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Background 
 



Capital Enterprise  
 
Capital Enterprise’s prime mission is to support its members to individually and collectively 
acquire the means and expertise to better support their clients – London’s Entrepreneurs. 
 
Capital Enterprise is funded through members’ subscriptions, third party sponsorship and by 
income received from public/private sector partners to develop, pilot and manage 
innovative programmes that support enterprises and entrepreneurs in London. 
 
Capital Enterprise is a not-for-profit company “limited by guarantee” that is democratically 
governed by a board of directors appointed by its members. 
 

 

CASTS 
 

Capital Accelerate & Scale Tech Superstars (CASTS) is a part-funded European 
Regional Development Fund (ERDF) project. Managed by Capital Enterprise (Non 
contracting authority) along side delivery partners City University (CLU), University 
College London (UCL) and Greater London Enterprise (GLE). 
 
The CASTS programme will expand the provision of London's high quality 
accelerator programmes in order to generate more innovative tech and tech focused  
fast growth companies. CAST will also fill the present gap in provision for a specialist 
supportservice that will help these Tech SMEs to rapidly scale by providing expertise 
that will enable them to overcome technical challenges, and raise further private 
investment. 
 
CASTS will enable London to create and nurture 600 potential world-beating tech 
companies that collectively will raise over £30m in private investment and create 
over 450 new high value jobs. 
 
CASTS not only intends to help maintaining London accelerator ecosystem's level of 
excellence but also to build upon it in order to increase the number of places 
available for SMEs in London-based accelerator programmes and to intensify the 
support they can receive. 
 
The CASTS programme will build capacity and expand the provision of London's 
high quality accelerator programmes in order to generate more innovative tech and 
tech focused fast growth companies.  
 
It will invest in new Accelerator programmes in sectors such as Clean Tech ICT or 
Ed Tech, where demand is high and provide post accelerator support to start-up 
alumni to reach scale and therefore create a pipeline 
of scalable tech start-ups. 
 
CAST will also fill the present gap in provision for a specialist tech support service 
that will help these tech SMEs to rapidly scale by providing additional tech scale up 
expertise that will enable them to overcome technical challenges, internationalise 
and raise further private investment through its Investment readiness and 



investment brokerage service. 
 
The project will provide a unique platform for tech businesses to share, and learn 
from, best practice, and acquire information about getting access to new business 
opportunities in fast changing markets both within London and internationally, as 
well as opportunities to showcase their products through business to business 
networks. 

Lifetime Budget:  £7,357,904 

 

Deliver Partners:  

Capital Enterprise has teamed up with University College London, City University of London 
and Newable and have hosted staff (at the point of issuing this tender) in 7 Accelerators 
across London.  
 
StartupBootcamp 
Seedcamp 
The Accelerator network 
Collider 
Ignite 
The Bakery 
Truestart 
 
More coming soon 
 
 

Steering Group 
 

• Nesta - Nesta is an innovation charity with a mission to help people and organisations 
bring great ideas to life.  

• Cisco – Cicso enables people to make powerful connections--whether in business, 
education, philanthropy, or creativity.  Cisco hardware, software, and service offerings are 
used to create the Internet solutions that make networks possible 

 
 
 

Key Performance Indictors:  
 

• 600 number of enterprises receiving support 

• 60 new enterprises supported 

• £30m investment  

• 450 new FTE jobs created 
 
For further information on key performance indicators, including guidance on outputs, 
results, impact and evidencing requirements, please see 



https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/601630/ESI
F-GN-1-002_ERDF_Output_Indicators_Definition_Guidance_v4.pdf 
 
 
3. Background and Rational to the Evolution  
 
 
All ERDF projects are required to undertake an evaluation of their activity.  The European 
Programmes Management Unit (EPMU) is using the GLA impact evaluation framework as 
the basis for its approach to evaluation.  The framework requires that all projects are 
evaluated in a robust, proportionate and timely manner taking into account the type and 
scale of the activity being evaluated.  
 

• There is a requirement for the ERDF Programme as a whole to be evaluated and the 
evaluations undertaken by projects will contribute to this.  EPMU’s approach to 
project evaluation has been designed to: 

• help projects robustly demonstrate their achievements;  

• enable projects and EPMU to identify and share best practice which will help to 
improve performance across the programme; 

• provide project-level evidence that supports the evaluation of the programme as a 
whole that collectively demonstrates to a range of audiences the performance, 
achievements and impact of the projects that have been delivered; 

• inform the development of any future programmes, help project plans and 
implement successful exit strategies 

 
 
4.  Key Aims of the Evaluation Project 
 

A. The specific aims of this impact evaluation are to: 
 

B. Undertake a robust assessment of whether the project has achieved its objectives or 
not, what has worked well and what has not, for whom and under what 
circumstances. 

