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Public development finance should be economical. In development cooperation,
the success of interventions is assessed largely using the instrument

of evaluation. This meta-evaluation and evaluation synthesis assess the

quality of project evaluations carried out by the Deutsche Gesellschaft ftr
Internationale Zusammenarbeit (G1Z) and the KfW Development Bank (KfW),

as well as their findings on the economic efficiency of their interventions.

Overall, the meta-evaluation rates the quality requirements for the project
evaluations as partially fulfilled. The economic efficiency of the funds used
in relation to the outputs delivered by the interventions is, for the most
part, evaluated adequately. The evidence on the relationship between
resources and the results of the interventions is, however, less robust.

The project evaluations lack comparisons, and development cooperation
lacks explicit benchmarks regarding the economic efficiency of their
interventions. The comprehensibility of the evaluations is therefore limited.

The vast majority of interventions are rated as efficient by the
project evaluations. However, only a small portion of this success
can be explained based on the intervention characteristics and their
development context. Instead, there are unintended associations
between the ratings and the characteristics of the evaluations.
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Background

The budget funds of the Federal Republic of Germany
allocated for development cooperation (DC) should be used
economically. Through DC, the German Federal Ministry for
Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) seeks to
contribute to eliminating poverty, hunger and inequalities;
promoting peace, stability and security; facilitating economic
cooperation for sustainable and equitable growth; and
strengthening strategic alliances for global solutions and
multilateral cooperation. To contribute to these objectives,
development funds should be deployed purposefully and
effectively, but also efficiently.

In German DC, evaluation is one of the instruments used to
assess the success of development interventions. A significant
share of all interventions is regularly evaluated, including the
interventions’ efficiency. Drawing on a dedicated efficiency
criterion - one of the international evaluation criteria defined
by the Development Assistance Committee of the Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD DAC) -
the evaluation of German DC analyses the extent to which the
intervention delivers results in an economic and timely way.

Evaluations should contribute to improving the effectiveness
and legitimacy of development interventions by applying
the most objective and empirically sound analyses and
evaluations possible of the success achieved by interventions.
Other forms of review - to be distinguished from evaluation
- include monitoring and reporting on the implementation of
development interventions, as well as internal and external
audits of the economic efficiency, economy and compliance of
budget spending.

Evaluation of economic efficiency focuses on the question of
achieving the best possible relationship between the purpose
of an intervention and the funds used for that purpose.
The basic of the
principle of economy and the principle of productivity. The principle

principles economic  efficiency  comprise

of economy (the minimum principle) demands that a
specific result be achieved using the least possible input resources.
The principle of productivity (the maximum principle) demands that
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the best possible result be achieved using a specific amount of
input resources. Economic efficiency in its interpretation as a
principle of economy takes priority in the implementation of
the budget plan.

With respect to economical use of funds, the evaluation
of German DC distinguishes between two dimensions:
production efficiency and allocation efficiency. The evaluation
dimension “production efficiency” refers to the appropriateness
of the relationship between inputs and outputs. The evaluation
dimension “allocation efficiency” refers to the appropriateness
of the relationship between the inputs and the results achieved
(project/development objective; outcome/impact level) by the
intervention. Comprehensively assessing economic efficiency
in this way requires evaluations of an appropriate quality.

Purpose, objectives and evaluation questions

Both the meta-evaluation and evaluation synthesis serve to
strengthen learning and accountability for evaluation of the
efficiency of development interventions and their results.
The evaluation pursues two objectives. The first goal is to assess
the quality of evaluation:

« To what extent is the evaluation criterion of efficiency
being appropriately applied (evaluation question 1)?

e Towhat extent is the methodological approach
(evaluation question 2) and the quality of the data basis
appropriate (evaluation question 3)?

+ To what extent is the evaluation itself efficient
(evaluation question 4), and to what extent does the
evaluation of German DC align with international practice
(evaluation question 5)?

