 54 describing the general provisions on evaluation, Article 
56 on evaluation during the programming period, Article 110 defining the 
functions of the monitoring committee and Article 114 focusing on evaluation.  

 European Territorial Cooperation (ETC) Regulation (Regulation (EC) No 
1299/2013, in particular Article 26 on the responsibility of the managing 
authority on carrying out evaluations on the basis of the evaluation plan and 
Article 14 describing the requirements for submission of implementation 
reports.  

It is compulsory to assess the effectiveness, efficiency and impact of the 
programme. Efficiency and effectiveness will be assessed via the operational 
evaluation (evaluation of the programme's implementation, application and approval 
process), the main goal of which is to assess the effectiveness and efficiency of the 
programme management and implementation, including appraising if programme 
management structures are functioning properly. In addition, an impact evaluation 
will be carried out to examine how ERDF funding via the Programme has 
contributed to achieving the specific objectives of each priority, looking at specific 
topic related themes. This will be done in order to assess the effects of the Interreg 
North Sea Region programme implementation, in terms of delivering impact on the 
territorial area of the programme and understanding the causes which can be 
attributed to this impact. 

The evaluation is an essential part of the lifecycle of the programme’s 
implementation. A key function of the evaluation is to assess the North Sea Region 
Programme's effects and identify the key mechanisms for improving the 
programme's effectiveness and efficiency. Ultimately, the evaluation is essential to 
supporting the strengthened focus on results, as laid out in the EU Cohesion Policy.  
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More concretely the evaluation will be used to assess the existing strategy, 
management, and implementation of the programme, suggest improvements to the 
quality and relevance of the programme activities, and management, and help 
ensure the achievement of the programme's objectives. The target audience for the 
evaluation are EU officials, national authorities, regional and local stakeholders in 
the NSRP region, the NSRP’s Monitoring and Steering Committees, and project 
participants. 

Based on inputs from the Member States, the programme has developed an 
operational evaluation plan with three parts, which will be described on the 
following pages: 

 a review of the two-step application process (Part I) 

 an evaluation of the effectiveness and efficiency of communications and 
management structure (Part II) 

 an evaluation of the efficiency and effectiveness of programme 
implementation (Part III) 

The three parts of the operational evaluation plan will be carried out at different 
points during the implementation period and will build on each other in order to 
ensure fluidity by building on outcomes and lessons learnt throughout the process. 

Linked to the operational evaluation and in accordance with Article 56(3), the 
programme will also undergo an impact evaluation. The impact evaluation covers 
the specific objectives of the Interreg North Sea Region Programme as well as 
specific topics agreed between the Member States. This evaluation should outline 
the changes to which the programme has contributed and assess the contributions 
of the programme to achievements set in the result indicators.  

The impact evaluation will also consider the effectiveness and contribution of 
partnership involvement across all four priorities, for example: what are the benefits 
of participating for particular groups of stakeholders, such as private companies? 
Other examples of cross-cutting questions could be, for instance, have any changes 
in laws or regulations been implemented during the programme period? Has the 
programme contributed to placing topics higher on the political agenda?   

It is expected that the evaluation results will be used to inform and improve 
programme management and delivery and that findings will be considered valuable 
in future decision-making processes. The Monitoring Committee will be involved in 
assessing the progress of the evaluation process and will discuss findings and 
conclusions of the various parts with a view toward making necessary adjustments.  

As stated on page 1, potential bidders can choose to make one bid for both 
evaluations or bid only for the operational or impact evaluation.  
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EVALUATION OBJECTIVES, TIMING, AND SCOPE 

The main objectives of the evaluation are: 

1. to identify, capture and disseminate lessons learned over the programme 
period in order to explain and justify deviations in programme performance 
(i.e. achievement of programme results) as a means of improving programme 
delivery; 

2. to determine how effectively and efficiently the programme is being 
implemented and the extent to which the net benefits have been achieved; 

3. to analyse the mechanisms responsible for producing change in the 
programme region. 

All parts of the evaluation are expected to be carried out between 2017 and 
2022.The planning of the different parts of the evaluation is based on the timing and 
implementation of the programme. Please use the overview in Appendix 2, as the 
overview in the Evaluation Plan was purely indicative and has since been updated. 

