
Appendix XXX – Report Structure and Quality Check Criteria 
 

Report Structure for Country Level Evaluations 
This document should be used as a guide for preparing meaningful, useful, and credible 
evaluation reports that meet quality standards.   The following reporting structure should be 
used for Country Level Evaluation Reports: 
 
For IAPG Country Level Evaluations For HPP Country Level Evaluations 
Title Page 
Executive Summary 
1. Introduction 

1.1. Background to the Country 
Programme 

1.2. Background to the IAPG Activities 
In-country 

2. Methodology 
2.1. Objectives of the Evaluation 
2.2. Methods Used 
2.3. Limitations 

3. Results 
3.1. Relevance 
3.2. Effectiveness 
3.3. Sustainability 
3.4. Impact 
3.5. Efficiency 
3.6. Cross-Cutting Issues 

4. Lessons Learned & Recommendations 
5. Appendices 
 

Title Page 
Executive Summary 
1. Introduction 

1.1. Background to the Country 
Programme 

1.2. Background to the HPP Activities 
In-country 

2. Methodology 
2.1. Objectives of the Evaluation 
2.2. Methods Used 
2.3. Limitations 

3. Results 
3.1. Relevance and Appropriateness 
3.2. Effectiveness, Timeliness and 

Coordination 
3.3. Impact 
3.4. Connectedness 
3.5. Coherence 
3.6. Coverage 
3.7. Efficiency and Cost Effectiveness 
3.8. Cross-Cutting Issues 

4. Lessons Learned & Recommendations 
5. Appendices 
 

DAC Appraisal Scale 
Country Level Evaluator Teams are required to provide an appraisal of how well the 
programme has fared against each of the DAC criteria used in the evaluation, using the 
following grading scale, where:  

 5: Outstanding/Exceptional Performance 

 4: Very good overall performance (above expectation) 

 3: Good overall performance s (as expected) 

 2: Acceptable performance but with some shortcomings 

 1: Barely acceptable performance with some major shortcomings  

 0: Totally unacceptable performance or insufficient data to make an assessment 
 
This scale is applied to each of the DAC criteria, considering the three different levels of 
influence (micro, meso, macro) and an overall performance score.  The results of this 



appraisal are presented in summary form on the Title Page of the report and in detail form 
at the start of each sub-section discussing each DAC criterion. 
 
The following format must be used on the Title Page of the evaluation report: 
 
For IAPG Country Level Evaluations For HPP Country Level Evaluations 
Programme scores against DAC criteria 

 
Criteria Score (0 min, 5 max) 

Relevance  

Effectiveness  

Sustainability  

Impact  

Efficiency  

 
 

Programme scores against DAC criteria 
 

Criteria Score (0 min, 5 max) 

Relevance  

Effectiveness  

Connectedness  

Coherence  

Coverage  

Efficiency  
 

The following format must be used to present the DAC criteria assessment at the start of 
each sub-section in Section 3: Results: 
 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Overall 
 

     

Micro       

Meso       

Macro       

 
NOTE: not every country programme is operating at all three levels of influence.  Only apply 
the scale to the levels of influence operating in-country. 
 
The global evaluation team, supported by PALU, will use these scores as part of their wider 
analysis process. 
 

Quality Check Criteria 
The Global Evaluation Team, supported by PALU, will assess each country report using 
quality check criteria to ensure that the quality of the Country Level Evaluation Reports is 
consistently high.  The purpose is to give additional comfort that the country level 
evaluation process has been sufficiently robust.   
 
The quality check criteria tool is included below so that country level evaluation teams 
understand the review process that will take place. 
 
 



Evaluation Quality Assessment Template 
 

Country Programme:  

Title of evaluation report:  

 
 

Overall quality of report:  Date of assessment:  

Overall comments:  

 

Assessment Levels 

Very 
good: 

strong, above average, 
best practice 

Good: 
satisfactory, 
respectable 

Fair: 
with some weaknesses, 
still acceptable 

Unsatisfactory: 

weak, does not meet     

minimal quality 
standards 

 
 
 
  



Overall Evaluation Quality Assessment 

 

 Assessment Levels (*)  

Quality assessment criteria (scoring points*) Very good Good Fair Unsatisfactory Rewrite 

 

1. Clarity of reporting (7)      

2. Reliability of data (11)      

3. Analysis and findings (60)      

4. Conclusions (11)      

5. Recommendations (11)      

 Total scoring points      

Overall assessment level of evaluation report      

 Very good: very 

confident to 

use 

Good: confident     to 

use 

Fair: use with 

caution 

Unsatisfactory: 

not confident to use 

 

 
(*) (a) Insert scoring points associated with criteria in corresponding column (e.g. - if ‘Analysis and Findings’ has been assessed as ‘good’, enter 60 into 
‘Good’ column). (b) Assessment level with highest ‘total scoring points’ determines ‘Overall assessment level of evaluation report’. Write corresponding 
assessment level in cell (e.g. ‘Fair’). (c) Use ‘shading’ function to give cells corresponding colour. 