The second objective is to analyse the assessment of the
efficiency of development interventions through the evaluation
and its influencing factors:

« To what extent is German DC assessed in the evaluations to
be efficient (evaluation question 6), and to what extent do
internal and external factors influence the efficiency rating
(evaluation question 7)?
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Subject of the evaluation

The subject of this evaluation comprises 698 project
evaluations of a total of 932 interventions by the Deutsche
Gesellschaft fiir Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) and
the KfW Development Bank (KfW) which were published in the
years from 2018 t0 2024. In the interest of evaluation efficiency,
examination is limited to the project evaluations of GIZ and
KfW. These two implementing organisations are responsible for
implementing most of German bilateral development financing
and for its evaluation. Every year, both organisations evaluate a
significant share of completed and, where appropriate, currently
ongoing development interventions. In the case of KfW, this
meta-evaluation and evaluation synthesis examines the ex-post
evaluation (EPE) format; in the case of GIZ, it focuses on the
Central Project Evaluation (CPE) format. In this evaluation of
German DC, efficiency is assessed using a dedicated efficiency
rating on a scale of 1to 6.

Method

This evaluation comprises two components: a meta-
evaluation of the quality of the module evaluations, and an
evaluation synthesis assessing the efficiency of development
interventions and their influencing factors. Meta-evaluations -
sometimes also referred to as an "evaluation of the evaluation" -
are conducted to improve the evaluation process, systematically
reflecting the strengths and weaknesses of evaluations,
and advancing future evaluations. In this case, the meta-
evaluation focuses on evaluating efficiency. The evaluation
synthesis examines the results of the efficiency assessment of
interventions in the project evaluations and analyses the extent
to which the assessment correlates with certain factors.

The meta-evaluation classifies the quality of evaluations
through manual content analysis of a representative sample
of 97 module evaluations (51 GIZ CPEs and 46 KfW EPEs). The
evaluation reports constitute the data basis for assessing the
evaluation quality. Working through the evaluation questions,
the evaluation quality is rated on the basis of 18 quality
criteria. The meta-evaluation uses artificial intelligence (Al)

to triangulate the results of the manual classification. The
quality of the statistical population of the module evaluations
is analysed by a large language model (LLM).

The evaluation synthesis analyses the results of the
efficiency assessment of the development interventions and
investigates the role of potential influencing factors through
statistical methods (multivariate regression analyses).
The dependent variable is the efficiency score. Potential
determinants (independent variables) consist of intervention
characteristics and those of the development contexts as well
as of the project evaluations themselves. The data basis of
the evaluation synthesis is comprised of meta- and secondary
data on the interventions and evaluations, the results of topic
modelling generated by the large language model based on
the evaluation reports, and the classification of the evaluation

quality determined by the meta-evaluation.

Results, conclusions and recommendations

for the quality of evaluation (meta-evaluation)

The field of DC is under pressure. Global crises, doubts
concerningthelegitimacy of DCand continuing cutsinfunding
are increasing the need to efficiently use existing resources in
a well-targeted manner and to manage development policies
more stringently in the interest of effectiveness and economic
efficiency. Taking up this challenge, the BMZ aims in its current
reform plan to strengthen the results- and efficiency-oriented
steering. Yet, what does it take to achieve efficiency-oriented
steering, and how can more be done with less resources?

Evaluation provides DC with a powerful instrument that is
well suited to generating evidence for efficiency-oriented
steering and implementation of publicly funded development
efforts. Overall, the evaluation system of development
cooperation is well positioned in comparison to other fields
of public policymaking in Germany. It has a rational division
of labour, established standards, transparent evaluation
guidelines and a high level of quality and independence in both



project-related and strategic evaluations. For some time now,
efficiency has counted among the pertinent criteria of bilateral
DC evaluation in Germany, along with relevance, coherence,
effectiveness, impact and sustainability. By regularly evaluating
German DC
demonstrates a high coverage of project-related evaluations.

a representative sample of interventions,

But what is the quality of the evidence base underpinning
efficiengy-oriented steering? To address this question,
the meta-evaluation first answers questions regarding
the appropriate application of the evaluation criterion of
efficiency (evaluation question 1), the appropriateness of
the methodological approach (evaluation question 2) and
the quality of the data basis (evaluation question 3) as well
as questions addressing the efficiency of the evaluation

(evaluation question 4).