The target groups to be included in the evaluation as survey respondents, 
interviewees, etc. are representatives of the project beneficiaries, programme 
bodies (i.e. Managing Authority Monitoring Committee, Steering Committee, Joint 
Secretariat, National Contact Points, etc.), and relevant national/regional and local 
authorities as well as policy makers and end users.  

The geographic area of the evaluation should be representative of the programme 
area as described in the Background Information section on page 1.  

 

MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS: ROLE OF THE EVALUATION STEERING 
GROUP (ESG), MONITORING COMMITTEE AND JOINT SECRETARIAT 

The Monitoring Committee (MC) has commissioned the evaluation and will discuss 
recommendations and approve the interim and final reports before they are sent to 
the European Commission. Members of the Monitoring Committee will be kept 
informed of the progress of the evaluation but have delegated direction of the 
evaluation to the Evaluation Steering Group. The Evaluation Steering Group (ESG) 
is responsible for: 

 Facilitating and monitoring the evaluation process; 

 Addressing technical issues that arise during the evaluation; 

 Selecting appropriate projects to be involved in the ‘case studies’ in close 
cooperation with the external evaluator(s); 
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 Ensuring that questions are answered and that the evaluation team(s) does 
not diverge from the guidelines in the Terms of Reference (ToR); 

 Approving the draft reports and/or assigning any additional work to be done; 

 Presenting the questionnaires (surveys), case studies and evaluation reports 
to the Monitoring Committee and making recommendations in addition to 
those of the evaluators (if necessary); 

 Liaising with INTERACT or similar body when necessary and appropriate for 
exchange of information and further discussions; 

 Liaising with the European Commission at all relevant stages (when 
necessary and appropriate). 

The evaluation team(s) will address questions, requests and comments from the 
Evaluation Steering Group (ESG) and will also inform the group of any delays or 
changes that could have an impact on delivery of the evaluations in an expedient 
manner. The Joint Secretariat will act as the main contact while the evaluations are 
being carried out and will monitor the evaluators' progress on a regular basis. 

 

APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY 

In the 2014-2020 programming period it was decided to pilot test the two-step 
approach in terms of the application procedure – meaning that all projects (outside 
of Call 1) would first need to have an approved Expression of Interest before they 
could submit a Full Application for consideration. It was agreed at the Monitoring 
Committee 1 that a review of the two-step application should be initiated with the 
purpose of improving the process to overcome problems and difficulties envisaged 
during start-up. This was envisioned to act as a first step, which would be a part of 
the wider review on the application, approval and implementation process. The 
review of the two-step application procedure was completed internally in September 
2017 and approved by the Monitoring Committee in early October 2017.  

Part II and Part III of the operational evaluation, as well as the impact evaluation, will 
be carried out by experts or bodies that are functionally independent of the 
authorities referred to in Article 54(3) CPR. For the operational evaluation, surveys 
of relevant stakeholders will be conducted. The surveys will be followed up by five to 
fifteen in-depth interviews. To be most effective and cost-efficient, the ESG 
recommends the use of online questionnaires and telephone interviews for data 
collection.  

The operational and impact evaluations will be carried out separately but will run in 
parallel during the first part of the impact evaluation. The impact evaluation will 
result in a first milestone report based on available information (due by end of 2019), 
a second milestone report based on further information, and a summary of the two 
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parts (both due by end of 2023) It is envisioned that the outcome of the operational 
evaluation, especially Part III, will be used to inform parts of the impact evaluation. 
There is special interest in the parts of the impact evaluation that will provide more 
in-depth analysis than is possible in the operational evaluation. Evaluators should 
consider the different time horizons of the different projects with different starting 
and end dates throughout the programme's timeframe. 

It is expected that the evaluators will review existing programme documents and 
conduct an analysis of the theory of change prior to starting the impact evaluation. 
For the impact evaluation, it is essential that the theory-based approach consider 
the causal links between inputs, activities, outcomes, and impacts. The key 
objective is to explain why a given change has occurred and how an intervention 
has caused that particular kind of change. In practice, the theory-based approach 
normally considers a number of different methods such as process tracing, 
contribution analysis, literature review, stakeholder analysis, text analysis of the 
results, interviews, surveys, and case studies.  

However, potential evaluators should select the methodology that they consider 
most appropriate for answering the questions in the Terms of Reference (ToR). No 
matter which methods are chosen, they must ensure that their collection of primary 
data includes consultation with a wide range of project and programme stakeholders 
and that the insights of these groups are included in the reports.  

