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Quality Assurance: Template for Exit Level

	Name of Document:  
	


	
	Exit level Review Questions

Responses are not required against each sub-question. 

Sub-questions should be used as a prompt for judgment on the headline questions Q1-Q11. 

Overall comments may also be added.


	Yes /

No
	Comments
Please provide detailed comments and suggestions for improvement where the text is unsatisfactory. 

Please also comment on how the quality of the product may be improved where the text is considered satisfactory. 

Please provide a response against each headline question.

Please underline all recommendations. 



	
	Section 1 : Planning and Conception 


	
	

	Q1
	Is there a clear rationale for why the study is being done, why now and who it is for?


	
	

	
	1.1. Does the document refer to a purpose, objectives and timing of the evaluation study?

1.2. Is the intended user made clear? Has a secondary audience been identified?  

1.3. Is it clear who has carried out the evaluation? 

1.4. Are the full TOR and evaluation matrix annexed? 

1.5. Have departures from the original proposals for the study and TOR been adequately explained and justified?


	
	

	Q2
	Does the report describe the scope and coverage of the evaluation? Is the rationale of the intervention or policy clear?


	
	

	
	2.1 Does the report describe the scope of evaluation, and make the coverage of the evaluation explicit (type, target group, location, period, organization, financial value etc.)? Are the parameters of the evaluation well defined? 

2.2 Is there a clear explanation of the logic of the intervention that is being evaluated, including assumptions about relationships underpinning the activities evaluated, and assumptions about inputs, outputs outcomes, impacts hierarchy?

2.3 Does the evaluation distinguish between the inputs, activities, outcomes and impacts of the intervention?


	
	

	Q3
	Is the policy, development and institutional context of the intervention clearly assessed, including political economy, poverty, gender, environment and rights issues?


	
	

	
	3.1 Does the context include a broad overview of the political governance context over the evaluation period; and the extent to which the political economy was conducive (or otherwise) to achievement of programme objectives?

3.2 Is there an assessment of the policy context for the intervention; and does this include reference to poverty reduction strategies, gender equality, environmental protection, and human rights?

3.3 Is there an analysis of the aid environment, and the roles and policies of different donors and agencies?

3.4 Is the cost and relative weight of the intervention with respect to other development activities discussed (if appropriate)?


	
	

	
	Section 2 : Evaluation Design


	
	

	Q4
	Is the evaluation framework established and was it appropriate, ensuring that diverse views were heard? 


	
	

	
	4.1 Is the evaluation framework clearly explained?  Does it 
establish the evaluation questions, conceptual framework, methods for data and information collection, data sources and team composition? Is it appropriate?

4.2 Have gender and equity concerns been considered? Was the methodology appropriate for assessment of gender issues?

4.3 Are the evaluation methods described and justified? 

4.4 Did the design provide for multiple lines of inquiry (where appropriate)? Was sampling appropriate?
4.5 Does the framework consider issues of attribution?
4.6 Are primary and secondary data sources adequate and reliable? 

4.7 Did the methodology promote an appropriate mix of 
quantitative, qualitative and participatory research methods?
 

4.8 Are any methodological constraints / shortcomings 
acknowledged and their impact on the evaluation discussed? Are any departures from the design adequately explained?


	
	

	
	Section 3 :  Implementation


	
	

	Q5
	Was the data collected sufficiently disaggregated to enable diverse views to be reflected; was it collected in an appropriate manner and was information sufficiently triangulated?


	
	

	
	5.1 Did the methodology enable the collection and analysis of disaggregated data to show difference between groups, particularly issues of diversity
?

5.2 From the information available, were the instruments tested and validated (e.g. pre-testing of questionnaires)?
5.3 From the information available, was data collected in an appropriate and respectful manner, taking into account cultural, ethical and legal concerns? 

5.4 Were sample sizes adequate?

5.5 Was information sufficiently triangulated?

5.6 Have any concerns on the availability of data been raised?  If not, are limitations and the reasons for these fully explained? 

5.7 Where gender disaggregated data is not available, does the evaluation report point out how lack of data is impacting, and make recommendations?

