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Participatory Evaluation Guideline
The evaluation of development projects by KOICA is made both during project implementation and/or also at the project end. The evaluation at project end is vitality important as it enables KOICA to have an opportunity to look over the whole process and accomplishments of the project, as well as what’s needed to increase project effectiveness in the future. At the same time, we consider that our partner’s perspective is valuable to make better development impact while fostering partner’s ownership on the project outcome. 
Therefore, we at KOICA would like to listen to your opinion so that we can incorporate your constructive feedback and suggestions into our future operations. We also expect this can help both of us build mutual partnership to make a greater impact through the project.
This Evaluation Form should be filled out by relevant official from partner government or implementing agency (but only question 1 would be filled out jointly with KOICA staff), at a time KOICA conducts the end-of-project evaluation of the project concerned. 
Questions are listed according to OECD/DAC evaluation criteria. Please fill out the form in light of the guidelines below. 
Thank you very much for your cooperation.

	Tips to fill out the question box

1. Question 1: This question is to verify whether the project objective was accomplished in terms of outputs as it was planned at the planning stages of the project. 
2. Question 2: This question is to listen about overall accomplishment of the project. Thinking about the extent to which the initial purpose of the project was achieved, please evaluate the project quality and outcomes, considering the relevant budget, time and other inputs provided. In case of the Development Experience Exchange Partnership (DEEP) program, in which the project’s main output is in the form of a report, please evaluate the project quality beyond the scope of the project output (final report) itself. Also, the effectiveness of project, strength and weakness should be considered.
3. Question 3: This question is to see about how you will operate this output of the project. We expect to hear whether you have established any management strategy or plan for utilization, budget security, or human resource capacity that can sustainably maintain the project result.
4. [bookmark: _GoBack]Suggestions for KOICA: This question is to find out how KOICA can improve its implementation process in order to maximize the efficiency and effectiveness of development results. Any recommendations related to our practice, human resource utilization, operation of project system, and other concerns would be appreciated.
5. Project evaluation rating : See Appendix 1, 2.



End-of-Project Participatory Evaluation for the Partner Country

1. Project Objective Accomplishment
Please describe the outputs (and initial outcomes) of the project.
	(1) Summary of the project’s outputs (and initial outcomes) (for KOICA Staff)
1. Output 1 : xxx
2. Output 2 : xxx
3. Output 3 : xxx
4. additional output
5. additional output
(2) Review the above the summary (for Partner Country)
1. Review of the Output 1 
2. Review of the Output 2 
3. Review of the Output 3 
4. additional 
5. additional 



2. Effectiveness/ Efficiency
Please give your opinion about how well this project has achieved its purpose. 
	



3. Sustainability 
Looking ahead, how are you going to manage/maintain to secure the project sustainability and what do you think are the key factors for success and risks to manage?
	



4. Suggestions for KOICA
	





5. Project Evaluation Rating
	Evaluation Criteria
	Composition
	Score

	1. Relevance
	∙ Relevance of the needs, purposes, and strategies of the partner country
	4
	3
	2
	1

	
	∙ Relevance of the project design and performance
	4
	3
	2
	1

	
	∙ Ownership etc.
	4
	3
	2
	1

	
	Average Score (a)
	

	○ Reason


	2. Effectiveness
	∙ Were activities cost-efficient?
	4
	3
	2
	1

	
	∙ Were objectives achieved on time?
	4
	3
	2
	1

	
	∙ Extent to project's intended results(outputs, purposes etc.) compared to input resources
	4
	3
	2
	1

	
	Average Score (b)
	

	○ Reason

	3. Efficiency
	∙ Extent to project's intended results(outputs, purposes etc.)
	4
	3
	2
	1

	
	∙ Possibility to drive positive change - local society, economy, policy
	4
	3
	2
	1

	
	Average Score (c)
	

	○ Reason


	4. Sustainability
	∙ Sustainability readiness of human resource, policy, finance
	4
	3
	2
	1

	
	∙ Sustainability readiness of maintenance and management system
	4
	3
	2
	1

	
	Average Score (d)
	

	○ Reason


	Overall Score (a+b+c+d)
	

	Overall Evaluation Rating
	



Done and signed on the DD MM YEAR by the representatives of Partner Country.


	Name of Representative
	Mr/Ms/Mrs.

	Official Position of Representative
	

	Name of Partner Organization
	

	Partner Country
	







Appendix 1. Evaluation Criteria Score System
1. Relevance
· Highly relevant 4 
· Relevant 3 
· Partly relevant 2
· Irrelevant 1
2. Effectiveness
Were activities cost-efficient?
· Completion within planned cost range 4 
· 101-120% of plannced cost 3
· 121-150% of planned cost 2
· Over 150% of planned costs 1
Were objectives achieved on time?
· Completion within planned period 4 
· 101-120% of planned period 3
· 121-150% of planned period 2
· Over 150% of planned period 1
Extent to project's intended results(outputs, purposes etc.) compared to input resources
· Very efficient 4
· Efficient 3 
· Partly efficient 2
· Inefficient 1
3. Efficiency
Extent to project's intended results(outputs, purposes etc.)
· Achieved over 90% of original plan 4
· Achieved more than 70% and less than 90% 3
· Achieved more than 50% and less than 70% 2
· Less than 50% 1 
Extent to project influenced - positively or negatively - local society, economy, policy
· Very important 4 
· Important 3 
· Parly important 2 
· Unimportant 1
4. Sustainability
· Very sustainable 4 
· Sustainable 3
· Partly sustainable 2
· Unsustainable 1
5. How to calculate average score and overall score
· The evaluator (partner government or implementing agency) assigns scores of 1 to 4 points to each composition of the four evaluation criteria. The score of each composition is divided by the number of compositions, and the average score is obtained. Then, the average score of each criteria is added to calculate the overall score. 


	Evaluation Rating
	Score
	Definition

	Highly successful
(HS)
	more than 14 points
	The performance has exceeded what was originally planned, or that the performance achieved can be maintained and managed continuously in the future.

	Successful
(S)
	more than 11 points and less than 14 points
	Despite some shortcomings, the short-term and mid-term performance of the overall project has been achieved, and the initial reason for the project has been properly maintained and the implementation and operation processes are proceeding efficiently.

	Less than successful
(LS)
	more than 8 points and less than 11 points
	Some of the originally planned performance was not achieved, or the sustainability of the achieved performance could cause some problems

	Unsuccessful
(U)
	less than 8 points
	Overall, the project is considered to have failed technically or socially and economically, and only the basic part of the originally planned performance has been met and most of it has not achieved.


 Appendix 2. Overall Evaluation Rating


