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Executive summary (max. 4 pages A4)

· Purpose of the evaluation

· A very brief description of the evaluated projects and the context of evaluation

· Identification of the evaluation team 

· The most important findings and conclusions in relation to the evaluation brief 

· Important recommendations, stating:

· recommendation level: on the project theme and continuation of the Czech Republic development cooperation in the given sector and country; as opposed to procedural and systemic recommendations with potentially general application in development cooperation;

· specific addressee (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Czech Development Agency, implementer, etc.);

· degree of seriousness and urgency of the recommendation
Contents (with page numbering – maximum 25 pages A4 excl. annexes)
1
Introduction

· Evaluation context: what interventions were evaluated and to what extent (subject matter and time)

· Purpose of evaluation: information on the contracting authority and its main expectations regarding the evaluation, (i.e. what, in particular, is to be ascertained by the evaluation, what the results and suggestions from the evaluation will be used for) usually formulated as several key evaluation questions

· Information on evaluation team 
2
Information on the evaluated intervention 

· The addressed issue in the wider context (why the given theme was selected); the approach selected to address this issue; the method of financing; a description of objectives and outputs; a brief commentary on the implementation process 

· Basic commentary on the logic of the project structure (if necessary the reconstruction of the intervention logic as an annex)

· Key assumptions and risks - which ones have been identified; what other major external factors have emerged in the course of the project; in what way did the assumptions and risks influence the implementation or results of the intervention; how the project coordinator and implementer, or other stakeholders, reacted to situations that arose

· Brief information on implementers 
3
Evaluation methodology

· A summary of the methods used for collection and analysis of information 

· Recorded methodological and other obstacles and employed solutions; a justification of potential changes when compared to the initial offer
· Assessment of evaluation approaches in relation to observing ethical principles during the evaluation and during meetings with respondents and other players  

· Brief information on qualifications of members of the evaluation team and allocating tasks within the evaluation team (approximately 3 lines for each team member)

4
Evaluation findings

· Main results of information collection and analysis, structured in accordance with the evaluation criteria and/or the main evaluation questions as to the Terms of Reference or approved Input Report
Relevance – the extent to which the development activity is suited to the needs, priorities and policies of the target group, partner (recipient) country and donor country. 

Efficiency – degree of utilisation of input resources (scheduling, expertise, administration and management, finances etc.) regarding the actually achieved outcomes. The performed activities are assessed as to their adequacy, effectiveness and efficiency. Where appropriate, alternative solutions can be proposed to achieve the defined results and objectives in a way requiring less funds, less time, or with greater regard to local conditions etc. It can be assessed as well, whether the desired outputs and outcomes had been set up realistically. Assessment of the degree to which optimum use was made of financial resources to achieve the desired results is undertaken from both a quantitative and qualitative perspective.

Effectiveness – Theory of Change, the degree to which the development intervention objectives have been met.
Impacts – positive and negative, direct and indirect, and intended and unintended short- and long-term consequences of the project for the target group and in the partner country in general. 
Sustainability – the extent to which, or likelihood that, the project’s positive effects for the target group will continue after completion of activities and funding by the donor/implementer, in relation to local conditions.
For the effectiveness, sustainability and impacts criteria, the evaluation must also thoroughly consider external influences of the surroundings in which the project was implemented, and specify obstacles that may objectively be considered to have influence on results.

Consideration of cross-cutting principles, cultural and other ethical aspects during the implementation – summary of positive and negative impacts findings on each cross-cutting principle based upon indicators defined by Methodology for cross-cutting principles evaluation.
External presentation (visibility) in the partner country
Other specific requirements of the contracting authority (for example, degree of coordination with other projects)
5
Evaluation conclusions

· Conclusions derived from significant evaluation findings, and in relation to the evaluation criteria and purpose as set out in the brief 

For each criterion, an evaluation rating will be provided which reflects the degree of fulfilment of the given criterion, always accompanied by the main reasons for this rating (very briefly). However, the project as a whole is not to receive an overall evaluation rating.

Scale indicating the degree to which an evaluation criterion has been fulfilled (for cross-cutting principles, the supplementary evaluation can be used “one of the main project objectives”, e.g. for care of the environment and climate in the case of a clear environmental focus of a project; at the same time it is, however, necessary to address the actual benefits of the project):

	High – the approaches, results and assumptions are fully consistent with the requirements of the stated objective or examples of good practice. 

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

	Quite low –significant deficiencies in the project cycle framework or in the applied approaches and/or serious problems related to external factors  

	Low – the project procedures or results do not conform to the stated objectives and/or critical problems exist related to external factors 

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

	For impacts it is possible in justified cases to use the evaluation Negative 


6
Recommendations

· All principal 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 (recommendations can also relate to the system of evaluation);

· specific addressee (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Czech Development Agency, implementer, etc.);

· degree of seriousness and urgency,
· each recommendation must be supported by at least brief arguments, where possible referring to specific findings and conclusions of the field research (or research in the Czech Republic)

· The contracting authority expects approx. 5 main recommendations for each level with emphasis on the comprehensive nature, applicability and feasibility of suggestions rather than on their quantity. The main recommendations can be supplemented with specifications of particular areas or specific steps (what should be done, how and when)

· There can appear a clear summary of evaluation recommendations at the end of this part of report, as follows:
	Recommendation
	Level of seriousness of recommendation
(1 – the most serious,      2 – serious, 3 – the least serious)
	PCM phase of the recommendation
	Primary addressee
	Justification / recommendation for method of implementation of recommendation

	System and process recommendations

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Sector recommendations

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Project recommendations

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


7
Annexes to the evaluation report 

Mandatory:
summary of the report in English (with identical content and structure as the Czech language summary) or summary of the report in Czech (with identical content and structure as the English language summary)
list of abbreviations used and their explanation; 
key results of evaluation of partial interventions (assuming that assignment rules require preparation of the summary report and separate evaluation of partial interventions)
list of documents studied and/or, where appropriate, earlier evaluation reports on the given subject, technical literature and relevant Internet links; 

list of interviews (summary of key respondents) and group discussions (focus groups) in the Czech Republic and the partner country; 

questionnaires and sets of questions used; 

analysis of the results of surveys, questionnaire investigations and factual findings; 

summary of the major results of interviews, focus groups with key respondents (if not in the text); 

Terms of Reference;

table showing how the (major) comments of the reference group, coordinator and implementer have been processed;

overview of comments arising from the discussion at the final presentation and how they have been processed by the evaluation team (if necessary);

checklist of mandatory requirements of the evaluation contract; 

Optional – depending on the project context and at the discretion of the evaluator:

itinerary of the evaluation mission to the partner country; 

extensive tables and graphs (briefer ones are better inserted directly into the main body of the report);

intervention logic chart for the evaluated intervention (reconstructed, if necessary);

map of sites where the evaluated project has been implemented;

selection of photos documenting the evaluation mission (illustrating the evaluated projects or the environment of the given country);

citations of the opinions of stakeholders (e.g. target groups), case studies, etc.; 

supplementary information concerning the evaluation methods for collecting and analysing data, or concerning the evaluation team; 

supplementary information concerning the evaluation findings and conclusions; 

presentation of the evaluation results (from the debriefing at the implementation location, or the final presentation at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs);
� 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.


�  In justified cases it is possible to combine findings and derived conclusions into one chapter to achieve better linkage to combine findings and derived conclusions into one chapter.
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