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Introduction

Project evaluations generate a vast amount of information about FAO’s performance in delivering products and services to its Members through a results-based framework, and are a key opportunity for learning and accountability on the use of the voluntary contributions the Organization receives from resource partners. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]OED evaluates 30 to 40 projects per year and has decided to capture the results of their analysis in a database that contains the assessment about various aspects of project performance in a quantitative manner, through a six-point scoring scale. 
This document provides detailed guidance on how to fill in the questionnaire that will be the basic unit of the database. The questionnaire, which is an Annex to the evaluation terms of reference, follows the structure of the project evaluation report terms of reference and should be completed by the evaluation team leader at the end of each project evaluation.


The structure of the questionnaire

The questionnaire comprises two sections, A and B. Section A contains factual information on the project and the evaluation itself: title, project symbol, total budget, duration, etc. 
Section B requires the quantitative scoring of the project, strictly based on the assessment, findings and conclusions of the final evaluation report. It is structured in eight different evaluation topics, each identified through a roman number. These are
Concept and design; 
Outputs and outcomes;
Project Implementation Process;
Application of the UN common country programming principles;
Impact; and 
Sustainability. 

Each topic is subdivided into variables. Altogether the questionnaire requires the scoring of 35 variables. For example “concept and design” has 15 variables; “Outcomes and Outputs” has three, etc. Each variable is numbered and is highlighted in yellow in the questionnaire. 
Some variables have an additional internal division “sub-variable” For example, variable number 15 ‘Quality and realism of project design’ is based on five sub-variables: i) Quality of the logical framework; ii) Approach and Methodology; iii) Stakeholder and beneficiaries’ identification and analysis”; iv)“Duration” and v)“Institutional set-up and management arrangements”. Sub-variables are not numbered, have no colour and do not have to be scored. Their main purpose in the questionnaire is to help assessing in a systematic manner, all elements of a variable that were assessed and contribute to the final score.
The tab Descriptors in the questionnaire, and the last section of this document, contain a description of each value for each variable and should be used as guidance for the scoring.

How to enter the scoring

The questionnaire uses a six-point scoring scale, in which 1 is the lowest score, “very poor” and six the highest, “excellent”. The option “not applicable/cannot be assessed” is also included. Each of the 35 variables (yellow rows) should be scored, by indicating the value of the score itself in the corresponding column. For example, variable number 15 was assessed as good, the digit 5 should be entered in the column ‘5 – good’. 
The sub-variable level (white rows) should be marked only with an ‘x’ to avoid double counting at the bottom of the table.
The formulas at the bottom of the table automatically sum up the numeric scores and provide the overall average project performance.
Recommendations and lessons learned should be entered in the form of text, by copying and pasting from the final evaluation report, and do not require any scoring. They are entered to allow further steps of monitoring of their acceptance and implementation.


Descriptors

	[bookmark: RANGE!A1:E34]Descriptors for the assessment of projects and programmes

	Scoring
	Relevance to all variables listed: needs, Strategic Framework, CPF, etc.
	 Clarity, robustness and realism of the Theory of Change 
	Quality and realism of project design:LF, approach, methodology, duration and institutional set-up
	 Effectiveness of outputs and outcomes: quantity, quality and timeliness

	1. Very Poor/ no relevance at all
	Key focus is in contradiction with the  frameworks  or plans of reference
	There is no implicit nor explicit ToC
	Project design is virtually non-existent
	No outputs/outcomes have been produced/achieved at all

	2. Poor/ limited relevance
	Key focus does not relate to the frameworks or plans of reference
	The ToC is only implicit and weak
	Project design is poor
	Outputs/outcomes are very short of plans and/or below quality standards

	3. Inadequate/ little relevance
	Key focus insufficiently relates to the frameworks or  plans of reference
	There is minor explicit reference to the ToC and it is not sufficiently strong
	The project design is not sufficiently robust
	Outputs/outcomes are insufficient compared to plans and/or quality less than satisfactory

	4. Adequate/ some relevance
	Key focus adequately relates to  the frameworks or plans of reference
	The ToC is adequate but only implicit
	The project design is sufficiently robust
	Outputs/outcomes meet plans and quality is satisfactory

	5. Good/ high relevance
	Key focus relates well to the frameworks or plans of reference
	The ToC is adequate and explicit
	The project design is very robust
	Outputs/outcomes exceed plans and are of good quality

	6. Excellent/ very high relevance
	Key focus fully and explicitly relates to the frameworks or plans of reference
	The ToC is  robust, explicit and innovative
	The project design is very  robust and innovative
	Outputs/outcomes  exceed plans and are of excellent quality

	Not Applicable
	
	
	
	



	Scoring
	Efficiency and effectiveness of project institutional set-up
	Efficiency and effectiveness of financial resources management: allocations, budget revisions and disbursements
	Feed-back loop for normative - knowledge products 
	Efficiency and effectiveness of project management and implementation: quality work-plans, delivery, staff, monitoring, exit strategy

	1. Very Poor
	There were no provisions for institutional set-up, which created major problems for implementation
	Financial resources have been mishandled; an audit is necessary
	Intervention is in contradiction with corporate knowledge
	Project management has been counter-productive

	2. Poor
	Institutional set-up was poor and inefficient, which negatively affected implementation
	Financial resources have been poorly managed but tno evidence of mishandling
	There is no connection between corporate knowledge and intervention
	Project management has been very poor and/or discontinous

