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Introduction 

These guidelines provide an overview of the central project evaluation system of the Deutsche Gesellschaft für 
Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) GmbH and explain the overall process. They are targeted at those re-
sponsible for conducting the evaluations or providing support, those who have their own information interests 
and those who are interested in the findings of the evaluation and make use of these findings. In particular, 
these stakeholders include the teams whose projects are being evaluated, the independent evaluators, the 
partner organisations involved in implementing the projects, the parties commissioning the projects (BMZ divi-
sions) and the various GIZ departments. 

GIZ’s evaluation system 

GIZ evaluations are an important part of our efforts to maximise the effectiveness of our work. They systemati-
cally analyse and assess quality and benefits, thus supporting the targeted and needs-based implementation of 
development measures of the German Federal Government and other commissioning parties and helping to 
continuously improve our service delivery processes. 
 
GIZ pursues an evaluation approach that is results-based and centred on usability. By results-based, we mean 
that we measure the success of our work not only in terms of activities performed and services rendered, but 
most importantly in terms of the changes achieved through our work. Usability means that the evaluation find-
ings and recommendations must generate an added value for decision-makers in our partner organisations, at 
our commissioning parties and clients, and here at GIZ. 
 
GIZ evaluations are independent, as they are conducted by external evaluation teams and steered by a corpo-
rate unit that is separate from operational business and reports directly to the Management Board. The Corpo-
rate Unit Evaluation is mandated to deliver evidence-based findings and generate recommendations, to provide 
credible evidence of results and to increase the transparency of findings. 
 
Each commissioning party generally determines the reference framework for GIZ evaluations. For development 
cooperation conducted on behalf of the Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ), 
these are the mandatory BMZ guidelines Evaluierung der Entwicklungszusammenarbeit (Evaluating German 
Development Cooperation. BMZ Evaluation Policy, in German). Other frameworks of reference include the re-
quirements of the Development Assistance Committee of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and De-
velopment (OECD/DAC) as set out in its Evaluation of development programmes, the cross-cutting Standards 
für Evaluation (Evaluation standards, in German) of DeGEval – Evaluation Society and the 2030 Agenda and 
its Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) adopted by the world’s heads of state and government in Septem-
ber 2015. 

https://www.bmz.de/de/aktuelles/publikationen/publikationen-reihen/92884-92884
https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/
https://www.degeval.org/degeval-standards/standards-fuer-evaluation/
https://www.degeval.org/degeval-standards/standards-fuer-evaluation/
https://www.bmz.de/de/agenda-2030
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Figure 1: GIZ's evaluation system 

Reporting, monitoring and evaluation in BMZ business 

The procedures agreed with BMZ give GIZ the following instruments and mechanisms within the commission-
ing procedure: 
 
• brief assessment and appraisal of new and follow-on measures; 
• monitoring and reporting at project level; 
• annual reporting at module level; 
• ongoing results-based monitoring at module level; 
• decentralised evaluative studies (to meet specific information requirements); 
• central project evaluations (random sample); 
• programme evaluations (as of 2022). 

 
Together, these instruments constitute a comprehensive mechanism that ensures that all BMZ-commissioned 
TC modules1 are examined carefully and on an ongoing basis to determine their effectiveness, quality of imple-
mentation and cost-effectiveness. 
 
Under the provisions of the BMZ Guidelines for bilateral Financial and Technical Cooperation with cooperation 
partners of German development cooperation, GIZ is required to conduct evaluations on its own responsibility 
for an informative random sample of completed and also, if appropriate, ongoing development measures in 

 
1 Modules are the specific technical cooperation measures that GIZ implements independently on behalf of BMZ. The module is commissioned as a complete measure. In 
technical cooperation, however, a module is generally one phase of an intervention planned over a longer period in a given priority area. Modules are generally part of overarch-
ing programmes. ‘Project’ is used synonymously here and is the overall term used for all commissions in BMZ business, such as TC modules, global, convention and sector 
projects, projects on international cooperation with regions, special initiatives, etc. 
 

Central project evaluations  Corporate strategic evaluations Cross-sectional analyses 

In BMZ business 

• Evaluation of a representative ran-
dom sample 

• Rating based on mandatory criteria 
for evaluating development coopera-
tion 

On behalf of the Management Board on 
issues relating to 

• Service delivery  

• Corporate development 
 

Of evaluation products 

• Evaluation syntheses for company-
wide learning 

• Meta-evaluations for information on 
the quality of evaluations 

Steered by the Corporate Unit Evaluation 
Reports published 

Steered by the Corporate Unit Evaluation 
Reports published 

Steered by the Corporate Unit Evaluation 
Reports published 

Commissioned evaluations Evaluation of co-financing arrange-
ments 

Rigorous impact evaluations and 
other evaluative studies 

For external and internal parties 

• Object of the evaluation 

• Evaluation criteria 
In consultation with the commissioning 
party 
 

• Evaluation of co-financed parts of a 
project or of the project 

• In line with DC evaluation criteria 
In consultation with the commissioning 
party 
 

• For specific information requirements 
in the course of implementation 

• Flexibility regarding the object of the 
evaluation and evaluation criteria, 
process and methods 

• No rating 

Steered by the Corporate Unit Evaluation 
or the operational units 
Reports published with the approval of the 
commissioning body 

Steered by the Corporate Unit Evaluation 
or the operational units 
Reports published with the approval of the 
commissioning body 

Steered by operational units 
Results communicated on an ad hoc basis 

https://www.bmz.de/en/news/publications/publikationen-reihen/guidelines-92794
https://www.bmz.de/en/news/publications/publikationen-reihen/guidelines-92794
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order to assess the lasting development effectiveness of development measures. 
 
Central project evaluations account for the large majority of GIZ evaluations. GIZ uses central project evalua-
tions to evaluate the results, cost-effectiveness and sustainability of projects. This meets the requirements set 
out in the BMZ guidelines Evaluierung der Entwicklungszusammenarbeit (Evaluating German Development 
Cooperation. BMZ Evaluation Policy) and the monitoring provisions of Section 7 of the German Federal Budget 
Code (which requires systematic and comprehensive monitoring of results achievement, efficiency and econ-
omy). Evaluations must also meet the central principles laid down in the BMZ guidelines on evaluations (useful-
ness, credibility, independence, partnership and ethical standards taking account of human rights principles). 
 
Evaluative studies are also conducted at decentralised level to meet specific information needs. They are car-
ried out in the course of project implementation and offer greater flexibility in terms of the object of the evalua-
tion and the evaluation criteria, process and methods. They are initiated and steered by GIZ’s operational units. 
 
Development cooperation programmes will also be evaluated as of 2022. Development cooperation pro-
grammes embrace several modules and are seen by BMZ as the operational steering instruments of German 
development cooperation. They provide the framework within which technical and financial cooperation pro-
jects are commissioned that are to achieve joint results in the relevant priority area in the partner country. 

1 Functions 

GIZ uses central project evaluations to regularly and systematically investigate the results, cost-effectiveness 
and sustainability of projects that it implements with partner organisations on behalf of BMZ. Central project 
evaluations in BMZ business assess projects that GIZ implements on behalf of BMZ either to support the part-
ner organisations’ change projects or to address sector and global issues. 
 
GIZ’s evaluations of projects commissioned by BMZ are essentially designed to serve three main purposes: 
ensuring transparency and accountability, providing support for evidence-based decision-making, and contrib-
uting to knowledge management and organisational learning. GIZ structures the planning, implementation and 
practical application of evaluations to optimise the contribution made by the evaluation process and the evalua-
tion findings to these three basic functions. 