The evaluation proposal should reflect the proposed thematic scope. Should your 
bid be selected by the Evaluation Steering Group (ESG), an in-depth discussion 
may be held concerning the possibility of expanding the thematic scope, including 
the development of the methodological approach of collecting data, in order to 
contribute to the structure of the research questions. 

As Part I of the operational evaluation (the review of the two-step application 
process) was carried out internally (by the Joint Secretariat), it is important for the 
external evaluator to reflect and consider the outcomes of this part of the evaluation 
and link it to the remaining parts of the operational evaluation. How this will be done 
in practice should be carefully examined in the response to the Terms of Reference 
(ToR).   
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EVALUATION TASKS 

We will select (an) external contractor/s to carry out Part II and Part III of the 
operational evaluation as well as the impact evaluation. Please refer to the 
Evaluation Plan for a background about this section. 

Operational Evaluation – Part II: Efficiency and effectiveness of 
communications and management structures 

 Programme management structures 

 Decision making processes 

 Programme’s communication strategy 

Operational Evaluation – Part III:  

Efficiency and effectiveness of programme implementation / delivery 

 Progress in achieving programme objectives and expected results 

 Project implementation and monitoring process 

 Contribution to EU 2020  

 Contribution to horizontal principles 

Impact Evaluation:  

 Progress in achieving specific priority objectives  

 Progress of indicators  

The themes and questions that the evaluator/s should address are specified below 
in the ‘Terms of Reference: ToR’ section. 

 

TERMS OF REFERENCE (ToR): Structure of evaluations 

The Terms of Reference (ToR) comprise two operational evaluations and one 
impact evaluation.  

The specific tasks and questions for each part of the evaluation are set out below. 
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Operational Evaluation – Part II: Efficiency and effectiveness of 
communication and management structure 

This part examines the efficiency and effectiveness of communication and 
programme management. The aim of this part is to evaluate whether the 
programme has designed and implemented management structures and processes 
that are appropriate for delivering the programme as expected with the available 
resources.  

 Assess and comment on the roles and functioning of the Joint Secretariat 
(JS), the Monitoring Committee (MC), the Steering Committee (MC), the 
National Contact Points (NCPs), and the Managing and Paying 
Authorities (MA and PA). How do they complement each other in terms of 
management and implementation of the programme?  

 Examine whether the decision-making processes at programme level are 
clear and transparent.  

 To what extent has the programme’s communication strategy contributed 
to reaching the specific programme management objectives? 

 Is there a common understanding between all programme bodies (JS, 
MC, SC, NCPs, MA and PA) about the aims and objectives of the 
programme and the projects expected to deliver these aims? 

 How effective is the coordination with other INTERREG programmes? 

 Does the structure and timing of calls for proposals support the delivery of 
the programme in the most effective way? 

 

Operational Evaluation – Part III: Efficiency and effectiveness of programme 
delivery and implementation  

This section focuses on the aspects of achieving the programme objectives. The 
aim is to analyse how successful EU actions have been in achieving or progressing 
towards programme objectives.  

 Assess and comment on the extent to which the programme has 
contributed to the EU2020 strategy. 

 To what extent has the programme reached the performance framework 
milestones and targets? What is the progress of the programme in 
reaching specific objectives and expected results? 
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 What has been the programme's contribution to cross-cutting themes of 
equality and sustainability in terms of promoting and having a practical 
impact in the NSR? To what extent are the horizontal principles integrated 
in programme management arrangements and in the activities of funded 
projects? Has the programme maximised its opportunities to promote 
cross-cutting themes? 

 To what extent have synergies been created with other ERDF and EU 
funds and initiatives?  

 What are the costs and benefits of transnational cooperation: what 
measure might be used to assess the 'transnational added value' of 
programme activities?  

 

Impact Evaluation:   

This part assesses the effects of programme implementation in terms of delivering 
impact on the territorial area of the programme and understanding the causes of this 
impact. The programme supports joint development of new and improved solutions 
that combine knowledge, experience and resources from each of the partner 
countries. The tangible benefits delivered by each project (for example, X% carbon 
emissions reduction) will likely reflect a proportional contribution to the overall 
programme achievement. The real value of these projects lies, instead, in validating 
new approaches and communicating successes to a wider audience so the whole 
North Sea Region can benefit from the work carried out.  