The meta-evaluation rates the quality criteria for appropriate

application of the evaluation criterion of efficiency
(evaluation question 1) as partially fulfilled. Nevertheless,
while evaluation practice focuses primarily on the productivity
of interventions, too little attention is given to the aspect of
economical use of funds. The predominant share of evaluations
pursues the question of production efficiency to an appropriate
extent. The consideration of timeliness (as part of assessing the
production efficiency) is less systematic. By contrast, the
evaluation of allocation efficiency does not fulfil the defined
requirements. Overall, in terms of the regulations of Germany's
Federal Budget Code and German DC's own standards for
evaluation, the dimension of economy is not systematically
taken into account to a sufficient degree in evaluation practice,

and likewise not in comparison to productivity.

GlIZ
economy

and KfW should
and productivity as

Recommendation 1 treat
the principles of

equally important.

The meta-evaluation rates the quality criteria of the
appropriateness of the methodological quality (evaluation
question 2) as mostly fulfilled. However, the evaluations are
lacking comparative analyses. The overwhelming share of the
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evaluations exhibits an appropriate methodological quality
in their evaluation of production efficiency. The inadequate
methodological quality of the evaluation of allocation efficiency
goes hand in hand with the lack of comparative analyses with
alternatively designed interventions (that have comparable
objectives within a particular sector and/or region). The
evaluations rely primarily on methods of identifying potential
for efficiency within interventions and on descriptive approaches
that are not designed to be conducive to comparative analysis
of interventions. With the high annual number of project
evaluations and the associated potential basis for evidence,
GIZ and KfW have a very good foundation at their disposal for
further strengthening the comparative perspective.

Recommendation 2: GIZ and KfW should make greater
use of comparisons when evaluating efficiency.

Evaluation of the allocation efficiency provides evidence
of the appropriate relationship of inputs to the impacts of
interventions. Evidence on allocation efficiency is highly
important due to its significance for results- and efficiency-
oriented steering. In times of growing global challenges and
simultaneously decreasing funding, there is growing demand
in development policy steering for evidence verifying the best
possible relationship between the use of funds and development
success. While evaluation of the allocation efficiency of
interventions can deliver this evidence, evaluation practice
has yet to do so in an appropriate form. This is due primarily
to the lack of comparative analyses with alternatively designed
interventions that pursue the same objective. Evidence verifying
the allocation efficiency of interventions is particularly valuable
for strengthening efficiency-oriented steering and planning.

Recommendation 3: GIZ and KfW should put greater
emphasis on evaluating the relationship between the costs
and the results (allocation efficiency) of an intervention.

The meta-evaluation rates the quality criteria of the
appropriateness of data quality (evaluation question 3)
as partially fulfilled. The data quality is predominantly
appropriate for the evaluation of production efficiency.
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The data quality is appropriate to a considerably lesser extent
for evaluation of allocation efficiency. The higher the level of
results (from outcomes to impacts), the more the data quality
decreases. The limited availability of data at the impact level
poses a challenge for evaluation.

The prior conclusions and recommendations contain
additional tasks for the evaluation. Yet, can the evaluation
itself also become more efficient? To answer this question, the
meta-evaluation focussed on the efficiency of the evaluations
(evaluation question 4) and an international comparison

(evaluation question 5).