1.1 Transparency and accountability 

If the system is to be credible, the process of generating evaluation findings must be independent. Evaluations 
are conducted by external evaluators and steered by GIZ’s independent Corporate Unit Evaluation in line with 
mandatory, standardised quality standards. The reports solely reflect the opinion and assessment of the exter-
nal evaluators. The clarity of the analysis, conclusions drawn and assessment must, however, be guaranteed 
and is reviewed by the Corporate Unit Evaluation. 
 
In the interests of transparency and accountability, GIZ’s evaluation managers ensure that the project evalua-
tion reports are submitted to BMZ and their findings communicated to cooperation partners and the general 
public. They are published on our website in the relevant language (English, French, Spanish or German) at 
www.giz.de/knowing-what-works. It is also standard practice to produce and publish a seven-page summary 
that sets out the most important findings and recommendations in the form of a brief report, as well as a one-
pager entitled ‘At a glance’. A German translation of these two papers is always provided. 

https://www.bmz.de/de/aktuelles/publikationen/publikationen-reihen/92884-92884
http://www.giz.de/knowing-what-works
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As a rule, all main reports are published, unless there are valid concerns that preclude this. In consultation with 
BMZ, GIZ will forego the publication of a project evaluation report only in one of the following cases:  
 
• Publication would infringe the rights of third parties. 
• The anonymisation of personal data cannot be guaranteed. 
• The report contains business secrets. 
• Publication could prejudice ongoing national or international negotiations or could be critical in terms of for-

eign or security policy. 
 
The reports are ideally published in full to ensure transparency. Where valid concerns preclude full publication 
of a report, an informative summary, produced independently by the evaluation team or authorised by the 
team, will be published in German as a brief report in line with the BMZ guidelines Evaluierung der Entwick-
lungszusammenarbeit (Evaluating German Development Cooperation. BMZ Evaluation Policy). The full reports 
will be provided on request. 

1.2 Support for evidence-based decision-making 

Central project evaluations are designed to support evidence-based decision-making at the following three lev-
els: 
 
• steering of follow-on projects (project level) and further development of the portfolio; 
• orientation and implementation of the supported political and administrative reforms of partner organisa-

tions (partner level); 
• basic orientation of policies in the area of intervention (commissioning party/BMZ level). 

 
To enhance the usefulness of the evaluation at these three levels, GIZ’s evaluation managers and project offic-
ers ensure that 
 
• decision-makers in the responsible BMZ divisions, partner organisations and projects can voice their own 

specific information interests at the planning stage of an evaluation; 
• the knowledge generated by the project evaluations and the recommendations drafted on this basis are 

ideally relevant at all three levels and promote strategic reflection among all stakeholder groups; 
• there is close interaction between evaluators, sector experts and decision-makers during the project evalu-

ations. 

1.3 Contribution to knowledge management and organisational learning 

GIZ’s knowledge management aims to enhance the quality and impact of the services we offer. Some of the 
knowledge is available in a documented form, but much of it is held in people’s heads, making them the main 
focus of knowledge management at GIZ. This is why GIZ’s knowledge management system is community-
based, with collaborative work and dialogue within communities. The approach consists of three interlinked ar-
eas: 
 
• user-centred information provision (collect); 
• networking and exchange (connect); 
• collaborative, results-oriented working and learning processes (co-create). 

 
Topics constitute one of the pillars of knowledge management. They summarise the key issues and methods at 
GIZ. The topics help position GIZ in specific sectors and are the basis for project design and implementation, 
external communications, cooperation and acquisition. For this reason, all evaluation reports are fed into the 

https://www.bmz.de/de/aktuelles/publikationen/publikationen-reihen/92884-92884
https://www.bmz.de/de/aktuelles/publikationen/publikationen-reihen/92884-92884
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relevant topics. The topics are designed to ensure the co-creative development of technical and methodologi-
cal issues with all knowledge holders within in-person and online communities: staff of all GIZ organisational 
units relevant for the topic, sector networks, conventions, forums on particular themes and innovations, cooper-
ation partners, external experts, etc. Evidence generated by evaluations represents an important source of in-
formation for them. 

2 Determining the evaluation portfolio 

BMZ-commissioned projects with a volume of three million euros or more constitute the body of evaluable pro-
jects. All budget items are included, i.e. the main budget item, Bilateral Technical Cooperation (2301 896 03), 
and the small budget items (Climate Action and Environmental Protection, Development Partnerships with the 
Private Sector, Agricultural Research, Hydrogen Strategy, Foreign Trade), the budget item for Crisis Manage-
ment, Reconstruction, Infrastructure in the Context of Crises and the Special Initiatives One World – No Hun-
ger, Stabilisation and Development in the Middle East and North Africa (MENA), Displacement, and Training 
and Job Creation. For co-financed projects, the minimum commission value of three million euros refers only to 
the part financed by BMZ. 

2.1 Representative random sample 

In the central project evaluation system, GIZ works with a representative random sample agreed with BMZ. 
From a body of projects that is determined on an annual basis (all BMZ-financed projects with a volume of 
three million euros or more that are scheduled for completion in the following year), a random sample of about 
40 per cent is selected. To ensure budget clarity, the sample must be taken separately for every individual 
budget item. Within the main TC budget item, the random sample is also taken proportionally from projects un-
der the responsibility of the different operational departments: 
 
• the Africa Department; 
• the Sector and Global Programmes Department (GloBe); 
• the Asia, Latin America, Caribbean Department (APLAC), subdivided into Asia and Pacific, and Latin 

America and Caribbean; 
• the Europe, Mediterranean, Central Asia Department (EMZ), subdivided into Europe, Caucasus and Cen-

tral Asia, and Middle East and Maghreb. 
 
The fact that the stratified random sample includes some 40 per cent of measures allows us to make statisti-
cally representative statements about the success rates of all projects completed within a two-year period. The 
success rate is held to include the percentage of projects achieving an overall score of 1, 2 or 3 (successful) on 
a scale of 1 (top score) to 6 (lowest score). In the assessment of the success rate, the confidence interval is 
also stated (precision of assessment). 
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Figure 2: Breakdown of the evaluation portfolio 

 
All projects included as part of the random sample are evaluated. To ensure that the random sample is reliable 
and statistically representative, changes to the random sample are only made in consultation with BMZ either 
where there are weighty political reasons for doing so (suspension of cooperation with a partner country, for 
instance) or if a comparable evaluation is already planned by another agency. This is designed to prevent un-
necessary duplication. 
 
If parallel evaluations are planned, for instance within the scope of combined financing arrangements, the pro-
jects should inform the Corporate Unit Evaluation, which will determine in each case whether one of the two 
evaluations can replace the other, on the basis of the following criteria: investigation of the BMZ-financed part 
of the project as the object of the evaluation, use of the OECD/DAC criteria, existence of an assessment sys-
tem, parallel timing of the two planned evaluations, minimum methodological quality and independence of the 
evaluation as set out in the BMZ standards. 

Timing and timeframe of evaluations 
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project term. The reasons for this clear attribution relate partly to pricing law (attributing costs to the entity that 
causes the costs) and partly to eligibility to be included in the calculation of the success rate. 
 
Central project evaluations are designed to record results and are thus conducted in the form of final evalua-
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term originally commissioned is extended by more than one year, the evaluation is carried out at the time it 
would have been conducted if the three-year project had ended as planned. This means that in these cases the 
evaluation also serves as an interim evaluation, the findings of which can be used directly in the steering of the 
ongoing project and, if appropriate, for planning a follow-on project. 
 