As agreed in the Evaluation Plan, the impact evaluation will consider two key 
approaches: the specific objectives and a specific topic / themed approach. In 
practice this means that the impact evaluation will cover a number of programme 
relevant topics, which also answer the main questions regarding the programme’s 
contribution to achieving the specific objectives. It is envisioned that the impact 
evaluation will consist of two milestone reports -  a 'mid-term milestone report', 
which will include a case study on each of two priorities (the two that have allocated 
the most funding by that time), and a 'final milestone report', which will include a 
case study on each of the final two priorities. The case studies should include an in-
depth examination of the selected projects, including how the projects are 
progressing toward the achievement of their aims and objectives, the challenges 
they have faced and the successes they have experienced in implementation, and 
how they are progressing toward the targeted results. A summary report will draw 
together the findings and lessons from the two milestone reports. 

The first set of questions for all four priorities should reflect and answer ‘has the 
objective been achieved?’  

 



12 
 

Priority 1 – Thinking Growth 

 To what extent has the programme built SMEs' capacity to increase 
innovation?  

 To what extent has the programme demonstrated innovation capacity 
building to deal with long-term innovation levels and support smart 
specialization strategies?  

Priority 2 – Eco-innovation: 

 To what extent has the programme stimulated the adoption of products, 
processes, and services to 'green' the North Sea economy? 

 To what extent has the programme demonstrated methods and 
techniques to deal with renewable energy generation and reduce overall 
energy use?  

 How has the development and roll-out of new or improved energy 
technologies contributed to either an increase in renewable energy 
production or a reduction in energy use or loss (increase in energy 
efficiency)? 

Priority 3 – Sustainable Management of the North Sea Region  

 To what extent has the programme demonstrated methods and 
techniques to deal with environmental risk?  

 To what extent has the programme built capacity for improved land 
management? 

 To what extent has the programme contributed to climate change 
adaptation, increased resilience and improved eco-system management 
due to NSR investment? 

 What kind of new methods for the long-term sustainable management of 
the North Sea ecosystems have been designed and implemented?  

Priority 4 – Green Transport and Mobility  

 To what extent has the programme increased regional capacity to support 
modal shift to low-carbon transport?  

 To what extent has the programme demonstrated the take up and 
application of green transport solutions?  

 What is the increased capacity of sustainable transport in the NSR (How 
many more people or goods are moving via sustainable means as a result 
of NSR investment)? 
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The next set of questions should focus on ‘how has this happened in practice?’ 
These questions are applicable across the programme’s four priorities.  

 What are (some of) the benefits of being involved in North Sea Region 
projects for particular groups of stakeholders, private beneficiaries, 
universities, public administrations?  

Have the programme results led to organisational change and learning, for example:  

 Improvements in organisational efficiency and effectiveness; 

 Improvements in policy; 

 Improvements in / increased political awareness or support. 

After identifying and analysing whether the objectives were achieved and how these 
objectives were realised in practice, the final set of questions should concentrate on 
‘what has happened as a result’.  

Taking one of the questions under the Priority 4 heading as an example – 'to what 
extent has the programme increased regional capacity to support modal shift to low-
carbon transport?' - the emphasis on results should derive from what came about as 
a result of this particular achievement. For example, what kind of new service 
delivery models were rolled out? How many passengers or tons of freight shifted to 
low-carbon? These potential results should be reflected along the lines with the 
programmes result indicators; in this particular case: Capacity of transport and 
logistics stakeholders to increase the proportion of long-distance freight carried on 
sustainable modes in the North Sea Region (4.1) and Capacity of authorities and 
enterprises to increase the use of green transport services (4.2). Similar concepts 
and questions should be applied to the other three priorities as well.  

Once it has been established to what extent the objectives have been achieved, 
how this happened in practice, and what has happened as a result of these, we 
might be able to investigate to what extent have these activities led to:  

 An increase in market value for new products; 

 Growth in jobs or productivity; 

 A reduction in use of non-renewable energy; 

 Lower economic costs through lower environmental risk and damage; 

 An increased capacity of sustainable transport methods. 