	3. Inadequate
	Institutional set-up was inadequate and slightly affected implementation
	Financial resources have been poorly managed: outputs have been produced and achieved, but at a higher cost than otherwise feasible
	There is limited link between corporate knowledge and intervention
	Project management has led to less results than expected

	4. Adequate
	Institutional set-up was adequate for efficient and effective implementation
	Financial resources have been adequately managed to achieve expected outputs
	Intervention uses corporate knowledge to some extent, in an explicit manner
	Project management has led to expected results 

	5. Good
	Institutional set-up facilitated efficient and effective implementation
	Financial resources have been well managed and used to achieve more products than planned
	Intervention is coherent with corporate knowledge and implements it, in an implicit manner
	Project management has led to more and better quality  results than expected 

	6. Excellent
	Institutional set-up was a key factor of success for efficient and effective implementation
	Financial resources have been very well managed, used to achieve more products than planned and additional resources have been mobilized to extend project's scope
	Intervention fully embodies and implements corporate knowledge in an explicit manner
	Project management has led to more and better quality results than expected and has been particularly innovative

	Not Applicable
	
	
	
	









	Scoring
	Gender mainstreaming in design and implementation
	Extent and quality of work on Capacity Development
	Human-Rights Based Approach: Right to Food and Decent Work in design and imlpementation
	Effectiveness of partnerships and alliances (P&A)

	1. Very Poor
	No implicit or explicit integration of gender equality perspective, although relevant to the topic
	The project has not achieved CD to any extent, although this was foreseen
	No implicit nor explicit integration of HRBA perspective, although relevant to the topic
	The project has not achieved any P&A to any extent, although this was foreseen

	2. Poor
	Gender equality perspective is only vaguely implicit in the initiative
	The project has achieved very limited results on CD, in both qualitative and quantitative terms
	HRBA perspective is only vaguely referred to in the initiative
	The project has achieved very limited results on P&A, in both qualitative and quantitative terms

	3. Inadequate
	Gender equality perspective is only superficially integrated in an explicit way in the initiative
	The project has achieved some results on CD, less than expected, in both qualitative and quantitative terms
	HRBA perspective is only superficially  integrated in an explicit way in the initiative
	The project has achieved some results on P&A, less than expected, in both qualitative and quantitative terms

	4. Adequate
	Gender equality perspective is referred to consistently but not explicitly in the inititative
	The project has achieved expected results on CD, in both qualitative and quantitative terms
	HRBA perspective is referred to consistently but not explicitly in the inititative
	The project has achieved expected results on P&A,  in both qualitative and quantitative terms

	5. Good
	Gender equality perspective is consistently and explicitly integrated in the initiative
	The project has achieved more results on CD than expected, both in quantitative and qualitative terms
	HRBA perspective is consistently and explicitly integrated in the initiative
	The project has achieved more results on P&A than expected,  in both qualitative and quantitative terms

	6. Excellent
	Gender equality perspective is fully integrated and is a guiding principle of the initiative
	The project has achieved more and better results on CD than expected, both in quantitative and qualitative terms, and has been particularly innovative 
	HRBA perspective is fully integrated and is a guiding principle of the initiative
	The project has been particularly innovative in P&A and achieved much better results than expected,  in both qualitative and quantitative terms

	Not Applicable
	Gender mainstreaming is not relevant at all to the topic
	No implicit nor explicit aim at Capacity Development 
	HRBA perspective is not relevant at all to the topic
	No implicit nor explicit aim at P&A








	Scoring
	Integration of environmental sustainability concepts
	Impact
	Sustainability: technical, economic/financial, social
	Humanitarian Charter and Minimum Standards (emergency projects)*

	1. Very Poor
	No implicit or explicit integration of environmental sustainability perspective, although relevant to the topic
	The project has caused counter-productive and negative impacts for participants and non-participants
	No project output or outcome will survive after project's termination
	The project went against the four basic Protection principles

	2. Poor
	Environmental sustainability perspective is only vaguely implicit in the product
	The project has achieved no impacts of any kind for participants
	There are severe risks affecting the specific dimension of sustainability
	The project did not comply with any of the four basic protection principles

	3. Inadequate
	Environmental sustainability perspective is only superficially mentioned in an explicit way
	The project has achieved less impacts than expected for participants
	There are significant risks that affect the specific dimension of
sustainability
	The project complied to a limited extent with the four basic protection principles,or with only some of them.

	4. Adequate
	Environmental sustainability perspective is referred to consistently but not explicitly
	The project has achieved expected impacts for participants
	There are moderate risks that affect the specific dimension of
sustainability
	The project adequately  complied with the four basic Protection principles

	5. Good
	Environmental sustainability perspective is referred to consistently and explicitly
	The project has achieved  more positive impacts than planned for direct participants
	There are no risks affecting the specific dimension of
sustainability
	The project  fully mainstreamed and acted in compliance with the four basic Protection principles

	6. Excellent
	Environmental sustainability perspective is fully integrated and is a guiding principle
	The project has achieved positive impacts well beyond expectations, for both direct and indirect participants 
	There is clear and robust evidence that the specific dimension of sustainability will be fully achieved
	The project fully complied with, promoted and advocated for the four basic Protection principles

	Not Applicable
	Environmental sustainability is not relevant at all to the topic
	
	
	

	* Four basic protection Principles: 1. Avoid exposing people to further harm as a result of your actions; 2. Ensure people’s access to impartial assistance – in proportion to need and without discrimination; 3. Protect people from physical and psychological harm arising from violence and coercion; 4.  Assist people to claim their rights, access available remedies and recover from the effects of abuse
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