Because of a ruling by the Bundesrechnungshof (Germany’s supreme audit institution), project managers may 
only be informed as late as possible, i.e. only a few months before the start of the evaluation, that their project 
is part of the random sample. 
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If projects require evidence for project steering or for preparations for a follow-on project during the project 
term, they are free to conduct evaluative studies in the form of an interim evaluation at any time on their own 
responsibility. 

Financing evaluations  

Evaluations of projects implemented under the Bilateral Technical Cooperation budget item (2301 896 03) are 
financed using a procedure under which all projects under this budget item that meet the definition to be in-
cluded in the body of evaluable projects share the costs. Every project pays a contribution once in the course 
of the project term and this fund is then used to finance all evaluations. Evaluations of projects covered by 
other budget items are paid directly by the projects evaluated, because the number of projects under each 
budget item is too small to operate a cost-sharing system. 

2.2 Criteria-based selection 

The central project evaluation portfolio also includes projects selected for their particular strategic, political or 
methodological relevance. Projects may be proposed by our main commissioning party BMZ or by GIZ organi-
sational units, including the Corporate Unit Evaluation. The minimum volume of three million euros does not 
apply in this case. The criteria-based selection of BMZ-financed projects takes into account: 
 
• the project’s strategic importance; 
• political scrutiny and relevance of the use of the evaluation findings; 
• the potential offered by the project for widescale replication; 
• the risk potential; 
• the innovative potential of the project.  

 
Projects selected on the basis of these criteria can account for around 5 per cent of the body of evaluable pro-
jects in an evaluation portfolio. 
 
These evaluations cannot be included in the calculation of average values in line with OECD/DAC criteria as 
they are selected deliberately, not randomly, and their inclusion would distort the average values and success 
rates calculated. 
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3 Design and implementation 

3.1 Evaluation criteria 

Central project evaluations encompass a critical, analytical review of a project’s results and implementation. To 
this end, GIZ bases evaluations on six criteria for German bilateral development cooperation:2 relevance, co-
herence, effectiveness, impact, efficiency and sustainability. They provide the conceptual foundation for as-
sessing the success of bilateral German development cooperation measures. Use of these criteria is manda-
tory for all implementing organisations. Across all six evaluation criteria, the evaluation questions are grouped 
around individual assessment dimensions. 

Relevance: Is the measure doing the right things?  

This criterion looks at the design of the measure. It explores the correlation between the objectives and design 
of the measure and the (global, country- and institution-specific) needs, political agendas and priorities of the 
individuals, groups, organisations and development partner organisations involved and affected. It also exam-
ines the conceptual adaptability of the measure in terms of changes over time. Relevance is always assessed 
both in terms of our view today and in terms of the situation at the time the project was designed. 

Coherence: How well does the measure fit? 

Coherence looks at how the measure fits against the backdrop of international norms and standards and of 
other interventions in a country, sector or institution. Internal coherence relates to the division of labour and 
synergies of the measures with other German development cooperation measures and the extent to which a 
measure complies with international norms and standards that German development cooperation has under-
taken to uphold. External coherence refers to the complementarity and coordination achieved by the measure 
in its interaction with partner organisations, other donor organisations and international organisations. Coher-
ence relates to both the design of the measure and the results achieved. 

Effectiveness: Is the measure achieving its objectives? 

Effectiveness relates to the degree to which the measure has achieved its objectives (at outcome level) or is 
likely to do so, including any divergent impacts on different groups that are involved and affected. Effectiveness 
looks at the achievement of objectives in the form of direct short- and medium-term results, the specific contri-
bution of the project to achieving the objectives, the quality of implementation and possible unintended positive 
or negative impacts. 
 

Impact: What difference does the measure make? 

Taking verifiable overarching development changes (at impact level) as the basis, this criterion looks at the 

 
2 BMZ (2020): Evaluierungskriterien für die deutsche bilaterale Zusammenarbeit (Evaluating German Development Cooperation. BMZ Evaluation Policy). BMZ guidelines on 
working with OECD/DAC evaluation criteria when evaluating bilateral German development cooperation, no place of publication given: German Federal Ministry for Economic 
Cooperation and Development (BMZ), Division GS 22, Evaluation and development research, German Institute for Development Evaluation (DEval), German Institute of Devel-
opment and Sustainability (IDOS). 

https://www.bmz.de/resource/blob/92894/3e098f9f4a3c871b9e7123bbef1745fe/evaluierungskriterien-data.pdf
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extent to which the measure has had or is likely to have significant positive or negative, intended or unintended 
impacts at a higher level (contributions to changes identified), including any different impacts on different actors 
involved or affected. This criterion relates to the results of the measure. 

Efficiency: How economically are resources being used? 

Efficiency looks at the extent to which the results of the measure are achieved in an economic and timely man-
ner (relations between inputs and outputs, outcome and impact levels). The assessment dimension of produc-
tion efficiency explores the relationship between input and output and determines whether it is appropriate. Al-
location efficiency looks at the relationship between inputs and results achieved by the measure and 
determines whether it is appropriate (project objective/development-policy objectives; outcome/impact levels). 
Efficiency relates to both the design of the measure and the implementation/results achieved. 

Sustainability: Will the results last? 

Sustainability examines whether the results achieved will last (outcome and impact levels) or whether the re-
sults are likely to last, taking into account risks that have emerged or appear likely to emerge, particularly after 
the measure has been phased out. The capacity of actors involved and affected and the contribution made by 
the project to build sustainable capacity are also examined as the basis for assessing the sustainability of re-
sults. 

Summary: What contributions is the measure making to implementing the 2030 Agenda? 

The summary of contributions to the 2030 Agenda is based on the principle of universality, shared responsibil-
ity and accountability, on the interaction of economic, environmental and social development and on inclusive-
ness. The summary shows how results relate to one another using evaluation questions concerning different 
evaluation criteria and presents overarching findings with respect to contributions made to the 2030 Agenda. 
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Figure 3: OECD/DAC evaluation criteria and criteria relating to the 2030 Agenda 

 
These criteria and dimensions apply to all of GIZ’s project types (bilateral projects, transitional assistance pro-
jects, regional and global projects and sector projects) provided that they include measurable objectives. The 
evaluation criteria can be modified for the different types of projects at the level of the analysis questions. Tran-
sitional assistance projects, for instance, will understand and assess sustainability (lasting results) as the ability 
to build on existing structures. 
 
For all projects in fragile and conflict-affected contexts, additional questions must be answered on context and 
conflict sensitivity and on human rights, and links must be established to GIZ’s Safeguards+Gender manage-
ment system. Evaluators are also required to conduct project evaluations in a context- and conflict-sensitive 
manner. 
 
Partner orientation and the human rights principle of non-discrimination and equal opportunities are intended to 
take appropriate account of two of the key principles of the 2030 Agenda (‘ownership’ and ‘leave no one 
behind’), as set out in the BMZ guidelines on evaluation. 

To make evaluations more useful for all stakeholders, initial interviews conducted at the start of the evaluation 
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https://www.giz.de/en/aboutgiz/76608.html
https://www.giz.de/en/aboutgiz/76608.html
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during the inception phase are used to identify the information interests of the project, the partner organisations 
and BMZ alongside these standardised evaluation questions. Information interests can include specific regional 
or thematic factors from the standpoint of the stakeholder group. They are incorporated into the inception report 
(interim report on design and methodology) and are added to the list of questions where they are to be included 
in the evaluation. 
 
Central project evaluations assess the projects selected randomly. However, for all projects that build on a pre-
decessor project, any longer-term impacts from these predecessor projects should also be recorded in order to 
generate valuable lessons learned. The main questions here seek to establish which results of predecessor 
projects have been maintained, which lessons learned from the past have been incorporated into the ongoing 
project (sustainability of the predecessor project), and which overarching results have developed over time (im-
pact of the predecessor project). 