The Evaluation Steering Group proposes that the evaluators include in their bid a 
reflection on how to investigate the bullet pointed items listed directly above.  
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Cross-cutting issues 

The impact evaluation will consider the effectiveness of and contribution to 
partnership involvement across all four priorities.  

 Assess and comment on the involvement of private sector integration in 
projects. In what ways and to what extent does the private sector participate 
in the North Sea Region programme? How many projects have private sector 
participation as: A: Aid recipients; B: Ordinary project beneficiaries; or C: 
End-users? 

 To what extent does the private sector find participation in the North Sea 
Region profitable? 

 To what extent does the private sector contribute in the form of private capital 
or working hours? 

 Assess and comment on the potential benefits projects had on the private 
sector beyond their role as beneficiaries, sub-contractors or as tenders in, for 
example, the form of public infrastructure directed towards the private sector? 

 Regardless of the kind of beneficiary you represent within the projects, has 
there been a real change in doing things? Has transnational cooperation 
efficiently contributed to effective processes and workflows within public 
institutions, universities and enterprises?  

Potential impact on policy-making and policy implementation 

 Have any changes in laws or regulations been implemented and has the 
programme contributed to placing topics higher on the political agenda? 

 How has the programme demonstrated increased capacity of decision-
makers (in terms of new / adopted solutions; services; products and 
processes) to solving current challenges?  

 A fair number of projects are demonstrating transnational strategies within 
their project life-cycle. Has the programme successfully contributed to 
aligning national and transnational priorities in political processes? 

Potential impact of key results 

 A large number of projects have had pilots and various tests within their life-
cycle of the project. In terms of economic, social and ecological progress and 
development, what were the key benefits from these pilots and tests?  
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DELIVERABLES 

It is proposed that the evaluation deliverables (both the operational and impact) 
consist of a number of smaller reports to increase visibility and readibility. These 
should each include the approach used, key findings, limitations or issues 
encountered, and a set of clear outputs and recommendations that can be used to 
inform on future management. It should be ensured that the standard of reporting 
meets the quality and effectiveness of the data to be gathered and supplied. They 
will follow the structure of the evaluation and consist of: 

Operational Evaluation – Part II: Efficiency and effectiveness of 
communication and management structure: Inception Report 

Operational Evaluation – Part III: Efficiency and effectiveness of programme 
delivery and implementation: Inception Report 

Summary Report about Operational Evaluations Part II & III 

Mid-term Milestone Report on impact, with a case study on each of the four 
priorities 

Final Milestone Report on impact, with an updated case study on each of the  
four priorities 

Summary Evaluation Report on Impact  

The draft final reports will be ready for final discussions with relevant stakeholders 
(ESG). Upon final approval the final reports can be submitted.  

1. The evaluation reports should reflect the following general structure – please 
see former evaluation reports from the past Interreg North Sea Region 
programme: 

a. Summary of conclusions and recommendations (maximum 5 pages) 

b. Methodology – outlining the evaluators’ approach and including a 
description of original research undertaken and sources of data and 
information. The methodology should also include a statement of the 
evaluators’ assessments of strengths and weaknesses of the 
evaluation report. 

c. Analysis of the findings.  

d. Conclusions addressing the questions asked in the Terms of 
Reference (ToR).  

e. Summary of the principle achievements and deficiencies of the 
programme. 
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f. Recommendations of the evaluation team clearly graded in order of 
importance (in terms of usefulness). 

2. For all case study campaigns and surveys, suggestions for improvements are 
also to be made on a long-term basis, including future aspects and various 
scenarios that might be useful for the next programming period. 

3. Key issues should be identified at the end of every section and the 
conclusions drawn should be based upon them.  

4. It is expected that evaluation reports will be easy readable, illustrative, and 
well structured.  

The final evaluation reports will be available in the Programme series of e-
publications about the North Sea Region titled "North Sea Region Programme 
Papers". The papers are registered under the ISSN 1904-4704. They are presented 
on http://northseapapers.northsearegion.eu. 