5.8 Is a list of documents consulted provided?


	
	

	Q6
	Does the report indicate the stakeholders consulted, the criteria for their selection, and the methods and reasons for selection of particular stakeholders?


	
	

	
	6.1 Has the report given consideration to the participation of different stakeholders (ie. reflecting diverse interests) in design and implementation, and have gender issues been considered? 

6.2 Where primary stakeholders have not been consulted due to the scope of the evaluation, is relevant documentation drawing on primary data sources identified and referred to? 

6.3 Where appropriate (ie. there are no security or privacy 
concerns), does the report list people interviewed?
 

6.4 Does the report discuss any inherent imbalances or biases that interviews may have created?

6.5 Is the use of interview-based information adequately presented, and explained?


	
	

	Q7
	Have Paris Declaration Principles been addressed in the evaluation? 


	
	

	
	7.1 Have issues of country ownership and management been addressed?
7.2 To what extent has the evaluation used country systems for evaluation? 
7.3 How far has the evaluation harmonised approaches with other donors?
7.4 Have different donors’ and partner countries’ participation in and contribution to the intervention and its results, been described?
7.5 Is there any evidence that the evaluation has contributed in any way to building the evaluation capacity
 and skills of partners and partner countries?

	
	

	Q8
	Are some of the DAC evaluation criteria
  reflected in an appropriate way?

 
	
	

	
	8.1 Does the evaluation framework reflect some of the five DAC criteria for evaluating development assistance
, and the additional 3 criteria (coverage, coherence and coordination)

8.2 Does it explain which criteria have been chosen and why? 

8.3 Does the report give adequate coverage to gender issues, poverty, exclusion and human rights? 


	
	

	
	Section 4 : Analysis


	
	

	Q9
	Is the analysis sufficiently robust? 


	
	

	
	9.1 Is the analysis disaggregated to show outcomes and impact on different groups and sexes? 

9.2 Is quantitative and qualitative information presented, analysed and interpreted systematically and logically? 

9.3 Are unintended and unexpected findings effects identified?

9.4 Is the evaluation transparent about the sources and quality of information; and are references or sources provided?


	
	

	Q10
	Are the findings valid, balanced and adequately supported by evidence?


	
	

	
	10.1 Is the evidence clear?

10.2 Is the evidence sufficiently triangulated? 

10.3 Do findings follow logically from the analysis?

10.4 Is the relevance of the context (e.g. developmental and policy, institutional, socio-political) taken into account? 

10.5 Do findings relate to the evaluation questions? 

10.6 Are findings useful; and are they presented in ways that are accessible to different users? 

10.7 Do findings reflect diverse views and interests; and do they consider gender equality? If not, is there adequate explanation for omissions?

10.8 Are issues of attribution considered?


	
	

	Q11
	Are the recommendations sufficiently clear, targeted and practical?


	
	

	
	11.1 Do recommendations follow logically from the findings and evidence cited?

11.2 Are they targeted to the intended users? 

11.3 Are presented in practical ways that will enable individuals or departments to follow up on recommendations?

11.4 Is each recommendation distinct (i.e. not to be confused with each other)?  


	
	

	Q12
	Are the lessons
 clearly presented and applicable for wider use?


	
	

	
	12.1 Do lessons contribute to general knowledge; and are they useful?

12.2 Are lessons valid (i.e. they have not generalised from single point findings)? 

12.3 Do lessons reflect the interests of different stakeholders, and sexes?

12.4 Are lessons presented separately with a clear logical distinction between findings, recommendations and lessons learned? 


	
	

	Q13
	Are the evaluation results sufficiently independent and impartial, (from the evidence available)? 


	
	

	
	13.1 Are findings and recommendations consistent with the evidence cited?

13.2 Are differences of opinion (by evaluation team members; or from stakeholders consulted) fully acknowledged in the report?

13.3 Are any conflicts of interest openly discussed?

13.4 Does the report indicate whether the evaluation team was able to work freely and without interference?

13.5 From the information available, were information sources and their content independent of other parties with an interest in the evaluation?

13.6 Do the judgments made appear to be balanced?

13.7 Are the views of different stakeholders recorded? 


	
	

	
	Section 5: Utility and Access


	
	

	Q14
	Has the evaluation process and report adequately addressed the information needs of the commissioning body and other users; and does it address the questions in the TOR?