3.2 Assessment and ratings 

Central project evaluations are conducted by external evaluators on behalf of the GIZ Corporate Unit Evalua-
tion. Evaluation reports solely reflect the opinions and assessments of the external evaluators. The aim of in-
volving stakeholders (project, partner organisations, BMZ) in discussing the draft report is not to have the draft 
approved by these stakeholders, but to provide an opportunity to check the factual accuracy of the presentation 
and ensure that the assessment is clearly comprehensible. The evaluators must guarantee the factual accu-
racy and the comprehensibility of the assessment, but are independent in their decision whether to incorporate 
comments made by stakeholders into the report. 
 
Both the assessment dimensions within the OECD/DAC criteria and the determination of the overall score us-
ing a points system serve to increase the transparency of ratings and ensure better comparability between indi-
vidual projects. 
 

 
Figure 4: Levels of assessment 

 
 
The assessment system provides for a maximum of 100 points that can be awarded per criterion. The points 
are awarded for the individual assessments of sub-dimensions and added up. The project’s overall score is de-
rived from the average points awarded for the individual DAC criteria. The average value for the overall score is 
rounded according to mathematical convention. All projects achieving an average score of between 1 and 3 are 
considered to be successful, while an average score of 4 or less is deemed to be unsuccessful. Under BMZ 
guidelines, if a project is rated 4 (i.e. achieved less than 67 points of a possible 100) in one of the three criteria 
effectiveness, impact or sustainability, it cannot be rated as successful overall. 
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assessment dimensions for 
each criterion 

The rating is derived from the 
sum of the assessment 
dimensions (max. 100 points 
per criterion)

OECD/DAC 
criterion

Assessment 
dimension 1

Analysis 
question 1

Analysis 
question 2

Assessment 
dimension 2

Analysis 
question 1

Analysis 
question 2
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100-point scale 6-level scale (assessment) 

92 to 100 Level 1: very successful 

81 to 91 Level 2: successful 

67 to 80 Level 3: partially successful 

50 to 66 Level 4: fairly unsuccessful 

30 to 49 Level 5: largely unsuccessful 

0 to 29 Level 6: completely unsuccessful 

Figure 5: Points and assessment scheme 

3.3 Quality requirements 

Central project evaluations are conducted in line with international and national quality standards, as set out in 
particular in the OECD/DAC’s Quality standards for development evaluation, the BMZ guidelines Evaluierung 
der Entwicklungszusammenarbeit (Evaluating German Development Cooperation. BMZ Evaluation Policy), the 
Standards für Evaluation (Evaluation standards, in German) of DeGEval – Evaluation Society and the paper on 
the basic aspects of GIZ’s evaluation system. They are aligned specifically with standards set for usefulness, 
credibility and independence. 
 
In addition to the fundamental requirements of process and product quality set out in the DeGEval standards, 
the DAC standards lay down specific requirements for development cooperation, including partnership and ca-
pacity building in partner countries. 
 

Utility 
 
 

Accuracy 

Stakeholder Identification: Persons or groups involved in 
or affected by the evaluand should be identified, so that 
their interests can be clarified and taken into consideration 
when designing the evaluation. 

Description of the Evaluand: The evaluand should be de-
scribed and documented clearly and accurately, so that it 
can be unequivocally identified. 

Clarification of the Purposes of the Evaluation: The pur-
poses of the evaluation should be stated clearly, so that the 
stakeholders can provide relevant comments on these pur-
poses, and so that the evaluation team knows exactly what 
it is expected to do. 

Context Analysis: The context of the evaluand should be 
examined and analyzed in enough detail. 

Evaluator Credibility and Competence: The persons con-
ducting an evaluation should be trustworthy as well as 
methodologically and professionally competent, so that the 
evaluation findings achieve maximum credibility and ac-
ceptance. 

Described Purposes and Procedures: Object, purposes, 
questions, and procedures of an evaluation, including the 
applied methods, should be accurately documented and 
described, so that they can be identified and assessed. 

Information Scope and Selection: The scope and selec-
tion of the collected information should make it possible to 
answer relevant questions about the evaluand and, at the 
same time, consider the information needs of the client and 
other stakeholders. 

Disclosure of Information Sources: The information 
sources used in the course of the evaluation should be doc-
umented in appropriate detail, so that the reliability and ad-
equacy of the information can be assessed. 

Transparency of Values: The perspectives and assump-
tions of the stakeholders that serve as a basis for the evalu-
ation and the interpretation of the evaluation findings should 
be described in a way that clarifies their underlying values. 

Valid and Reliable Information: The data collection proce-
dures should be chosen or developed and then applied in a 
way that ensures the reliability and validity of the data with 
regard to answering the evaluation questions. 

Report Comprehensiveness and Clarity: Evaluation re-
ports should provide all relevant information and be easily 
comprehensible. 

Systematic Data Review: The data collected, analyzed, 
and presented in the course of the evaluation should be 
systematically examined for possible errors. 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/dcdndep/45263677.pdf
https://www.degeval.org/fileadmin/DeGEval-Standards/2019_07_10_DeGEval_Standards__Kurzfassung.pdf
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Propriety Analysis of Qualitative and Quantitative Information: 
Qualitative and quantitative information should be analyzed 
in an appropriate, systematic way, so that the evaluation 
questions can be effectively answered. 

Formal Agreement: Obligations of the formal parties to an 
evaluation (what is to be done, how, by whom, when) 
should be agreed to in writing, so that these parties are ob-
ligated to adhere to all conditions of the agreement or to re-
negotiate it. 

Justified Conclusions: The conclusions reached in the 
evaluation should be explicitly justified, so that the audi-
ences can assess them. 

Protection of Individual Rights: The evaluation should be 
designed and conducted in a way that protects the welfare, 
dignity, and rights of all stakeholders. 

Meta-Evaluation: The evaluation should be documented 
and archived appropriately, so that a Meta-Evaluation can 
be undertaken. 

Complete and Fair Investigation: The evaluation should 
undertake a complete and fair examination and description 
of strengths and weaknesses of the evaluand, so that 
strengths can be built upon and problem areas addressed. 

Feasibility 

Unbiased Conduct and Reporting: The evaluation should 
take into account the different views of the stakeholders 
concerning the evaluand and the evaluation findings. Simi-
lar to the entire evaluation process, the evaluation report 
should evidence the impartial position of the evaluation 
team. Value judgments should be made as unemotionally 
as possible. 

Appropriate Procedures: Evaluation procedures, including 
information collection procedures, should be chosen so that 
the burden placed on the evaluand or the stakeholders is 
appropriate in comparison to the expected benefits of the 
evaluation. 

Disclosure of Findings: To the extent possible, all stake-
holders should have access to the evaluation findings. 

Diplomatic Conduct: The evaluation should be planned 
and conducted so that it achieves maximal acceptance by 
the different stakeholders with regard to evaluation process 
and findings. 

 Evaluation Efficiency: The relation between cost and bene-
fit of the evaluation should be appropriate. 

Figure 6: DeGEval’s evaluation standards 

Involving partner organisations and target groups 

One explicit quality objective of central project evaluations is to make the evaluation process as participatory as 
possible, with a view to enhancing the practical applicability of findings. This applies, in particular, to involving 
partner organisations and target groups in the evaluation, which should be actively promoted. Partner orienta-
tion is reflected in the different phases of project evaluation and in evaluation management. Wherever possible, 
partner organisations should be involved during the inception phase (to voice their information interests), during 
implementation (through interviews and debriefing) and in the subsequent practical application of the evalua-
tion findings. 
 