The meta-evaluation rates the quality criteria for the
efficiency of the project evaluations as partially fulfilled
(evaluation question 4). The majority of the efficiency
evaluations draw on the data, the methodological approach
and findings relating to the other evaluation criteria in a
comprehensible and plausible manner. The findings on the
efficiency of the interventions are also incorporated into the
conclusions and implications or recommendations of the
project evaluations. However, the evaluations do not draw or
only draw to a small extent on prior economic analysis.

The evaluation of efficiency is part of an overall system of
various audit and control processes related to the economic
efficiency of German DC. Evaluation can - in the interest
of a conclusive economic analysis — build on the findings of
preceding processes, thereby reducing the effort required
for evaluations. For instance, evaluations could draw on the
courses of action contained in the initial project appraisal when
examining alternatively designed interventions, incorporate
the results of prior price reviews into the assessment of the
economic use of resources, or take into account the economic
analysis conducted during the final project assessment when
rating the efficiency criterion. Prerequisite for this approach
are the conceptual and methodological compatibility and
availability of the various data.

Recommendation 4: GIZ and KfW should draw on prior
economic analysis when evaluating efficiency.

Overall, the meta-evaluation rates the requirements for
the quality of the project evaluations as partially fulfilled.
The determinants of evaluation quality include the scope and
the format of the evaluation reports as well as the financial
volume of the interventions. The assessment of the evaluation
quality of the population of evaluations by Al analyses shows
that longer reports are associated with higher evaluation quality.
Following a revision of the international OECD-DAC evaluation
criteria, both the requirements and evaluation practice evolved
during the period under review. The associated adjustments
of reporting formats are accompanied by higher evaluation
quality at KfW, and lower evaluation quality at GIZ. In financial
cooperation, the evaluation quality increases with the financial
volume of interventions. The development context does not
have any measurable influence on the evaluation quality.

Inaninternational comparison, the module evaluations of G1Z
and KfW perform well overall in terms of their transparency
and the use of methods for evaluating efficiency. Contrary to
otherorganisations, all GIZ CPEs and all KfW EPEs always assess
the efficiency of interventions. In particular, the fully published
GIZ CPE reports almost universally feature a sufficiently
informative description of the methodological approach and
thus demonstrate the application of a relevant methodology.
In contrast to other international organisations, GIZ and Kfw
rely considerably less on purely descriptive methods and draw
primarily on approaches for evaluating efficiency potentials
within an intervention - namely the follow-the-money
approach (GlZ) and the discounted cash flow analysis (KfW).
Methods for comparing the efficiency of interventions are
used extremely rarely across all organisations, both German
and international.



Results, conclusions and recommendations for
efficiency in German DC (evaluation synthesis)
However, not only the quality of evaluation, but also the
comprehensibility of the assessment and the significance
of the results are among the prerequisites of utilisation-
focussed evidence for efficiency-oriented steering and
operational design of German DC. Against this backdrop, this
evaluation synthesis focuses below on the evaluation questions
on efficiency assessment in project evaluations conducted
by GIZ and KfW (evaluation question 6), and on the question
addressing the determinants for efficiency scores (evaluation
question 7).

The GIZ and KfW project evaluations rate the examined
interventions as mostly efficient (evaluation question 6).
Based on the project evaluations, the efficiency rate of
the GIZ and KfW interventions in the period from 2018 to
2024 was 87.2 per cent (i.e. a rating score of 3 or better).
Interventions of technical cooperation (TC interventions) were
systematically rated higher. This is primarily due to a higher
rating of their production efficiency which, moreover, is more
heavily weighted (at 70%) in the efficiency score of GIZ CPEs.
A notable harmonisation of efficiency scoring has been taking
place over time between both implementing organisations.
Interventions of financial cooperation (FC interventions) have
been increasingly rated more positively, while ratings of TC
interventions have been increasingly more critical. Based on the
statistical analyses, hardly any differences are evident between
sectors, regions or intervention objectives. Desk studies of GIZ
interventions generally deliver higher scores, while those of KfW
interventions culminate in poorer scores.