	
	

	
	14.1 To what extent does the report follow the TOR, and are evaluation questions adequately covered by the report? If not, are departures justified?

14.2 Has the evaluation been designed and managed to meet the information and decision-making needs of the intended users?

14.3 Have stakeholders and end-users been given opportunities to comment on the draft findings, recommendations and lessons? 

14.4 Is there any indication that the evaluation report reflects those comments and acknowledges disagreements?


	
	

	Q15
	Have stakeholders in countries and other users been 

sufficiently engaged in the evaluation process
; and has communication been sufficiently transparent?


	
	

	
	15.1 Has the evaluation process enabled affected stakeholders access to evaluation-related information in forms that respect people and honour confidentiality?

15.2 Is there any communications plan within the report; if so, does it suggest that dissemination of evaluation results will lead to improved accountability? 

15.3 Is in-country feedback on findings and recommendations included in the text?

15.4 Has the evaluation process been transparent enough to ensure its legitimacy? 

15.5 Is there evidence that the anonymity and confidentiality of individual informants has been protected when requested? 


	
	

	
	Section 6 : Reporting
	
	

	Q16
	Is the Executive Summary clear, balanced and of appropriate length
; and does it sufficiently reflect the findings and tone of the main report?  Are the appropriate Annexes available and of sufficient quality?


	
	

	
	16.1 Does the report contain an Executive Summary? 

16.2 Does the Executive Summary (and EvSum
 if these are not the same) reflect the key findings, recommendations and lessons; and maintain the tone of the main report?

16.3 Are the TOR, evaluation matrix, literature references and people met
 included as Annexes? 

16.4 For CPEs, are the following included either as an annex or within the main text: statistical annex (e.g. MDG progress assessment), administrative data, and events timeline?


	
	

	Q17
	Is the report written in a style that is consistent with DFID products, and EvD’s style guide? 


	
	

	
	17.1 Is the report accessible to the intended audience (ie. free of jargon, written in plain english; logical use of chapters, sensible use of tables and graphs)?

17.2 Does the report present its findings in a compelling way, citing numbers where appropriate, and making good use of tables, charts and text boxes?

17.3 Is the report credible (from the information available?)

17.4 Is the report of publishable quality?


	
	

	Q18
	Overall Comments. 

Please provide an overall judgement on whether the document is suitable for publication selecting one of the following options: 

‘Accept as is’,

‘Accept with minor revisions’ or 

‘Requires significant change’.

In addition, please provide a summary of key points; and a comment on how the text could be improved.


	
	


� Responses to this question may vary depending on the nature of the evaluation ie. a specific intervention; a cross-cutting concern (eg. HIV/AIDS; gender); or CPEs


� See DFID Evaluation Policy for more detail. For CPEs, which involve no primary data collection, was there reference included to the use of studies or research based on qualitative primary data? 


� Note that some national systems may not provide the necessary data; studies that are reliant on secondary data and that primarily seek to use national systems, including CPEs, should use disaggregated data where available, and highlight data gaps.


� In cases where there may be security concerns, the document should provide a summary of number and level of staff interviewed, by organisation


� This would include building the capacities of partners to carry out social and gender analysis


� Relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, sustainability plus the additional 3 criteria of coverage, coherence and coordination. See DFID Evaluation Policy March 2009 Annex 1





� Ideally leads expected to follow up on recommendations will have been identified. 


� Note : Recommendations are actionable proposals and lessons learned are generalisations of conclusions applicable for wider use.  


� It is recognised that the QA Assessor may not be able to make a valid judgment, because of lack of evidence; in which case, there should be a n/a response.


� The evaluation approach should include learning and participation opportunities (e.g. workshops, learning groups, debriefing, participation in field visits) to ensure key stakeholders are fully integrated into the evaluation learning process. 


� An EvSum tends to be no more than 4 pages (although this may vary in some cases, especially for CPEs). A little longer may be allowable for the Executive Summary.


� This is not relevant for Country Programme Evaluations  where the EvSum is drafted after the final draft QA. 


� In order to maintain confidentiality, a summary of numbers of people and their grade or function, by organisation
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