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[bookmark: _GoBack]Preliminary notes: The checklist is an instrument to support quality assurance when it comes to final evaluation reports. It can be used in conjunction with the draft report and thus be part of the feedback given to the evaluator(s). It is obligatory to use it on the final report, thereby documenting the quality of an evaluation report. Some criteria are weighted higher than others, due to their impact on the utility of the evaluation report, hence their impact on learning and accountability.

	Criterion / quality indicator
	Description / definition
	Grading / rating

	1 General features (Overall quality)
	
	Maximum points achievable: 7

Section overall quality:
Fully fulfilled / to a great extent: 7
Mainly fulfilled: 6-5
Rather unsatisfying:
4-3
Unsatisfying: < 3

	1.1 The structure of the report is clear and coherent
	1.1.1 The evaluation objectives, intended users/audience are presented before the findings
1.1.2 The findings are presented before the conclusions
1.1.3 The conclusions are presented before the recommendations
	1.1.1	yes: 1, no: 0

1.1.2 yes: 1, no: 0

1.1.3 yes: 1, no: 0

Maximum points 3

	1.2 The executive summary is a stand-alone section presenting the main information of the evaluation
	1.2.1 The executive summary is comprehensible as a stand-alone document
1.2.2 a) The executive summary presents a summary of all major elements of the evaluation (i.e. evaluation objectives and intended users/audience (1), overview of the project (1), evaluation design and methods (1), most important findings and conclusions (2), major recommendations (2)
OR
b) The executive summary presents a summary of at least two (out of the four) of the above major elements 
OR
c) The executive summary presents a summary of less than two (out of four) of the above major elements of the evaluation 
1.2.3 The language of the executive summary is sufficiently adequate to allow for publishing
	1.2.1 yes: 1, no: 0

1.2.2 a) 1
b)    0,5
c)    0
1.2.3: yes: 1, no: 0

Maximum points: 3

	1.3 The length of the report is adequate to cover the major aspects of the evaluation and at the same time be economic to read 
	1.3.1 a) The main section of the report (excluding table of content, abbreviations, and annexes, including executive summary) is from 25 to 35 pages long
OR
- b) The main section of the report (excluding table of content, abbreviations, annexes and including executive summary) is shorter than 25 pages or longer than 35 pages
	1.3.1 a): 1
b) 0

Maximum points: 1

	2 Methodology / validity and reliability of information
	Maximum points achievable: 12
Section methodology:
Fully fulfilled / to a great extent: 12-10
Mainly fulfilled: 9-7
Rather unsatisfying:
6-4 
Unsatisfying: < 4

	2.1 The section describes the evaluation design and methods adequately
	2.1.1 The evaluation report describes the evaluation design 
2.1.2 The report describes the data collection methods

	2.1.1 yes: 1, no: 0

2.1.2 yes: 1, no: 0

Maximum points 2

	2.2 The report discusses the rationale for choosing the evaluation design and methods
	2.2.1 The report describes the rationale for selecting the data collection methods selected
2.2.2 It is plausible that the data collection methods have been chosen taking into account the framework conditions (e.g. resources for the evaluation, answering the specific evaluation questions, characteristics of the project or the target group)
2.2.3 The methodology chosen allows for sex-disaggregated data on use of output/outcome level, showing how males and females benefited from the project
2.2.4 The report explains in how far existing data (e.g. from baselines, partners, the monitoring system) was included into the assessment
2.2.5 The report describes how a mix of methods and data sources was used to increase the reliability 
2.2.6 The report describes the limitations of the chosen evaluation design and methods
	2.2.1 yes: 1, no: 0

2.2.2 yes: 1, no: 0

2.2.3 yes: 1, no: 0

2.2.4 yes: 1, no: 0

2.2.5 yes: 1, no: 0

2.2.6 yes: 1, no: 0



Maximum points: 6

	2.3 The report describes and discusses the sampling approach 
	2.3.1 The report describes the sample frame
2.3.2 The report describes the rationale for selecting the sample
2.3.3 The report describes the numbers of the selected sample
2.3.4 The report describes the limitations of the sample 
2.3.5 The report describes the data sources
2.3.6 The report describes the rationale for the selection of the data sources