Target groups too should be taken into account and involved in the questions, analysis, findings and recom-
mendations. Where possible and appropriate, target groups should be surveyed or data collected on the basis 
of control groups. If target groups are not directly available, representatives of civil society organisations can be 
interviewed, for example, so that the perspectives of the target group can be incorporated at least indirectly. 
To support this goal, a team is put together for every evaluation that includes an evaluator from the country or 
region. They must be familiar with the project context, but to ensure independence and impartiality they must 
not be directly involved in the planning and/or implementation of the project to be evaluated. 

3.4 Quality assurance 

When conducting central project evaluations, the Corporate Unit Evaluation uses the following instruments to 
ensure compliance with quality standards. 

Clarification of the mandate 

Comprehensive clarification of the mandate with the external evaluators and the project managers sets the 
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scene for a successful evaluation. It clarifies the expectations of all stakeholders in the evaluation process, pre-
vents conflicts and fosters acceptance of the evaluation findings. Evaluation managers must thus ensure that 
the mandate is clarified so as to make it as clear and unambiguous as possible. 

Methodological approach and annotated structure of the report 

Precise guidelines are available for producing evaluation products – the evaluation matrix, inception report, 
evaluation report and short reports – in the form of annotated report structures and publication standards. 
These guidelines specify the content and structure of the individual products and the quality expected. The 
evaluation matrix breaks down the evaluation criteria, dimensions and questions and sets out how they corre-
late with data collection and analysis. The annotated report structures also specify the methodological steps 
required to describe, analyse, assess, draw conclusions and produce recommendations. 

Inception report 

An inception report summarises the findings on the project to be evaluated as established from document anal-
yses and initial interviews conducted during the inception phase. It also specifies the evaluation design and 
sets out the empirical methods to be used. It sets out the focus and scope of the evaluation, taking into account 
the additional information interests voiced by commissioning parties, partner organisations and the project 
team, and conducts a critical analysis of the quality of available information sources. Within the scope of this 
report, the evaluators contracted to conduct the evaluation also develop the data collection instruments to be 
used (such as interview guidelines). A carefully crafted inception report is indispensable for a successful evalu-
ation that covers all important aspects of the project and perspectives of the stakeholder groups and ensures 
good methodological quality. Consultation on the inception report is a key quality assurance instrument in pro-
ject evaluation. If an inception report fails to comply with these minimum quality requirements even after con-
tractually agreed revision loops, the contract with the evaluator will be terminated. 

Quality checks 

Both the inception report and the evaluation report are reviewed by the Corporate Unit Evaluation in line with a 
mandatory quality grid. The grid covers the methodological quality (the factual accuracy of the draft reports is 
verified by the officers responsible for the commission) and is based on the quality criteria of previous meta-
evaluations. Both reports must score a minimum of 60 out of 100 points before they can be accepted by the 
Corporate Unit Evaluation. 
 
Compliance with quality standards regarding feasibility and propriety is systematically analysed and assessed 
during the planning and implementation of evaluations with the help of checklists. An internal monitoring sys-
tem in the Corporate Unit Evaluation establishes the usefulness of evaluations and how they are used. 

Meta-evaluations of quality 

The quality of GIZ’s central project evaluations is reviewed on a random sample basis within the scope of 
meta-evaluations conducted by the German Institute for Development Evaluation (DEval). DEval then pub-
lishes the reports in the DEval evaluation database. In addition, GIZ can commission its own meta-evaluations 
for certain purposes, such as determining the strength of the evidence in evaluations with a view to using them 
in evaluation syntheses. 

Requirement: Ensuring evaluability by the projects 

As the quality of an evaluation depends partly on the project design and monitoring, it is extremely important to 
safeguard the evaluability of projects. This includes the availability of a results model with the pertinent results 

https://www.deval.org/en/evaluations/our-evaluations
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hypotheses, SMART indicators,3 baseline data and an appropriate monitoring system. In addition to indicator-
based monitoring, the results of the open documentation of perspectives of partner organisations, target groups 
and other stakeholders using qualitative survey methods (KOMPASS) should be made available. 

3.5 Evaluation methods and design 

Evaluations must be based on clear results. The intersubjective verifiability and accuracy of the findings are of 
pivotal importance. They are based on data collected and analysed in line with accepted methods of empirical 
social research. The design and methods used should be suited to the objective of an evaluation, the questions 
to be addressed and the object of the evaluation and should be feasible within the available budget. The inte-
grated use of both quantitative and qualitative methods has proved valuable in this context. Appropriate valida-
tion of the results must always be guaranteed, in particular by triangulating methods, cross-checking data and 
information sources and adopting the ‘four-eyes’ principle. 
 
In the increasingly important impact evaluations, the aim is not just to record results. The key challenge is to 
clearly establish a causal link between measures and results (attribution) or to plausibly demonstrate the contri-
bution made by the measure to achieving the results. This is premised on the ability to isolate the contribution 
of the project under evaluation from other influencing factors (e.g. public policy agenda in the partner country or 
projects of other donors). In order to tackle the challenge of attributing results, theoretically sound and verifiable 
methodological procedures – referred to as rigorous – are needed. GIZ understands this as covering not only 
experimental or quasi-experimental evaluation designs, but any evaluation approach that systematically ad-
dresses the issue of attributing results to measures.4 
 
The crucial factor in selecting an evaluation design is that the design chosen is appropriate for the specific ob-
ject of the evaluation and the questions to be addressed. GIZ projects are characterised by complex capacity 
development approaches, with which bilateral projects achieve their results by dovetailing activities at different 
levels (individual, institutional, societal). Other projects are regional or global in reach and implement activities 
in more than one country. To record the results achieved on completion of a project, partly for accountability 
purposes, (quasi-)experimental approaches tend not to be suitable as they a) measure only individual, specific 
questions over time and b) cannot use a control group in line with requirements in most of the above-men-
tioned contexts. (Quasi-)experimental approaches offer major benefits if they are used in the context of the on-
going measurement of results, for example. 
 
In central project evaluations, GIZ stipulates that a theory-based approach must be used as the minimum 
standard for robust evidence. Building on GIZ’s results model and its results-based monitoring system, the indi-
cators set out in the offer and the results hypotheses outlined in the results model can be used as a basis for 
the assessment and can be checked to establish whether they are plausible. Contribution analysis has proved 
well suited when it comes to identifying the contribution made by a project to the results achieved.5 But other 
theory-based approaches, such as realist evaluation or process tracing, can also be used. (Quasi-)experi-
mental data collection methods can be used as supplementary designs for selected aspects where this is pos-
sible and appropriate. 
 
Special procedures are needed to identify unintended results. To this end, approaches such as the most signifi-
cant change approach or outcome harvesting can be used. Alternatively, qualitative methods (KOMPASS) can 
be used to record the perspectives and views of partner organisations, target groups and other relevant stake-
holder groups. 