However, these assessment results expressed in efficiency
scores are only comprehensible to a small extent. The function
of evaluation for development policy steering purposes
and for implementation of interventions is limited in this
respect. Neither the reports nor the consideration of pertinent
intervention characteristics, the development context and the
project evaluations themselves enable clear comprehensibility
of the efficiency rating in the evaluations (expressed in
efficiency scores). The Al analyses of the efficiency sections
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of the evaluation reports identify only a few topics that can
be associated with a systematically better or poorer efficiency
score. This means that the efficiency assessment in the
evaluations based on all available information can only be
reconstructed to a limited extent.

All in all, the characteristics of interventions have a limited
influence. Whereas FC interventions of longer duration are
generally marked by less efficiency, TC interventions do not
exhibit this correlation. In terms of the financing volume of
interventions, large-volume FCinterventionsareassociated with
higher efficiency, while TC interventions do not demonstrate
such a correlation. Among TC interventions, global projects go
hand in hand with higher efficiency scores, whereas co-financed
interventions are marked by poorer ratings.

Whereas the influence of characteristics of the development
context is generally very limited, such influence tends to be
strongerin FCthanin TC. For both implementing organisations,
interventions in countries characterised by increasing gender
equality exhibit slightly better efficiency ratings. Except for
gender equality factors, the development context has no
measurable influence on efficiency assessment of TC. The
development context plays a stronger role in the efficiency
rating of FC interventions. FC interventions in more populated
countries generally come with more negative efficiency
assessment. Another negative correlation exists between
political stability and the efficiency score of FC interventions.

Much more strongly evident are unintended correlations
between the efficiency score and the characteristics of the
evaluation. At both implementing organisations, there is
a marked correlation between the efficiency score and the
evaluation format. The KfW EPEs performed as desk studies
deliver clearly poorer efficiency ratings than evaluations that
include data collection in the field. In GIZ CPEs, the use of
desk studies is associated with clearly better efficiency ratings.
Inprinciple, the evaluation formatshould have noinfluenceonthe
assessment. Whether desk studies or evaluations including local
data collection, assessments applying equal conditions should
not lead to any systematically better or poorer efficiency ratings.
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Further, there is an another unintended correlation between
the composition of the evaluation teams and the efficiency
assessment. A higher proportion of female evaluators in TC
is associated with slightly more positive efficiency ratings.
Moreover, there is a correlation in FC between the point in time
of the evaluation and the efficiency rating of the intervention:
the longer the period between the end of the interventions
and the time of the evaluation, the poorer the ratings tend to
be. This can mean that the success of interventions and thus
also their economic efficiency decline over time, or, at least,
become harder to detect over time. In addition, longer KfW
EPEs reports go hand in hand with higher efficiency ratings,
whereas GIZ CPEs do not exhibit such a correlation. However,
GIZ CPEs of higher evaluation quality are associated with more
negative efficiency ratings. As the GIZ CPEs in general deliver
systematically higher efficiency scores, this finding could
indicate that the GIZ CPEs of lesser evaluation quality tend to
overestimate the intervention efficiency. A similar correlation
cannot be found in KfW EPEs.

Recommendation 5: GIZ and KfW should ensure that
the selected evaluation format does not come with any
systematically better or poorer efficiency rating.

The limited comprehensibility of efficiency ratings in
evaluations is associated with the absence of, or lack of
explicit, efficiency standards in German DC. The benchmarks
of German DC for the efficiency of diverse types of interventions
in specific sectors or regions are not explicitly defined. Hence,
it remains unclear, for example, to what extent the efficiency
standards of German DC differ in differing contexts (e.g. in
highly fragile countries), in certain types of interventions
(e.g. pilot projects) or with respect to reaching certain target
groups (e.g. rural populations in remote regions). Consequently,
orientation for derivation of specific efficiency benchmarks in
individual evaluations is lacking, which, in turn, contributes to
hampering the learning and steering functions of evaluation
at the strategic level. Explicit (absolute as well as relative)
efficiency standards are highly valuable for efficiency-oriented
steering and implementation of interventions.