	
0. yes: 0.5, no: 0

0. yes: 0.5, no: 0

0. yes: 0.5, no: 0
0. yes: 0.5, no: 0
0. yes: 0.5, no: 0
0. yes: 0.5, no: 0


Maximum points 3

	2.4 The report explains in how far the evaluation was designed as a participatory process 
	2.4.1 The report explains how the evaluation design addressed the participation of the project participants (and other evaluation users) in the evaluation process
2.4.2 The evaluation report states at least one reason for the level of participation selected
	0. 
1. yes: 1, no: 0
1. yes: 1, no: 0

Maximum points 2

	3 Findings and conclusions
	Maximum points achievable: 15
Section findings and conclusions assessment:
Fully fulfilled / to a great extent: 15-13
Mainly fulfilled: 12-10
Rather unsatisfying: 9-7
Unsatisfying: < 7

	3.1 The report describes findings based on evidences
	3.1.1 For the findings presented data sources / evidence are mentioned
3.1.2 Data sources are anonymised 

	3.1.1 yes: 3, no: 0
3.1.2 yes: 1, no: 0


Maximum points: 4

	3.2 The report presented conclusions which derived from findings
	
	3.2 	yes: 3, no: 0

Maximum points 3

	3.3 The report draws recommendations from the findings and conclusions
	
	3.3 	yes: 3, no: 0

Maximum points 3


	3.4 The report answers the evaluation questions
	
	3.4 	yes: 5, partly: 3, no:0

Maximum points: 5

	4 Recommendations

	Maximum points achievable: 8

Attention: Because of the high importance recommendations, all points are weighed with a factor of 2, therefore a ‘yes’ counts for 2 points, instead of 1

Section conclusions and recommendations:
Fully fulfilled / to a great extent: 8-7
Mainly fulfilled: 6-5
Rather unsatisfying: 4-3
Unsatisfying: < 3

	4.1 The report presents useful recommendations
	4.1.1 The recommendations are clearly linked to findings and conclusions
4.4.2 The recommendations are clear, relevant, reflecting any constraints to follow-up
4.4.3 The recommendations are presented in priority order, with a timeframe for implementation, suggesting where responsibility for follow-up should lie
4.4.4 The number of recommendations is sufficiently limited 
	4.1.1 yes: 1, no: 0

4.1.2  yes: 1, no: 0

4.1.3  yes: 1, no: 0

4.1.4  yes: 1, no: 0


Maximum points 4

	5 Mandatory annexes

	Maximum points achievable: 9

Section conclusions and recommendations:
Fully fulfilled / to a great extent: 9-8
Mainly fulfilled: 7-5
Rather unsatisfying: 4-3
Unsatisfying: < 3

	5.1 All mandatory annexes are attached
	5.1.1 Terms of reference
5.1.2 Evaluation matrix 
5.1.3 Data collection instruments / informed-consent handling
5.1.4 Project planning matrix / logframe 
5.1.5 Travel and work schedule 
5.1.6 Debriefing notes
5.1.7 Sources (e.g. bibliography, people interviewed) 
5.1.8 Management response matrix
5.1.9 Assessment of the project according to OECD DAC criteria
	5.1.1 yes: 1, no: 0
5.1.2 yes: 1, no: 0
5.1.3 yes: 1, no: 0
5.1.4 yes: 1, no: 0
5.1.5 yes: 1, no: 0
5.1.6 yes: 1, no: 0
5.1.7 yes: 1, no: 0
5.1.8 yes: 1, no: 0
5.1.9 yes: 1, no: 0




Maximum points: 9


	Total: Report quality
	
	Maximum points achievable: 47
Section overall quality:
Fully fulfilled / to a great extent: 47-39
Mainly fulfilled: 38-28
Rather unsatisfying: 27-20
Unsatisfying: < 20



signature evaluation manager (quality checked): 


____________________________________


signature evaluation commissioner (and: Head of Program) (taken note): 


____________________________________
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