C. Assess the original rationale for the project, and whether this rationale is / is not still 
valid (including how it fits with the ERDF’s current priorities and those of other local, 
regional and national strategies) in the context of London business accelerator 
programmes. 

D. Assessment of Strategic Added Value - broadly the added value realised through 
coordinating and influencing activities that result in project outcomes being 
delivered by others, in addition to outcomes directly delivered through funded 
activities. 

E. An assessment of the effectiveness of the process of delivery including management, 
administrative and delivery mechanisms and operational characteristics that have 
had a significant effect on the scale and nature of the outcomes and impacts realised 
through the project.  

F. Gather and disseminate best practice and innovatory elements that can be 
embedded within partners’ future work and shared more widely. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/601630/ESIF-GN-1-002_ERDF_Output_Indicators_Definition_Guidance_v4.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/601630/ESIF-GN-1-002_ERDF_Output_Indicators_Definition_Guidance_v4.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/601630/ESIF-GN-1-002_ERDF_Output_Indicators_Definition_Guidance_v4.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/601630/ESIF-GN-1-002_ERDF_Output_Indicators_Definition_Guidance_v4.pdf


G. Identify gaps & issues. 
H. Extent to which equal opportunities impact is achieved.  
I. Identify key case studies 
J. Evaluate the approach to communications and reaching the intended audience 
K. Study the project’s risk management strategy and evaluate its effectiveness. 

 
 
5.  Key Research Questions  
 
Key Research Questions will include: 
What are the key outcomes for this project? Has this changed from the start of the project?  
 
What are the key messages the project is trying to convey and how successful has this 
been? 
 
What is the project’s USP? CASTS aims to help accelerate and scale businesses progress 
from idea to investment. What have been the benefits of this project’s particular approach? 
 
6. Best practice  
 

A. If there has been best practice, what has this been? And compared to what? 
B. How do you compare CAP to other Theme 2 Priority 2 projects and was it 

innovative? 
C. Has there been good practice in collecting indicators? If so, why and compared to 

what?  
D. What knowledge is now amongst CAP partners that wasn’t before and how can this 

best be used? 
 
7. Recruitment strategies  
 

• How successful has the project been in engaging businesses and supporting them 
through accelerator initiatives and into investment? Does this differ for larger or 
smaller SMEs?  

• How accessible has it been for diverse SMEs?  

• What have been the recruitment strategies?  

• How can they be improved? 

• What have been the perceptions of clients? 

• What are the main barriers to engaging with London’s accelerator programmes and 
investment ecosystem? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
8. Delivery 



• Partners – how has the partnership with both delivery and strategic partners worked 
and what lessons can be learned for next time?  

• Has the partnership achieved its aims? 

• Have any elements of the project delivery been particularly successful or could they 
have been improved?  

 
 
9. Impact  
What has been the impact on the growth of clients businesses? 
What has been the added value to clients businesses? 
How have clients adapted to meet the demands and opportunities of the current markets in 
the current economic climate? 
 
10. Exit Strategy 

• What knowledge is now held by partners, that wasn’t before?  

• Can elements of the project be commercialised? Is there a sustainable model?  

• How can it inform future work or local/regional/national policy? 
 
 
11.  Research Methodology 
All projects that have received ERDF 2014-2020 funding are required to provide a 
Summative Assessment on completion of the project. 
 
The successful bidder may also be required, as part of the evaluation, to develop a research 
methodology that demonstrates the most appropriate approach and study design for 
evaluating the impact of the project. Bidders will be expected to identify the economic 
analytical tools/statistical methods that are proposed in order to meet the specification 
output requirements outlined throughout this document.  
 
 
As such the proposed research methodology might be expected (but not exclusively) to 
include: 
 

• Interviews with key stakeholders/partners at strategic and operational levels: 

• A robust survey of primary beneficiaries to gather insights into the impact of the 
intervention and its additionality; 

• Survey of non-users as a control group to support identification of the counterfactual 
position and deadweight effects; 

• Focus groups; 

• Assessment of financial inputs (e.g. management & administration) and activities; 

• Desktop analysis of project documentation – strategic and delivery information e.g. 
monitoring returns on expenditure, milestones, outputs; 

• Assessment of standards of service provided; 

• Case studies, particularly to demonstrate strategic added value; 

• Benchmarking to compare with other similar projects and activities; 

• Cost-benefit analysis.  