Recommendation 6: BMZ should examine and explicitly
define the basic efficiency standards of German DC.

The formulation of basic efficiency standards provides
the foundation for the comprehensible assessment of the
efficiency of interventions through evaluations. Benchmarks
derived from these standards provide the basis for explicit and
comprehensible assessment of the subjects of evaluations,
as well as differentiated and transparent reporting and
communication of evaluation results, conclusions and
recommendations. When assessing the effectiveness of
interventions, the targetindicator values define the benchmark,
while in impact assessments they define the higher-level
development results. For assessing efficiency, benchmarks
arise from the targeted ratio between inputs and outputs
or inputs and results, respectively. For example, the desired
ratio between the cost and effort of communities to apply
for financial support and the benefits reaped from it (once it
has been granted) could serve as a benchmark for evaluating
the allocation efficiency of rural development interventions.
Another example would be the definition of an acceptable
limit for delays when evaluating the production efficiency of
an infrastructural intervention.

Assessing efficiency on the basis of pertinent benchmarks
would significantly enhance the comprehensibility of
results of the efficiency rating (i.e. the efficiency score). This
enhanced comprehensibility and the associated increase in
credibility and informative value of results are, in turn,
prerequisites for successful efficiency-oriented steering. The
formulation of absolute efficiency benchmarks such as costs
per vaccination in a healthcare system or internal rates of
returns of financing solutions is ultimately not possible in
all sectors. Where absolute benchmarks are missing, relative
comparative benchmarking of interventions takes on greater
importance (see recommendation 2).



Recommendation 7: GIZ and KfW should enhance the
comprehensibility and reproducibility of efficiency ratings
(efficiency scores) by working with evaluation benchmarks.

In light of the growing challenges in the field of development
cooperation - i.e. global crises and continuing cuts in
funding, to name just a few - the evaluation of efficiency in
development interventions is of great importance. The goal
is to promote results- and efficiency-oriented steering by
generating and providing evidence. By analysing the efficiency
standards of German DC (see recommendation 6) and their
importance to efficiency-oriented steering, the BMZ could
demonstrate in what areas and for what types of decisions such
evidence of efficiency is needed and used. To reduce the cost and
effort of evaluations and to leverage synergies, the evaluation
of German DC could examine the overall system of project
monitoring, external reviews, audits and evaluations, and
consider to what extent better integration of these instruments
can support the generation of efficiency evidence. What would
also be promising for efforts to strengthen efficiency-oriented
steering and thereby to implement the current BMZ reform
plan would be an analysis of results on the role of evidence from
rigorous impact evaluations, efficiency-oriented evidence gap
mapping (EGM) and cross-cutting evaluations as well as efforts
to promote (by evaluation capacity development, ECD) and
use evidence sourced from partner countries. Through a new
service centre for evidence, envisaged in the BMZ reform plan,
efficiency-oriented proposals could be developed and used for
future allocation decisions.
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Recommendation 8: To strengthen results- and efficiency-
oriented steering, the BMZ should support the evaluation
system by establishing an evidence architecture.

The further development of evaluation is a long-term task
that requires joint efforts. By implementing the noted
recommendations, the BMZ along with GIZ and KfW will
contribute to strengthening the German DC evaluation
system. Comparable findings from past DEval evaluations
and audits conducted by Germany's Bundesrechnungshof
(Federal Court of Auditors, BRH) confirm the relevance of
these recommendations. Comprehensible and meaningful
project evaluations constitute a reliable source for sound,
well-informed policy-making. In addition to streamlining
processes and accelerating decision-making, evidence-based
policy-making contributes to strengthening governmental
performance capabilities and modernisation. To ensure the
usefulness of evaluations in future practice, evaluations could
be more closely interlinked with political steering decisions
than has been done to date.
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2 Introduction

his introductory section presents the background,
objective and purpose of this report as well as the
subject of the evaluation, the evaluation questions and
the structure of the report.