 
3 SMART: specific, measurable, achievable, relevant, time-bound 
4 Befani, Barbara (2020): Choosing Appropriate Evaluation Methods. A Tool for Assessment & Selection (Version 2), no place of publication stated: Centre for the Evaluation of 
Complexity Across the Nexus (cecan). 
5 Cf. John Mayne 2001, 2008, 2012. 

https://www.cecan.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Final_Choosing-Appropriate-Evaluation-Methods-1.pdf
https://www.cecan.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Final_Choosing-Appropriate-Evaluation-Methods-1.pdf
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Contribution analysis 

Contribution analyses aim to collect empirical evidence of whether and to what extent a project can be said to 
have contributed to the changes observed. This is designed to answer the questions concerning the contribu-
tion made by the project in the sections on effectiveness and impact. Moreover, the analyses are intended to 
enhance our understanding and knowledge of what works and why things do not work. The contribution analy-
sis in central project evaluations comprises the following elements: 
 

• a results model that provides a visual representation of the pathways from inputs to activities, outputs 
and intended results, as well as illustrating expectations concerning the project’s cause-and-effect re-
lationship; 

• the results logic (theory of change) that underlies the results model with detailed results hypotheses, 
which must be verified and analysed within the scope of the evaluation; 

• what is termed a ‘contribution story’, in which selected key hypotheses are reviewed iteratively, collect-
ing comprehensible and reliable evidence in order to prove the contribution made by the project to the 
changes observed. To this end, alternative explanations (such as contextual factors or third-party ac-
tivities) must also be analysed; 

• an evidence table setting out evidence related to each individual results hypothesis, showing whether 
and to what extent the hypotheses have proved to be correct or have been refuted. 

Efficiency analysis 

In central project evaluations, the efficiency analysis is based on cost-to-output ratios, which are analysed us-
ing a ‘follow the money’ approach.6 In contrast to the purely descriptive methods and subjective assessments 
that were formerly used, this allows for an efficiency analysis based on figures and data. The approach aims to 
use an input-output analysis to establish data for further analysis and assessment and to identify the potential 
for improvement. 
 
The analysis follows both the minimum principle (economic use of resources) and the maximum principle (max-
imising results). It essentially explores whether the outputs or outcome could have been maximised using the 
same inputs and conversely whether the same outputs or outcome could have been achieved with fewer in-
puts. These two perspectives illustrate two sides of the same coin. The analysis thus focuses on a discussion 
of alternative approaches and on achieving results efficiently overall. 

4 Practical application of findings 

The German Institute for Development Evaluation (DEval) makes a distinction between usefulness, use and 
benefits of evaluations.7 GIZ takes this as its basis too. 
 
• Usefulness is seen as the potential for use and can embrace different aspects of an evaluation, including 

conducting the evaluation on time, involving stakeholder groups, and formulating, disseminating and mak-
ing available findings and recommendations.  

• Use, or practical application, is seen as the direct response to the contents of an evaluation (once the eval-
uation has been concluded), such as addressing the recommendations set out in the evaluation report.  

 
6 BMZ (2011): Tools and Methods for Evaluating the Efficiency of Development Interventions. BMZ Evaluation Division: Evaluation Working Papers.  
7 DEval (2021): Metaevaluierung von (Projekt-)Evaluierungen in der deutschen Entwicklungszusammenarbeit. Inception-Bericht, Bonn: Deutsches Evaluierungsinstitut der 
Entwicklungszusammenarbeit gGmbH (DEval) (not published) 

https://www.devstrat.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/BMZ_WP_Tools_Methods_Evaluating_Efficiency.pdf


 20 

• The benefits are the actual advantage accruing as a result of an evaluation, for instance through concrete 
improvements to specific project measures on the basis of evaluation recommendations. An evaluation can 
also have benefits for other actors involved and affected (such as the global evaluation and research com-
munity). 

4.1 Project level 

Regardless of when the final report is completed, a central project evaluation can provide important findings for 
decision-making even during the ongoing evaluation process. During the inception phase, the evaluators al-
ready verify the plausibility of the results logic and the quality of indicators. A workshop held as a standard pro-
cedure right at the outset of the evaluation process in particular – designed for reflection and, where appropri-
ate, to reconstruct the results model – offers the project team and partner organisations scope for learning 
during the process. In the case of final evaluations, a follow-on measure is often already ongoing when the 
evaluation is conducted. Findings from the ongoing evaluation can then be used directly in the steering of the 
follow-on measure or the planning of any further follow-on module. 
 
Project evaluation findings are processed and used so as to facilitate learning within the project, in partner or-
ganisations, at GIZ and at BMZ, for instance within the framework of the following: 
 
• Reflection forums with partner organisations: A dialogue on the evaluation findings is intended to encour-

age the incorporation of relevant experience into partners’ own decision-making processes. 
• Reflection forums with BMZ: The findings and recommendations of the evaluation report are discussed 

with the project-managing division at BMZ and, where appropriate, the relevant sector division and the 
BMZ evaluation division. These discussions are designed to determine the need for action on the part of 
the project and in the area of intervention and to identify the lessons learned in terms of development pol-
icy. 

The findings are incorporated into the planning of new projects. When module proposals are drawn up for BMZ, 
evidence from evaluations must be taken into account and presented. 

4.2 Cross-project level 

The results of all central project evaluations are fed into corporate knowledge management. GIZ uses the fol-
lowing instruments to encourage evaluation findings to be used not only at the level of individual projects: 
 
• Reflection forums at technical/sectoral level: The findings of evaluations, especially the overarching issues, 

are discussed and analysed in in-person and virtual communities (staff of all GIZ units relevant to topics, 
sector networks, conventions, topic-specific forums). 

• Internal GIZ dialogue and information events and those open to the public: These events offer a platform 
for cross-sectoral exchange on evaluation findings. They address not only the people directly involved and 
responsible, but anyone who might benefit from the findings. 

 
GIZ also uses cross-sectional analyses to ensure that the findings of project evaluations can be harnessed for 
company-wide learning and discussions with stakeholder groups. Cross-sectional analyses in the form of eval-
uation syntheses bring together existing knowledge and evidence from evaluations. To this end, project evalua-
tions on a given topic, sector, region or country are analysed and factors influencing success or failure are 
identified, along with good practices. 
 
In addition, analysis of the impact of a project contributes to the assessment of the overarching programme, 
thus also supporting decisions on the design of the area of intervention at programme level. Programme evalu-
ations and DEval’s evaluations also draw on project evaluations and their findings. 
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Finally, monitoring the action taken on recommendations set out in evaluations provides information on their 
usefulness. The recommendations of all central project evaluations are recorded in a database and evaluated 
along thematic lines. The Corporate Unit Evaluation monitors action taken on the recommendations. The units 
responsible for implementing recommendations thus provide updates on implementation status. The aim is to 
digitise implementation monitoring as part of introducing the audit management module. 
 

 
Figure 7: Communication and practical application of the findings of central project evaluations 

5 Process and responsibilities 

Evaluation management is a key element of GIZ’s evaluation system. Evaluation managers in GIZ’s Corporate 
Unit Evaluation shape this process in dialogue with the actors involved in the evaluation and the intended users 
of the findings (especially decision-makers and other actors within the change process). The officers responsi-
ble for the commission liaise with the partner organisations. 

5.1 Actors involved and their roles 

BMZ 

BMZ is both the commissioning party of the projects evaluated and the addressee of the evaluation findings. 
The essential elements of central project evaluations are based on agreements with BMZ (evaluation criteria, 
assessment system, size of sample, financing procedures, reporting formats). During the evaluation process, 
the project-managing divisions are given the chance to voice their specific information interests, comment on 
draft reports, reflect on evaluation findings with the evaluators and project managers and make decisions re-
garding the publication of results. 

Partner organisations 

Partner organisations play an important part throughout the central project evaluation process. The implemen-
tation agreements between GIZ and the partner organisations generally provide for evaluation of projects 
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implemented. When the evaluation is being prepared, the project teams collect information interests and deci-
sion-making requirements, and these are reflected in the terms of reference for the evaluation. Partner systems 
and capacity must be taken into account when considering what data is necessary and available. During the 
implementation phase of the evaluation, relevant views of partners are recorded. Partner organisations can 
comment on the evaluation findings but have no influence over the independent reports or the publishing of 
these reports. Partner organisations are also key addressees when it comes to disseminating and utilising eval-
uation findings and recommendations. Elements include dialogue and reflection forums (in particular briefing 
and debriefing sessions). 