 
12.  Recommended Report Structure: 
 
To be confirmed by Capital Enterprise and the successful bidder 
 
13.  Potential Data Sources 
 
The consultant appointed will be required to conduct an evaluation exercise involving a 
combination of desk research and interviews with: 
Project Management Team 
Project Partners  
Project Beneficiaries -  London SMEs  
 
In addition, all project client files and relevant financial information will be made available 
to the successful consultant on Capital Entereprise’s premises. Capital Enterprise will also 
provide project application forms and quarterly reports that are submitted to EMPU.  
 
Capital Enterprise welcomes enquiries from bidders if they require other information.  
There will be a confidentiality agreement that we would like the appointed consultant to 
sign. 
 
 
14.  Key Outputs and Timescales for the Evaluation 
 
The key outputs and milestones below provide a framework that the successful bidder will 
be expected to follow to deliver the evaluation report. Bidders should also complete the 
pricing schedule (appended). 

 

Key project milestones /outputs Project deadline 
Invitation to tender 16th June 2017  

Deadline for receipt of tenders 30h June 2017 

Shortlist  Week commencing 3rd July 2017 

Decision on successful bidder Week commencing 3rd July 2017 

Contract awarded Week commencing 3rd July 2017 

Inception Meeting Week commencing 7th July 2017 

Work commences Week commencing 7th July 2017 
Progress Meeting 1 12th September 2017 

Interim Report submission 15th January 2018 

Progress Meeting 2 18th September 2018 

Draft Final Report submission to EPMU 27th May 2019 
Progress Meeting 3 20th june 2019 

Final Report submission to EPMU 15th August 2019 

Presentation to Stakeholders 30th August 2019 

 
Note: subject to change 
 



15.  Specification Requirements 
 

• Bidders will be required to submit detailed proposals demonstrating: 

• Understanding of the brief and its context; 

• Proposed research and evaluation methodology; 

• Detailed work plan; 

• Evidence of previous relevant evaluation experience; 

• Evidence of individual study team members’ qualifications, skills and experience; 
individual roles and responsibilities within the study team and their input at each 
stage of the work; 

• Comprehensive risk assessment – the successful bidder will have taken all 
reasonable measures to mitigate any potential risk to the delivery of the required 
outputs. Therefore, the bidder should submit a comprehensive risk assessment 
covering:  

A. the key assumptions underlying the proposals and the anticipated challenges that 
might be faced; 

B. the estimated level of risk involving these assumptions/challenges; and proposed 
contingency plans that the bidder would put in place to mitigate any occurrence of 
each of the identified risks, with the ultimate aim of ensuring that the evaluation is 
completed in a timely and credible way;  

C. Price (refer to ‘Pricing Schedule’ later in this chapter). 
 
 

16.  ERDF summary 
 
The European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) is used to tackle regional disparities 
across Europe. The ERDF supports regional development through actions such as business 
innovation and support and regeneration. 
Working on behalf of the Mayor of London, the European Programmes Management Unit 
(EPMU) at the Greater London Authority (GLA) is responsible for the administration of the 
2014 to 2020 ERDF programme. 
  
17.  Reporting 
 
The Project Steering Group is going to oversee the evaluation with the purpose of 
facilitating and validating findings as they emerge.   
 
The Project Steering Group will meet to discuss the evaluation at key stages (linked to the 
delivery of key outputs) to review progress as set out in the evaluation timetable and agreed 
in the work programme. The consultant will be expected to present a progress report at 
meetings following an agreed reporting format and will need to produce a quarterly update 
for the meetings. Consultants will be given 30 days notice of meetings.  
 
Key reporting dates are set out in section 14 above.  
 
 
18.  Presentation of the Tender 



 
An envelope containing 3 copies of your tender proposal should bear the caption: 
Capital Accelerator & Scale-up Tech Superstars – Evaluation Tender  
 
And be marked:  
NOT TO BE OPENED BY THE MAIL SERVICE OR BY ANY UNAUTHORISED PERSON 
 
All those who tender will receive an email confirmation of the receipt of their tender. Those 
presenting the tender by hand will be provided with a written receipt.  
 