Background

implementing these stipulations, and focuses on the quality
(meta-evaluation) and results (evaluation synthesis) of the GIZ
and KfW evaluations of the efficiency of their development
interventions.

Purpose and objectives

Assessing the economic efficiency of interventions is part
of the process of evaluating German DC. Through DC, the
BMZ seeks to contribute to eliminating poverty, hunger and
inequalities; promoting peace, stability and security; facilitating
economic cooperation for sustainable and equitable growth;
and strengthening strategic alliances for global solutions and
multilateral cooperation (BMZ, 2026). To contribute to these
objectives and support higher-level development changes, public
development funds should be deployed not only purposefully
and effectively, but also economically and efficiently (BMZ,
2021a). The extent to which this is successfully achieved in
practice is subject to independent assessment. Evaluation is
a systematic form of assessing the success of interventions
(i.e. projects, programmes, organisations and strategies). One
relevant evaluation criterion for evaluating DC is efficiency.
The efficiency criterion describes the extent to which the
intervention delivers results in an economic and timely way.

This evaluation comprises two components: the meta-
evaluation of the quality of the evaluations, and an
evaluation synthesis that analyses the results of the
efficiency assessment of development interventions and their
influencing factors. BMZ guidelines state that evaluations of
development cooperation should assess the success of not only
the interventions themselves (BMZ, 2021a), rather, the quality
of the evaluation itself should also be regularly assessed and
continuously improved in line with the increasingly stringent
requirements for the accountability and learning functions of
evaluations (ibid.; BMZ, 2021b). This evaluation contributes to

Both the meta-evaluation and evaluation synthesis serve
to strengthen accountability and learning for evaluating
the efficiengy of interventions of German technical and
financial DC and their results. . The results, conclusions and
recommendations of the meta-evaluation and evaluation
synthesis are intended to help the BMZ and implementing
organisations to improve the design and methodology of their
evaluations of the efficiency of development interventions.
In addition, by analysing the efficiency of development
interventions and their influencing factors, the meta-
evaluation and evaluation synthesis aim to strengthen the
strategic and operational orientation of German bilateral DC
in terms of economic efficiency. To fulfil these purposes, they
pursue two objectives:

The first objective is to assess the quality of evaluations.
To do so, the meta-evaluation focuses on assessing to
what extent the evaluation criterion of efficiency is being
appropriately applied’, the quality of the methodological
approach, the quality of the data basis as well as the efficiency
of the evaluations. The findings are rated by comparing how
they align with the evaluation practice in various policy fields
of the Federal Republic of Germany and with the practices of
international bilateral and multilateral DC evaluation units.
In its conclusions, the evaluation rates the extent to which
the criterion of efficiency is being appropriately applied,
and - where suitable - makes recommendations for further
developing the evaluation practice.

1 On the conceptual basis of the BMZ guidelines to the evaluation criteria for German bilateral DC (BMZ, 2021c) as part of the BMZ guidelines on evaluation of development
cooperation (BMZ, 2021a), the application of the evaluation criterion of efficiency - along with the criteria of relevance, coherence, effectiveness, impact and sustainability
- is a binding requirement for the evaluation of development interventions by governmental implementing organisations, and provides orientation for non-governmental

DC organisations as well as the BMZ and DEval.



The second objective is to examine how evaluation
assesses the efficiengy of development interventions and
its influencing factors. The evaluation synthesis undertakes
to assess the efficiency of interventions and the potential
internal and/or external factors that influence efficiency.
It also takes into account the various intervention types,
partner countries and sectors, etc. In its conclusions, the
efficiency of interventions is rated and, where appropriate,
recommendations are made for improving their efficiency.