External evaluators 

In line with the terms of reference set out by GIZ, and in consultation with the GIZ Corporate Unit Evaluation, 
the evaluation team is responsible for preparing and conducting the individual evaluation, including reporting. It 
is responsible for the contents of evaluation reports; this promotes independence with regards to accountability. 
 
The evaluation team generally consists of two evaluators (one international and one local or regional evalua-
tor). Their responsibility within the team can vary depending on their skills profiles and location. Local/regional 
evaluators are particularly expected to support the participatory design of the evaluation by giving more room to 
the information interests and perspectives of partner organisations and target groups and by harnessing data 
available in local monitoring and evaluation systems. For sector projects where services are not delivered in 
the partner country, the evaluation team consists of two (inter)national evaluators. 

GIZ operational units 

Within GIZ’s operational departments, the officers responsible for the commission play a particularly important 
role. They support preparations and implementation of project evaluations and are ultimately responsible for 
ensuring that results and recommendations are used within the context of the project. 
 
Specifically, support by the project at local level primarily includes providing relevant information, involving part-
ner organisations, identifying important interview partners, helping organise workshops, contributing to briefing 
and debriefing sessions and providing logistical support in the process of preparing and implementing in-coun-
try missions. The officers responsible for the commission and their teams check the draft inception report and 
evaluation report for factual accuracy and contents. If a project has already been completed when the evalua-
tion is conducted and no follow-on measure is ongoing, these tasks are organised via the country office, where 
appropriate with the involvement of neighbouring projects. 

GIZ Sectoral Department 

The Sectoral Department plays a key role in ensuring the evaluability of projects by advising on the results 
model, the development of SMART indicators, baseline studies and results-based monitoring, as well as check-
ing the quality of offers. It also has a central part to play in knowledge management and organisational learning 
on the basis of evaluations. All evaluation reports are available on online information and dialogue platforms 
(especially in the topics). The specialist competence centres and the sector networks discuss evaluation results 
with the Corporate Unit Evaluation and prepare thematic cross-sectional analyses. The aim is to synchronise 
planning, monitoring and evaluation effectively, with evidence incorporated into the appraisal of new projects, 
for example. 
 
 
 



 23 

GIZ Corporate Unit Evaluation 

At GIZ, the Corporate Unit Evaluation is the main contact for all issues relating to evaluations. It reports directly 
to the Management Board and is separate from GIZ's operational business. This organisational structure 
strengthens its independence. It carries out the following tasks during central project evaluations: 
 
• drawing up the portfolio for central project evaluations (drawing a random sample and including criteria-

based evaluations); 
• managing the clearing cost unit and coordinating the contribution procedure for projects financed under the 

Bilateral TC budget item; 
• conducting tendering and managing the pool of evaluators; 
• steering implementation of central project evaluations and quality assurance; 
• communicating evaluation findings to BMZ and all stakeholders within GIZ with subsequent publication; 
• taking part in activities to promote the practical application of evaluation findings; 
• fine-tuning the procedures, instruments and standards for project evaluations to ensure that these evalua-

tions always comply with current national and international standards. 

5.2 Process overview 

Evaluation management at GIZ includes the design and steering of three phases of the evaluation process: (1) 
concept and design, (2) implementation and reporting and (3) communicating evaluation findings. The process 
of determining the evaluation portfolio comes before these stages. The process presented here is followed by 
the process of promoting the practical application of the evaluation findings, which comprises learning activities 
for individual evaluations and options such as the cross-sectional analysis of a series of evaluations. 

 
Figure 8: Overview of standard processes in a central project evaluation 

 
Evaluations begin towards the end of the project term. The precise timing and course of an evaluation will de-
pend on the length of the project term, whether there is a follow-on project, and how the evaluation and any in-
country mission can be supported. 
 
In the central project evaluation process, some time will elapse between the inception phase and the following 
phases. During the inception phase, the goal is to ensure evaluability, which means analysing the results logic 
(theory of change) of a project, recording evaluation questions from the standpoint of partners and target 
groups and finally reviewing the data available, including data from the partner systems. In some cases, it may 
be appropriate to conduct an inception mission in the partner country. 
 
Deviations are possible depending on the evaluation in question. Depending on the scale and complexity of 
projects, longer on-site missions or trips to several countries might prove necessary, for example. In other 
cases, no travel is needed and all steps can be conducted remotely. 
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Semi-remote evaluations 

Both on the basis of cost-benefit considerations and from the point of view of sustainability, a critical look 
should be taken at whether evaluators actually need to travel to collect data. Under certain circumstances (pan-
demic, security situation on the ground), it is possible to dispense with business trips in connection with evalua-
tions. A semi-remote procedure has proved appropriate under these circumstances. International evaluators 
work remotely and do not travel. Local evaluators take on the task of data collection and direct communication 
under the given circumstances, thus assuming greater responsibility. The challenge is that coordination be-
comes more complex and that information and communications technology (ICT) infrastructure must be availa-
ble for certain forms of virtual data collection (focus group discussions, workshops). Identifying the perspectives 
of target groups also becomes more complex. On the other hand, the mission saves time and money by not 
travelling. 
 
For every evaluation, an assessment is made of whether an in-country mission is necessary and feasible, and 
whether the additional cost is proportionate to the information interests. Identifying results is generally complex, 
which is a point in favour of undertaking an in-country mission. In-country missions can help better comply with 
requirements such as research triangulation, identification of the project context, building trust in discussions 
and ensuring access to indirect target groups. Evaluations can only be conducted remotely as a general prac-
tice for certain types of projects, such as sector projects where no measures are being implemented in the part-
ner country and all stakeholder groups have access to ICT infrastructure. In these cases, the evaluation team 
collects all data remotely. 

5.3 Process description  

Evaluations are conducted in line with the standardised process description set out below. The timeline is spec-
ified for every evaluation and is an integral part of the terms of reference. The remarks and checklists provide 
additional detailed information. No links have been provided here. Standards can be modified for individual pro-
cess steps and this is sometimes necessary in practice, for instance with regard to the division of labour within 
the evaluation team or between the Corporate Unit Evaluation, the project and the country office. The officer 
responsible for the commission is responsible for the division of labour within the project and the delegation of 
tasks to the project team. 
 

 
Process step 

 
Responsible 

 
Contributors 

 
To be informed 

 
Timeline 

 
Remarks 

 

 
1. Preparing for the 

central project 
evaluation 

 

Conduct initial clarifi-
cation with project 

Corporate Unit 
Evaluation 

Officer responsible 
for the commission 

 At least 1 month be-
fore the contract is 

signed with evaluators 

Topics:  
process and  
timeline  

Draw up ToRs with 
timeline 

Corporate Unit 
Evaluation 

Officer responsible 
for the commission 

   

Individual call-off re-
quest for evaluators 
from pool 

Corporate Unit 
Evaluation 

Contract Manage-
ment 

Corporate Unit Evalua-
tion 

  

Contract with evalu-
ators 

Procurement and 
Contracting Divi-

sion 

Corporate Unit  
Evaluation 

Officer responsible for 
the commission 

  

Recruit and contract 
local evaluator 

International eval-
uator 

Corporate Unit  
Evaluation  

 
Procurement and 

Contracting Division 

Officer responsible for 
the commission 

 Part of the 
terms of reference (ToRs) 
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Process step 

 
Responsible 

 
Contributors 

 
To be informed 

 
Timeline 

 
Remarks 

 

