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Identification Form (1 A4 page)
	Partner country (country of implementation): 
	Project sites:

	Project name in Czech and English:

	Sectoral focus:

	Coordinator:
	Implementer:

	Implementation period – month/year of project launch:
	Month/year of project completion:

	Total utilisation of Czech development cooperation funds (CZK):
	Total utilisation, including co-financing (CZK):

	Other donors involved in the project:

	Authors of the evaluation report:

	Date, signature(s):


Executive Summary (max. 4 A4 pages)
· A very brief description of the comprehensive evaluation of projects and the sectoral context of the evaluation.
· The most important findings and conclusions in relation to the evaluation tasks.
· Important recommendations, stating:

· the type of recommendations: on the project theme and the continuation of the Czech Republic’s development cooperation in the sector and country; as opposed to procedural and systemic recommendations with potentially general application in development cooperation;
· the probable addressee (the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Czech Development Agency, the implementer, etc.);
· the degree of importance.
Contents (with pagination – maximum of 25 A4 pages, excluding annexes)
1
Introduction
· Evaluation context: what projects were evaluated, to what material and temporal extent; who the contracting authority was and who the investigator in the comprehensive evaluation was.
· Purpose of the evaluation: the contracting authority’s main expectations regarding the evaluation, usually formulated in several key evaluation questions (i.e. what, in particular, is to be ascertained by the evaluation, what the results and suggestions from the evaluation will be used for).
2
Project background
· The issue addressed in the context of the development of the country in question (why the project theme was chosen); the approach selected to address this issue; the financing method; a description of the objectives and outputs; comments on the progress of implementation.
· The logical project structure (if necessary, including reconstruction of the intervention logic).
· Key assumptions and risks – which ones have been identified; what other major external factors have emerged in the course of the project implementation; how the assumptions and risks have affected the implementation and results of the project; how the coordinator and implementer, and where appropriate other stakeholders, have responded to the situation that has emerged.
· Brief information about the implementers.
3
Evaluation methodology
· A summary of the methods used; the methodological and other obstacles recorded and the solutions employed; a statement of the limits of the evaluation (the extent to which the data are valid, etc.).
· The method for the allocation of tasks among evaluation team members, brief information about the qualifications of the evaluation team members.
4
Evaluation findings
Structured according to the OECD/DAC evaluation criteria:
Relevance – the extent to which development intervention corresponds to the needs, priorities and concepts of the target group, the partner (recipient) country and the donor country.
Efficiency – the extent of utilisation of input resources (scheduling, expertise, administration and management, funds, etc.) relative to the outputs and objectives achieved. The activities performed are assessed as to their adequacy, effectiveness and efficiency. Where appropriate, alternative solutions may be proposed for achieving the stated outputs and objectives in a less costly manner, in less time, with greater account of local conditions, etc. An evaluation of whether the objectives and outputs have been set realistically is also appreciated. The evaluation of the extent to which the least costly resources are used to achieve the desired results is both quantitative and qualitative.
Effectiveness – the degree to which the development intervention objectives have been met.
Sustainability – the extent to which, or likelihood that, the project’s positive effects for the target group will continue on the completion of activities and funding by the donor/implementer.
Impact – positive and negative, direct and indirect, and intended and unintended development intervention consequences for the target group and in the partner country in general; with the impacts criterion, the evaluation must also thoroughly address the external influences of the environment in which the project was implemented.
Consideration for cross-cutting principles
External presentation (visibility) in the partner country
For each criterion, an evaluation rating will be provided at the end which reflects the degree of fulfilment of the criterion, always with an indication of the main reasons for that rating (very briefly). However, the project as a whole is not given a single resultant evaluation rating.
The scale used to show the degree to which the evaluation criterion has been fulfilled (for cross-cutting principles, the evaluation “one of the main objectives of the project” may be used, e.g. for environmental friendliness and consideration for the climate where a project is clearly environmentally focused):
	High – the results are fully consistent with the stated objective

	Quite high – in the specific context, the project fulfilled the maximum requirements, but restrictions exist in relation to external factors

	Quite low – some shortcomings in the framework of the project cycle and/or significant issues in relation to external factors

	Low – the project results do not meet the stated objectives of the project and/or there are critical issues in relation to external factors 

	Cannot be evaluated/not applicable (only with a statement of reasons)


5
Evaluation conclusions
· Conclusions derived from significant evaluation findings, also in relation to the purpose of the evaluation as defined in the specifications.
6
Recommendations
· All recommendations arising from the evaluation findings and conclusions, with an indication of:
· The type of recommendation – recommendations on the project theme and the continuation of the Czech Republic’s development cooperation in the sector and country are to be made separately from procedural and systemic recommendations with potentially general application in development cooperation.
· The specific addressee (the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Czech Development Agency, the implementer, etc.).
· The degree of importance (1 = most important one – 3 = least important).
· Each recommendation must be supported by at least brief arguments, if possible also drawing on specific findings from field research (or research in the Czech Republic).
· The contracting authority expects approximately five major recommendations related to an evaluated project, with an emphasis on the comprehensive nature, usefulness and feasibility of suggestions rather than on their quantity. The main recommendations can be supplemented by specifications of particular areas or specific recommended steps.
· At the end of this part of the report, provide a clear summary of the recommendations in a table with the following structure:
	Type/level of recommendation
	Recommendation
	Primary addressee
	Level of importance

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


7
Annexes to the evaluation report
Mandatory:
Annex summarising the evaluation findings for the evaluated project;
List of abbreviations;
List of documents and/or, where appropriate, earlier evaluation reports on the subject matter and technical literature studied;
List of interviews and group discussions (focus groups) in the Czech Republic and in the partner country;
Overview of the findings and recommendations;
Questionnaires used, sets of questions asked;
Results of surveys, questionnaire investigations, factual findings;
Table showing how the (major) comments of the reference group, coordinator and implementer on the evaluation report have been processed;
Summary of the report in Czech (with the same content and structure as the summary in English);
Terms of reference of the evaluation;
Overview of comments received during the discussion at the presentation of the report, and how they have been processed by the evaluation team (if necessary);
Checklist of mandatory requirements of the evaluation contract.
Optional – it is advisable to add the following, depending on the context of the project and at the discretion of the evaluator:
The itinerary of the evaluation mission to the partner country;
More extensive tables and graphs (in contrast, briefer ones should be included in the main body of the text);
Intervention logic chart of the evaluated project/s (reconstructed, if necessary);
Map of sites where the evaluated project has been implemented;
Selection of photographs documenting the evaluation mission (illustrating the projects evaluated or the setting in the country);
Citation of the opinions of stakeholders (e.g. target groups), case studies, etc.
�  Arguments underpinning recommendations can generally be set out in the main body of the report; here in the executive summary we suggest stating arguments only where there is a pressing need to do so.