Your proposals should be submitted to Nathan McNally via email –  
nathan@capitalenterprise.org  
 
The postal address for hard copy tenders is: 
Nathan McNally 
Capital Enterprise  
IDEALondon  
69 Wilson street 
EC2A 2BB 
 
 
19.  Further Information  
 
If you would like any further information you should contact NathanMcNally on 
Nathan@capitalenterprise.org. Any information provided to you will be communicated in an 
anonymous fashion to all those invited to tender.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Pricing Schedule 

mailto:nathan@capitalenterprise.org
mailto:Nathan@capitalenterprise.org


 
Tender for Capital Accelerator Programme Evaluation Tender 

Length of Contract  

 

Name of Contractor  

Address  
 

Post Code  
Telephone  

 
Note to bidders: please treat the generic template below as a set of minimum  

requirements and tailor it to produce detailed costings of your work plan 

 
Signed on behalf of the Contractor __________________________________ 

NAME (BLOCK CAPITALS) _______________________________________ 

DATED _______________________________________________________ 

Authorisation  

SIGNED BY ___________________________________________________ 

NAME (BLOCK CAPITALS) ___________________________________ 
  

Work plan 
timeframe 

Work plan stages /tasks Evaluation team time input 
– no. of days broken down 
by each individual 
evaluation team member 
against each task 

Totals 

Key dates & 
timescales 

1. Individual work plan stages 
with a break down of 
individual activities /tasks 
(preferably in chronological 
order) 

 

2. Identify delivery of key 
outputs /deliverables 

     Time sub-totals per 
stage /task 

Total of days per evaluation team member      Total days for 
evaluation team 

Corresponding day rates per evaluation 
team member 

      

Total fees per evaluation team member      Total fees 

Total expenses  

Total fees & expenses excluding VAT  

VAT  

Total cost (fees & expenses including VAT)  



Appendix 1 

Evaluation Terminology 

 
Additionality: the extent to which an activity, and its outputs, results and impacts, are of a 
larger scale, a higher quality and/or take place more quickly than would have been the case if 
the project had not taken place. The key question that needs to be asked is: what would have 
happened in the absence of the project or programme?       

Aims: the broad, long-term goals for a project. Aims should relate to the organisation’s overall 
strategies and policies.  

Baseline data: the state of the social, economic or environmental context at a given time – 
usually at the beginning of a project – against which changes can be tracked. 

Benchmarks: reference points against which progress can be measured; these should be 
carefully selected; they might include aspects of the project’s baseline data, key objectives, 
targets or standards that it should aim for, but they should not be chosen unless they can be 
used to track progress. 

Comparators: a comparator is basically a ‘condition’ that has similar characteristics to that of 
the local condition of the project. This ‘condition’ could be either a description of the physical 
setting, such as high unemployment rates in a deprived area. The only difference between the 
comparator’s setting/group and the project’s setting/group should be the activities of the 
project. Monitoring the difference between the changes experienced in the comparator‘s and 
the project’s setting/group allows the evaluation to separate out the change that has occurred 
as a direct result of the project. The comparator represents what would have happened 
anyway without the intervention of the project. 

Cost-effectiveness: the relationship between the outputs of an intervention and the sum of 
money spent. The question to ask would be: ‘are we doing things the right way, and could more 
outputs have been achieved for the same cost?’ See also efficiency. 

Counterfactual position: the performance of the project may be influenced by factors beyond 
the control of the project, sometimes called ‘externalities’. These may have positive or negative 
influences on a project but it is critical to consider the extent of their influence in order to 
establish the ‘counterfactual position’. In other words the counterfactual position is ‘what 
would have happened anyway’ (i.e. even without the project).  

Criteria: principles, standards or values against which something is judged or measured. 

Deadweight: changes observed amongst, or reported by, beneficiary SMEs following a change 
that would have occurred even without the project. For example, a project might help 100 
SMEs to improve their environmental performance, but even without the project 80 of these 
SMEs would have improved their performance. This would result in a project deadweight of 
80%.  

Deliverables: the overall term used to describe the chain of milestones, outputs, results and 
impacts that the project is aiming to achieve.  

Dispersion effect: a situation where a project’s activities have had a beneficial impact on 
neighbouring areas outside the intended target area.  

Displacement: effect obtained in a project or programme area, or by a project or programme 
beneficiary, at the expense of another area or beneficiary. In other words there is no overall 
net benefit. E.g. a project supporting one business over another may result in another business 
losing trade and possibly staff.  

Economy: relates to the amount of resources or inputs (usually measured in financial cost) 
which are required to achieve a given output. Fewer – ‘cheaper’ – resources or inputs 
represent greater economy (i.e. spending less). 