 

SOURCES OF MATERIAL 

Please find all information about the bidding process on the programme website. 
Once an evaluator/s has been chosen relevant sources of material for the 
evaluations will include: 

 Evaluation Plan for the North Sea Region Programme 

 European Commission: DG Regio: Monitoring and evaluation of European 
Cohesion Policy: European Regional Development Fund; European Social 
Fund; Cohesion Fund: Guidance Document on Evalaution Plans: Terms of 
Reference for Impact Evaluations – Guidance on Quality Management of 
External Evaluations (February 2015) 

 Regulations on the Structural Funds (General and ERDF) for 2013-2020 

 Commission Strategic Guidelines on Cohesion Policy 2013-2020 

 Cooperation Programme 

 Fact sheets 

 Outcome of the two-step application evaluation process 

 Project applications 

 6 monthly project basic and full progress reports 

 Final reports 
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 Relevant information and material from the online monitoring system (OMS) 

 Annual Reports 

 Minutes from relevant Programme Committees meetings 

 Relevant material from earlier programme evaluations (III B; IVB North Sea 
Region Programme) 

Programme website: www.northsearegion.eu  

The material will be available once the Terms of Reference (ToR) document 
has been signed.  

 

BUDGET 

For orientation the Programme has calculated a budget of €150,000. The calculation 
is taking all taxes and fees into account. This calculation includes: 

Meetings: 

X operational meetings of Joint Secretariat and  
Evaluation Steering Group (ESG) € 15,000      
  

2 Operational evaluations: 

2 questionnaire and interview rounds including 4 reports, € 40,000 

desktop research 

Impact evaluation: 

2 milestone reports, each including 4 case studies, plus a  
summary report, consisting of interviews and desktop research € 95,000 

 

Total € 150,000 

 

The value-added element of bids will be taken into account during the assessment 
and selection phase. The 135,000 Euro budget is indicative - bids may be higher or 
lower. 
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PAYMENT ARRANGEMENTS 

1. The contract will be on a fixed price basis. 

2. Payment will be made on delivery of key milestones, such as receipt of the 
interim reports, with full payment on satisfactory completion of the final 
reports. Applications should include suggestions for appropriate payment 
milestones. Any deviation from these milestones must be agreed in advance 
and confirmed in writing.  

 

TIMEFRAME 

Bids must be received by 31.08.2018 at noon. A final decision on which bid(s) to 
accept will be made on 30.11.2018 and the contract(s) for carrying out the 
evaluations will be awarded no later than 31.12.2018. On acceptance of a bid, all 
relevant data and information will be made available to the contractor, and 
evaluators will also be allowed to request all statistical, technical, administrative, 
financial and other relevant information from project beneficiaries, including the Joint 
Secretariat (JS).  

 

SELECTION AND AWARD CRITERIA: EVALUATION TEAM AND REQUIRED 
COMPETENCIES 

The selection process is the first part of managing the quality of the evaluation. 
There are two steps in the selection process: first, each bid will be scored according 
to 10 selection criteria, which cover the areas important to judging the ability of the 
applicants to successfully carry out the evaluation. The possible marks for each 
criterion are high, medium and low. The second step is the qualitative assessment. 
This is described at the end of this section.  

• Strong – the application addresses the criterion well, although it is possible that 
some small improvements could be made. The answer gives clear information on all 
important areas.  

• Sufficient – the application broadly addresses the criterion, but there are areas 
which could be strengthened. There are several areas where detail could be 
improved, or the information is unclear.  

• Weak – the application is missing important details or only fulfils the criterion to a 
minimum level. The issue is not sufficient to reject the application by itself but there 
is clear room for improvement.  
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• Insufficient – the application fails to address the criterion adequately and/or the 
information provided is not in line with programme requirements. The answer does 
not correctly address the question asked. 

If the evaluation bid is assessed as weak on one of the assessment selection 
criteria, the evaluation bid will be recommended for rejection. 

1. To ensure the independence of the evaluations, evaluators who are direct 
beneficiaries of the Programme will not be considered. Moreover, if you might 
have a potential of conflict of interest in carrying out the evaluation you are 
advised to make a statement stating this and propose a way to separate your 
activities that pose the conflict of interest from your possible work on the 
evaluation.  

2. Evaluators should outline their knowledge of and experience in the 
Programme’s geographical area. It is especially important that you give an 
overview and explanation of your knowledge about and work experience within 
the Programme’s eligible area. It might be useful to describe links to the planned 
evaluation work.  

3. Organisation and methodology. What kind of organisational set-up will you use? 
In terms of the chosen methodology, how does it correspond to the ToR section 
on approach and methodology? 

