[bookmark: _Toc187065032]Evaluations: Content and Quality of reporting
The deliverables associated to each output must match quality standards and include essential elements as per contents outlined in Annex to the ToR. So, for example, the text of the reports must be presented in a manner that is easily understandable, free of jargon, logically organized with well-structured chapters and, where appropriate, illustrated with maps, graphs, and tables; a map of the area(s) of intervention is required (to be attached as annex). In particular, the quality of the draft versions of the inception and final report will be assessed by the Evaluation Manager using a wide range of quality criteria presented in the following tables, including the quality of the analysis, precision and clarity of writing, methodological rigor and in the case of the final report, validity of conclusions, usefulness of recommendations and appropriateness of lessons learnt. Other deliverables will be assessed using similar quality criteria but adapted to the specific structure, format, and content of the reports / notes as outlined in the ToR and its annexes. 

	INCEPTION REPORT – Quality Assessment Grid
	 
	 

	Legend: scores and their meaning
	Scale
	Explanation

	
	Fully compliant
	The criterion was fully met (or exceeded)

	
	Minor shortcomings
	The criterion was met with only minor shortcomings (i.e., minor areas for improvement and/or few inaccuracies are noted but do not substantially affect the quality of the section).

	
	Some shortcomings
	The criterion was partially met with some shortcomings (i.e., areas for improvement and/or errors are noted, suggesting the need for adjustments).

	
	Major shortcomings
	The criterion was not met (i.e., significant weaknesses or errors are noted and must be addressed).

	
	Non-relevant
	Criteria is ignored in scoring grid and related averages

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	1. CLARITY OF THE REPORT
	SCORE

	1.1
	Is easily readable, and understandable (it is free of jargon, written in plain English or French, has logical use of chapters, appropriate use of tables, graphs, and diagrams).
	

	1.2
	Appropriate length of the document overall in number of pages (20 pages excluding annexes)
	

	1.3
	The length of the various chapters and annexes of the Report is well balanced
	

	1.4
	The annexes contain – at the least – the original TORs, the evaluation matrix, a bibliography, and a list of consultees. The annexes are in compliant with what was required and specified in the ToR. 
	

	Section score
	 

	2. INTRODUCTION, INTERVENTION LOGIC AND KEY STAKEHOLDERS
	SCORE

	2.1
	The report provides appropriate description to the context of the evaluation, its objectives and focus
	

	2.2
	It explains the timing of the evaluation and its expected outputs and use.
	

	2.3
	Any departures from the original TOR are adequately explained and justified.
	

	2.4
	The (re)constructed intervention logic is presented in both diagram and narrative form
	

	2.5
	The (re)constructed intervention logic describes how the intervention is expected to contribute to the intended change by outlining the causal links between the inputs, outputs, outcomes, and impact as well as the key assumptions underpinning the change process.
	

	2.6
	The report provides an appropriate description and understanding of the various stakeholders of the intervention(s) and how they would affect or be affected by the evaluation
	

	Section score
	

	3. FINALISED EVALUATION QUESTIONS WITH JUDGEMENT CRITERIA AND INDICATORS
	SCORE

	3.1
	The total number of Evaluation Questions is equal to or lower than 10
	

	3.2
	Evaluation Questions are specific (grounded in the intervention logic), open-ended and focused on ‘why’ and ‘how’
	

	3.3
	Evaluation Questions, judgement criteria and indicators are sensitive to the context, including gender, age, and disabilities issues (as relevant)
	

	3.4
	The judgement criteria and indicators are well defined, relevant to the EQs, the selected OECD/DAC criteria and the indicative Evaluation Questions from the ToR
	

	3.5
	The evaluation matrix is clearly articulated indicating the evaluation criteria, indicators, data sources and methods for gathering and analysis.
	

	Section score
	 

	4. METHODOLOGY OF THE EVALUATION 
	SCORE

	4.1
	The IR provides a detailed overview of the evaluation process and its design (incl. sample and sampling methodology when relevant) 
	

	4.2
	The proposed design, tools and methods are appropriate for addressing the evaluation mandate and their relative strengths are explained
	

	4.3
	The consultation strategy is clear and appropriate
	

	4.4
	The structuring and organisation of the different phases of the evaluation, including planning of the missions is clear 
	

	4.5
	Methodological limitations are acknowledged, their impact on evaluation design is discussed and appropriate mitigation measures envisaged
	

	Section score
	 

	5. RISKS AND ETHICS
	SCORE

	5.1
	The IR explains how the evaluation avoids harm; attains informed consent; ensures confidentiality and demonstrates contextual sensitivity
	

	5.2
	The IR contains a section describing actual or potential conflict of interest affecting the evaluation team and an appropriate mitigation strategy is explained.
	

	Section score
	 

	6. WORKPLAN 
	SCORE

	6.1
	A sufficiently detailed free text description of the work plan is provided in the IR 
	

	6.2
	The workplan is provided in Gantt format
	

	Section score
	 

	OVERALL SCORE

	Category
	Score

	1
	Clarity of the report 
	

	2
	Introduction, intervention logic and key stakeholders
	

	3
	Finalised Evaluation Questions with judgement criteria and indicators
	

	4
	Methodology of the evaluation
	

	5
	Risk and Ethics
	

	6
	Workplan
	

	 

	Overall assessment: it is recommended that for a report to be approved, the average of the section scores should be either 'Fully compliant' or only 'Minor shortcomings' AND no section score should be scored 'Major shortcomings'.