Effectiveness: the extent to which objectives are met (‘doing the right things’). The question 
that would need to be asked is: ‘how far have the project or programme’s outputs and impacts 
contributed to it achieving its objectives?  

Efficiency: the relationship between output, in terms of goods, services or other results, and 
the resources used to produce them (‘doing things the right way’). The question that would 
need to be asked is: ‘how economically have the various inputs been converted into outputs, 
outcomes/results and impacts?’ Could more effects have been obtained with the same 
budget? 

Evaluation: the process of assessing how effective a project has been in delivering its objectives 
and outcomes, usually whilst it is being delivered or after it has finished.  

Formative or interim evaluation: the main function of this type of evaluation is to help the 
project improve its performance mid-way through its course. It provides an opportunity to take 
a moment to look back and review the progress of the project against its stated objectives and 
outcomes and if necessary reconsider them and the strategies used to achieve them. Crucially 
it provides a means to track progress, adjust and improve aspects of the project as it 
progresses, whereas evaluation at the end of the project (summative evaluation) will not 
necessarily provide this opportunity. 

Impacts: a measure that relates the outcome of the ERDF-funded activity to a wider context 
identifiable with the wider population or problem definition that gave rise to the intervention 
in the first place.  Impact measures can typically be those that are measured through standard 
government statistics e.g. Annual Business Inquiry, ONS Labour Force Survey, Census, increase 
in GVA. 

Innovation: this refers to initiatives to support value for money improvements in delivery, 
harnessing new methods of learning, design, partnership working, marketing and delivery. 
Projects may exhibit innovation in a number of ways.  

Leakage: The number or proportion of outputs that benefit those outside of the project’s target 
area or group should be deducted from the gross outputs/outcomes. For example, a project 
designed to help SMEs grow in one borough can inadvertently benefit large businesses and/or 
SMEs in other boroughs, so these benefits have to be deducted. 

Leverage: a situation where the benefits of a project have been increased by other agencies 
(public and private) investing additional resources, in other words a project’s activities have 
‘levered in’ new resources. 

Longitudinal Survey: a study in which data is collected from the same participants at two or 
more points of time. Also known as time series designs. 

Mainstreaming: this refers to the capacity of the project to move from ‘one-off’ project funding 
to a position where it receives regular support from key funders and where the project 
activities are adopted into the on-going funded programmes of these major agencies. It is 
linked to “sustainability”. 

Milestones: milestones are points identified at the planning stage where progress against a 
particular aspect of the project will be reviewed. Theoretically milestones have no duration, 
but they are often recorded as a “one-day” point in time. 

Monitoring: monitoring is the regular assessment of the activities, outputs and financial 
situation of a project or programme, which usually compares actual figures against targets that 
were set at the project or programme inception.  

Multiplier effect: Additional economic activity (jobs, expenditure or income) associated with 
additional income, supplier purchases and longer term development effects. For example, a 
project that helps a local business in an area grow and employ more people may in turn result 
in more work for its suppliers who are then able take on more staff; this means that the initial 
employment gain by the business has ‘multiplied’ through the employment gains of its 
suppliers. 



Objectives: objectives set out what a project would be expected to achieve by the end of its 
life in terms of what change it would bring about and for whom. Additionally these objectives 
should contribute to achieving the long-term outcomes of its theme. It is essential that they 
are defined carefully and that it is clear what changes in outcomes would be observed if the 
objectives are achieved. Therefore the following ‘S.M.A.R.T’ criteria should be used to design 
objectives because of their importance to measuring a project’s progress. 

Specific – using precise language and striving for clarity 
Measurable – if an objective can’t be measured how do you know if you’ve achieved it? 
Achievable – unrealistic objectives automatically build in a degree of failure from the start 
Relevant – make sure that the activities of the project are able to directly achieve the 

objective 
Time-bound – capable of being achieved within the life of the project 
 

Outcomes: are generally defined as broader, longer-term, sustainable benefits gained by 
beneficiaries or beneficiary areas. Typically these outcomes would be changed by the activities 
of several projects as part of a programme strategy rather than by a single project. Therefore 
an evaluation would measure the extent to which a project had contributed to bringing about 
this change. 

Outputs (output indicators): are the activities or support produced by the ERDF project 
delivered to a beneficiary.  They are the direct measurable results of project inputs and activity.  