4. Rationale – What is your understanding of the ToR; what are the potential risks 
and what are your assumptions about obtaining clear and good results? 

5. Relevant partnership – what is the composition of your evaluation team and 
what is the division of labour?  

6. The Programme would be especially interested to work with evaluators that 
have relevant links/experience/background to applied research on regional 
development, European regional politics and/or other areas relevant for the 
Programme. In addition, experience within the thematic areas of the programme 
would be considered advantageous. 

7. Special consideration will be given to evaluators with experience carrying out 
impact evaluations. 

8. Proposals must include contact details of two referees with whom the evaluator 
has worked in the past 12 months. 

9. Proposals must include CVs of all of the members of the evaluation team who 
will actually carry out the evaluation.  

Proposals from evaluators meeting the above requirements will be assessed on 
value for money, and will consider their understanding of the evaluation issues 
raised in relation to the Programme, the quality of the proposed research design and 



20 
 

methodology, the expertise and experience of the evaluation team, and the team’s 
ability to deliver the evaluation required within the stated timeframe.  

10. Potential evaluators can submit a combined bid for both operational and 
impact evaluations or just the operational or just the impact. Which of the 
evaluations you are interested in conducting should be clearly outlined in the 
proposal. Should you bid to do both, you should indicate an overall budget for 
the whole job (arguing for the best potential added value). There are different 
ways to assess value for money. In this case a qualitative assessment will be 
done, which will of course take the financial contribution into account. The 
€135,000 earmarked for the evaluations mentioned in the Terms of 
Reference (ToR) are indicative. Bids may be higher or lower.   

Finally, linked to the selection and award criteria, there is a qualitative assessment. 
This section is descriptive and looks at the overall strengths and weaknesses of the 
proposal. This part of the assessment will also incorporate a recommendation for 
approved or rejection based on the selection criteria assessments. It will be up to 
the ESG to discuss and rank the approved evaluation bids in order to select the 
winning bid.  

As mentioned on page one, potential bidders can choose to make one bid for both 
evaluations or bid only for the operational or impact evaluation. In terms of the 
assessment, we will use the same criteria as above. 

 

STRUCTURE OF PROPOSALS 

1. Proposals must include a comprehensive and detailed description of the 
methodologies to be used in answering the points raised in the ToR, and 

2. A detailed description of the tasks to be undertaken, the quantity of the staff 
input and their expertise including their language skills, and 

3. A detailed programme of work, identifying tasks and milestones, together with 
target dates and associated costs. 

4. In addition, proposals must illustrate appropriate consideration of issues 
raised in the relevant Programme and Commission documents and the 
Evaluation Plan (see Appendix 1). 

5. Proposals must also include the evaluator's name, address, telephone, fax 
and e-mail address.   

6. Evaluations must be submitted in one complete set of print documents and 
one complete set of electronic documents.  

All evaluations submitted by 31st of August 2018 at noon will be assessed. 
However, evaluations that do not meet the formal criteria may be exempt from the 
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assessment. Applications should be clearly marked “ToR – Operational and Impact 
Evaluation of the Interreg North Sea Region Programme 2014 – 2020” and must be 
sent to: 

The Interreg VB North Sea Region Programme 
Attn: Carsten Westerholt 
Toldboden 3 st. E 
DK-8800 Viborg 
DENMARK 
carsten.westerholt@northsearegion.eu  
 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

1. The contractor(s) is required to observe confidentiality when dealing with 
information and data made available for evaluation purposes. Failure to 
observe confidentiality will lead to the immediate termination of the contract 
without compensation. 

2. During the bidding process, it will not be possible to obtain additional 
information to that stated in these Terms of Reference (ToR) and the 
Programme documentation provided. Should the need arise for clarification 
or interpretation, please address a written request to the Programme 
Secretariat by e-mail (carsten.westerholt@northsearegion.eu). A copy of the 
reply will be forwarded to all bidders to guarantee fair competition. No other 
form of contact is to be made during the bidding process. 

3. All data generated during the evaluation must be made freely available to all 
interested parties involved in the programme.   

 

ENCLOSURES 

Appendix 1: Evaluation Plan for the Interreg North Sea Region Programme 

Appendix 2: Timeplan for the operational and impact evaluation 

Appendix 3: Two step evaluation: Final Report 

Appendix 4: Cooperation Programme 