 
 
  



 

Quality Assessment Criteria 
Insert assessment level followed by main comments. (use ‘shading’ function 

to give cells corresponding colour) 

1 - Clarity of Reporting 
 

To ensure the report is comprehensive and user-friendly 

• Is the report easy to read and understand (written in accessible 

non-technical language appropriate for the intended audience)? 

• Is the report focused and to the point (for example, not too 
lengthy)? 

• Is there a clear distinction made in the writing between 

analysis/findings, conclusions, recommendations and lessons 

learned (where applicable)? 

Executive summary 

• Is the executive summary written as a stand-alone section and 

presenting the main results of the evaluation? 

• Is there a clear structure of the executive summary: i) Purpose, 

including intended audience(s); ii) Objectives and brief description 

of intervention; iii) Methodology; iv) Main conclusions; v) 

Recommendations)? 

• Is the executive summary reasonably concise with a 

maximum length of 5-7 pages? 

Assessment Level:  

Comment: 
 

 



2 - Reliability of Data 
 

To ensure quality of data and robust data collection processes 

• Did the evaluation triangulate all data collected? 

• Did the evaluation clearly identify and make use of qualitative and 

quantitative data sources? 

• Did the evaluation make explicit any possible issues (bias, data 
gaps etc.) in primary and secondary data sources and if relevant 
explained what was done to minimize such issues? For example, 
did the evaluation make explicit possible limitations of the data 
collected? 

• Is there evidence that data has been collected with a 
sensitivity to issues of discrimination and other ethical 
considerations? 

• Is there adequate gender disaggregation of data? And if this has 
not been possible, is it explained? 

• Does the evaluation make explicit the level of involvement of 

different stakeholders in the different phases of the evaluation 

process? And if this has not been possible, is it explained?   

Assessment Level:  

Comment: 
 

 



3 - Analysis and Findings 
 

To ensure sound analysis 

• Is information analysed and interpreted systematically and 
logically? 

• Are the interpretations based on carefully described 
assumptions? 

• Is the analysis presented in a way relevant to the evaluation 
questions? 

• Is the analysis transparent about the sources and quality of data? 

• Are possible cause and effect links between an intervention and 
its end results explained? 

• Where possible, is the analysis disaggregated to show 

different outcomes between different target groups? 

• Are unintended results identified? 

• Is the analysis presented against contextual factors? 

• Does the analysis include reflection of the views of different 
stakeholders (reflecting diverse interests)? For example, how were 
possible divergent opinions treated in the analysis? 

• Does the analysis elaborate on cross-cutting issues such as equity 
and vulnerability, gender equality and human rights? 

 
To ensure credible findings 

• Can evidence be traced through the analysis into findings? 
• Are the findings substantiated by evidence? 

• Do findings follow logically from the analysis? 

• Is the analysis of cross-cutting issues integrated in the 
findings? 

Assessment Level:  

Comment: 
 

 



 
4 - Conclusions 

 
To assess the validity of conclusions 

• Are conclusions credible and clearly related to the findings? 

• Are the conclusions demonstrating an appropriate level of 
analytical abstraction? 

• Are conclusions conveying the evaluators’ unbiased judgement of 
the intervention? 

Assessment Level:  

Comment: 
 

 

5 - Recommendations 
 

To ensure the usefulness and clarity of recommendations 

• Do recommendations flow logically from conclusions? 

• Are the recommendations sufficiently clear, targeted at the 
intended users and operationally feasible? 

• Do recommendations reflect stakeholders’ consultations whilst 
remaining balanced and impartial? 

• Is the number of recommendations manageable? 

• Are the recommendations prioritised and clearly presented to 
facilitate appropriate management response and follow up on each 
specific recommendation? 

 

Assessment Level:  

Comment: 

 

 