Performance indicators: performance indicators are numbers or percentages which give an 
idea as to how far the project has progressed towards achieving its objectives. They can be 
selected to assess short-term outputs and longer-term results and can be quantitative (‘hard’ 
measures) or qualitative (‘soft’ measures). Qualitative indicators measure perceptions such as 
confidence, attitudes, understanding etc. and can be designed to have a quantitative element 
(for example, number of SMEs reporting an improved understanding of environmental issues). 
These indicators require careful thought and planning to ensure they accurately reflect the 
outcome and impact that a project is having on its specific objectives.  The London ERDF 
programme has established Performance Indicators, available at www.lda.gov.uk/erdf. 

Programme: a programme is a set of organised but often varied activities (a programme may 
encompass several different projects and processes) directed towards the achievement of 
specific objectives. Programmes also tend to have a definite time schedule and budget.  

Project: a project is a single, non-divisible, intervention with a fixed time schedule and a 
dedicated budget.  

Qualitative: involving or relating to the particular character or nature of something.  

Quantitative: involving or relating to considerations or measurements of amount or size. 

Ranking: ranking means arranging things in order. Within surveys, respondents can be asked 
to rank objects or items in order of importance, prestige, relevance or whatever basis the 
ranking is to be carried out. In most surveys, respondents are not asked to rank more than ten 
items.  

Rating: rating gives a numerical value to some kind of assessment or judgement. Usually, a set 
of assumptions are made about the equality of the intervals on a rating scale. The task may be, 
for example, to rate the usefulness of a service on a scale of 1 to 5 with 5 being very good and 
1 being very poor. It is usually best to outline what each of the numbers 1 to 5 represents e.g. 
1 = Very Poor; 2 = Poor; 3 = Neither Poor nor Good; 4 = Good; and 5 = Very Good. A scale like 
this is also known as a ‘Likert’ Scale. 

Results are the results on, or consequences of, the project outputs. They reflect the intended 
results from and provide the rationale for the ERDF intervention and should reflect back to the 
project’s objectives. The result is almost inevitably subject to a time lag (i.e. by the time the 

http://www.lda.gov.uk/erdf


project-level evaluation is completed)1 and will depend on the effectiveness of the 
monitoring/evaluation system. It requires conceptual acceptance that there is a link between 
a cause and effect - that an output has led to a particular result. 

Sample: a subset of a population. The method of obtaining a sample affects the extent to which 
sample results can be considered representative of the population. 

Stakeholder: this term is usually used to describe the various individuals and organisations who 
are directly or indirectly affected by the implementation, results and impacts of a project or 
programme and who are likely to have an interest in the evaluation.  

Substitution: This effect arises where a firm substitutes one activity for a similar one (such as 
recruiting a jobless person while another employee loses a job) to take advantage of public 
sector assistance.  For example, if grants were used to encourage local employers to recruit 
long-term unemployed people, some employers may replace existing employees to secure a 
grant, which results in no net effect 

Summative or final project evaluation: typically this type of evaluation would be carried out 3-
4 months before the end of the project to allow enough time for the study to be completed 
and most importantly for the findings to inform future strategies and planning exercises. 
Similar to the interim evaluation, it provides time that is not usually available through 
monitoring, to take an in-depth and comprehensive look at the achievements of the project.  
However, it differs from interim evaluation in that its primary purpose is to draw conclusions 
on the design, implementation and success of the project as measured against its objectives 
and indicators. It provides overall lessons for wider use than the interim evaluation for funding 
bodies, stakeholders and partners.   

Surveys: there are two main types of survey: a cross-section survey and panel survey. Cross 
sectional surveys involve measurements made at a single point of time. Panel surveys involve 
measurements acquired at two or more points of time.  

Sustainability: sustainability refers to the capacity of the project to continue delivering benefits 
following the end of its funding.  

Targets: specify the level, quality and timetable of the outputs and results to be achieved. 

Unintended outcomes: unintended outcomes sometimes occur (both negative and positive) as 
a result of a project; they are important because they tell us more about the effect that a 
project has had that may not have been expected in the beginning.   

Value for Money: whether the project or programme has achieved the best combination of 
economy (‘doing things at the right price’), efficiency (‘doing things the right way’) and 
effectiveness (‘doing the right things’). A value for money exercise therefore considers whether 
the project has brought about benefits at a reasonable cost. What is ‘reasonable’ can be 
determined by comparing like for like costs between similar projects and activities working 
under comparable local circumstances. By using such comparisons the evaluation is able to 
consider what benefits might arise from taking different approaches at varying costs.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
1 Some results may be generated after the project-level evaluation is completed. EPMU acknowledges these 

cannot be recorded; however, they may be captured as part of the ERDF programme-level evaluation.  
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