Set up MS Teams 
channel 

Corporate Unit 
Evaluation 

Officer responsible 
for the commission 

International evaluator   

Provide project doc-
uments 

Officer responsible 
for the commission 

Corporate Unit  
Evaluation 

International evaluator 
Local evaluator 

 Remarks on provision of 
documents in MS Teams 
channel 

Meeting to clarify the 
mandate 

Corporate Unit 
Evaluation 

International  
evaluator 

Local evaluator 

Officer responsible for 
the commission 

 Checklist  

Kick-off meeting Corporate Unit 
Evaluation 

Officer responsible 
for the commission 

 
International  

evaluator 
Local evaluator 

 
Any partner  

organisations 

  Topics:  
information interests, 
process and roles 

Formally announce 
the evaluation 

Corporate Unit 
Evaluation 

Officer responsible 
for the commission 

 
Country office 

 
International  

evaluator 
Local evaluator 

Country manager or 
GloBe representative 

 
Evaluation officer 

 
Sectoral Department 

 Specimen standard letter 
 

 
2. Inception phase 

 

Review and analyse 
documents 

International eval-
uator 

Local evaluator     

Conduct exploratory 
interviews 

International eval-
uator  

Local evaluator Officer responsible for 
the commission 

 Including obtaining evalu-
ation questions from 
BMZ, partner organisa-
tions, project team and 
Sectoral Department 

Ensure evaluability  International eval-
uator 

Officer responsible 
for the commission 

 
Local evaluator 

  (Re)construct the results 
logic 
 
Review available data 

 
3. Producing the in-

ception report 

 

Draft inception report International eval-
uator 

Local evaluator   Annotated report struc-
ture 
 
Including plans for data 
collection 

Quality assurance 
(QA) of inception re-
port 

Corporate Unit 
Evaluation 

Officer responsible 
for the commission 

 

  Officer responsible for 
the commission verifies 
factual accuracy 
 
Corporate Unit Evalua-
tion verifies quality of 
methodology and of eval-
uation approach based 
on quality grid 

Revise inception re-
port 

International eval-
uator  

Local evaluator    

Accept inception re-
port 

Corporate Unit 
Evaluation 

 International evaluator 
Local evaluator 

 
Officer responsible for 

the commission 

At least 3 months be-
fore the start of the 
evaluation mission 

60 of a possible 100 
points must be obtained 
based on quality grid 

 
4. Collecting data 
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Process step 

 
Responsible 

 
Contributors 

 
To be informed 

 
Timeline 

 
Remarks 

 

Formally announce 
the evaluation mis-
sion 

Corporate Unit 
Evaluation 

Officer responsible 
for the commission 

 
Country office 

International evaluator  
Local evaluator 

 
Country manager or 
GloBe representative 

 Specimen standard letter 

Arrange organisation 
and travel logistics 

International eval-
uator  

Officer responsible 
for the commission 

 
Country office 

 
Local evaluator 

  Note: take account of 
travel regulations,  
risk management 

Elaborate interview 
plan 

International eval-
uator  

Local evaluator 

Officer responsible 
for the commission 

Corporate Unit Evalua-
tion 

  

Coordinate interview 
plan 

International eval-
uator  

Local evaluator 
 

Officer responsible 
for the commission 

 
Corporate Unit  

Evaluation 

  Contact high-ranking in-
terview partners through 
GIZ 

In-country briefing  International eval-
uator  

Officer responsible 
for the commission 

 
Local evaluator 

Country director 
 

Embassy (economic 
cooperation officer) 

 
Partner organisations 

 Binding requirements re-
garding course of evalua-
tion, participants (em-
bassy, country director, 
partner organisation) and 
PowerPoint presentation 

Collect data in part-
ner country 

International eval-
uator  

Local evaluator Officer responsible for 
the commission 

  

 
5. Analysis and as-

sessment 

     

Analyse data col-
lected 

International eval-
uator  

Local evaluator    

Compile and triangu-
late findings  

International eval-
uator  

Local evaluator    

Elaborate prelimi-
nary findings and 
recommendations 

International eval-
uator  

Local evaluator    

Hold debriefing in 
partner country to 
validate findings 

International eval-
uator  

Local evaluator 
 

Officer responsible 
for the commission 

Country director 
 

Embassy (economic 
cooperation officer) 

 
Partner organisations 

 Binding requirements re-
garding course of evalua-
tion, participants (em-
bassy, country director, 
partner organisation) and 
PowerPoint presentation 

Final assessment International eval-
uator  

Local evaluator    

 
6. Producing reports 

     

Draft main report International eval-
uator  

Local evaluator  4 weeks after the end 
of the evaluation mis-

sion at the latest 

Annotated report struc-
ture 

Conduct QA on main 
report 

Corporate Unit 
Evaluation 

 Officer responsible for 
the commission 

 Verify quality of method-
ology and comprehensi-
bility of assessment 
based on quality grid 

Verify factual accu-
racy  

Officer responsible 
for the commission 

Partner Corporate Unit  
Evaluation 
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Process step 

 
Responsible 

 
Contributors 

 
To be informed 

 
Timeline 

 
Remarks 

 

Finalise contents of 
main report 

International  
evaluator  

Local evaluator   In line with GIZ com-
ments 

Finalise formal as-
pects of main report 

International  
evaluator  

 

Local evaluator   In line with GIZ publica-
tion standards 

Produce brief reports International  
evaluator  

Local evaluator   Summary (seven-pager) 
and ‘At a Glance’ (one-
pager) 
 
Annotated report struc-
ture 

Accept main report Corporate Unit 
Evaluation 

 International evaluator  
Local evaluator 

 
Officer responsible for 

the commission 

 60 of a possible 100 
points must be obtained 
based on quality grid 

 
7. Editing 

 

Editorial changes 
and corrections 

External service 
providers 

Corporate Unit  
Evaluation 

   

Formatting and lay-
out 

External service 
providers 

Corporate Unit  
Evaluation 

   

 
8. Communicating re-

ports to stakehold-
ers 

     

Submit report to 
BMZ 

Corporate Unit 
Evaluation 

 Country manager or 
GloBe representative 

 Distribute to relevant divi-
sions in line with BMZ 
procedural information  
 
Remarks regarding any 
objections to publication 

Communicate to 
stakeholders within 
GIZ 

Corporate Unit 
Evaluation 

 Officer responsible for 
the commission 

 
Country director 

 
Country manager or 
GloBe representative 

 
Evaluation officer 

 
Sectoral Department 

  

Submit report to 
partner organisations 

Country office Officer responsible 
for the commission 

Corporate Unit  
Evaluation 

 Summary and one-pager 
(‘At a Glance’) 

 
9. Publication 

 

Post on IDA Corporate Unit 
Evaluation 

   DMS file 
Information from organi-
sational units 

Post on GIZ website Corporate Com-
munications Unit 

Corporate Unit  
Evaluation 

  Publications database  
Evaluations database 
German National Library 

Post on OECD/DAC Corporate Unit 
Evaluation 

   DAC Evaluation Re-
source Centre (DEReC) 

10. Dealing with rec-
ommendations 
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Process step 

 
Responsible 

 
Contributors 

 
To be informed 

 
Timeline 

 
Remarks 

 

Record recommen-
dations  

Corporate Unit 
Evaluation 

   Recommendations data-
base  

Thematic evaluation 
of recommendations 

Corporate Unit 
Evaluation 

    

Implement recom-
mendations and 
monitor action taken 

Addressees of rec-
ommendations 

 

Corporate Unit  
Evaluation  

  Audit management  
module 
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liability, it will remove the link to this site immediately. GIZ expressly dissociates itself from such 
content. 
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