To achieve these objectives, the meta-evaluation and
evaluation synthesis are themselves viewed to be particularly
obligated to meet the DEval evaluation standard for evaluation
efficiency. Accordingly, the effort involved in the evaluation
(logistical, methodological and financial) should be proportionate
to its benefits and the benefits with regard to its learning and
accountability functions (Noltze and Leppert, 2018).

The meta-evaluation and evaluation synthesis contribute
to the conceptual and methodological advancement of
German and international DC evaluation. They contribute
to implementing the BMZ guidelines for the evaluation of
development cooperation (BMZ, 2021a), which stipulate
that the quality of the evaluations conducted by the DC
organisations should be assessed. Moreover, they also address
the implementation of the BMZ guidelines to the evaluation
criteria (BMZ, 2021c) and Part Il of the audit report of the
German Federal Court of Audit on efficiency assessment in the
evaluations of GIZ (BRH, 2021). With regard to international
DC evaluation, this evaluation undertakes a review of the
BMZ discussion paper "Tools and Methods for Evaluating
the Efficiency of Development Interventions" (Palenberg,
2011), generates learning contributions for application of the
evaluation criteria (OECD, 2019, 2021, 2023a) and thereby also
supports the exchange within the Network on Development
Evaluation (EvalNet) of the Development Assistance Committee
(DAC) of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD).
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Subject of the evaluation

The subject of this meta-evaluation and evaluation synthesis is
the evaluation of the efficiency of development interventions
by GIZ and KfW. In the interest of evaluation efficiency,
examination is limited to the project evaluations of GIZ and
KfW. These two implementing organisations are responsible
for implementing most of German development interventions
and for their evaluation. Every year, both organisations evaluate
a significant share of completed and, where appropriate,
currently ongoing development interventions in accordance
with the requirements of the guidelines for bilateral financial
cooperation (FC) and technical cooperation (TC) (BMZ, 2021b),
the BMZ guidelines on evaluation of development cooperation
(BMZ, 2021a) and the BMZ guidelines for practical application of
the evaluation criteria (BMZ, 2021c). The DEval meta-evaluation
by Guffler et al. (2022) highlights the sampling procedures of
GIZ and KfW as a feature of efficient evaluation systems.

In the case of KfW, this meta-evaluation and evaluation
synthesis examine the ex-post evaluation (EPE) format.
For the evaluation of FC interventions, KfW utilises EPE
format. These evaluations are generally carried out sometime
between two to five years after completing the interventions.
The interventions are selected on the basis of a dynamic
sample stratified by sector that is representative of the
KfW portfolio. An FC intervention does not qualify for the
statistical population of the sampling process until it has been
fully completed (i.e. the formal conclusion of the projects is
ensured by presentation of a project completion review).
FC interventions related by time frame and/or content can
also be bundled in a single EPE if necessary in the context
of a shared subject of evaluation. Prerequisite for such
bundling of interventions, i.e. for joint evaluation of multiple
projects, is that the time frames of their implementation
or the project areas coincide or overlap, and/or a shared
association with a specific programme does not allow distinct,
selective measurement of outputs of individual projects.?

2 The bundled FC interventions do not form part of the sample, and are therefore evaluated additionally.
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In general, success is rated by an aggregated evaluation of the
sum total of the bundled projects considered within a single
EPE. In individual cases, a separate assessment is carried out
along the individual bundled FC interventions. The evaluations
are steered by the independent evaluation unit at Kfw.

In the case of GIZ, this meta-evaluation and evaluation
synthesis focus on their central project evaluation (CPE)
format. At GIZ, the corporate evaluation unit steers the CPEs
in their BMZ business (GIZ, 2022a, 2022b). The CPEs are final
evaluations conducted for each intervention (of a project) upon
completion. The annual sampling encompasses all projects
concluding in a given year with a volume of at least three
million euros. The stratified sampling plan comprises separate
samplings for each individual budget item. Sampling for the
budget item of Technical Cooperation ("TC item") is further
stratified along the lines of the operational departments? of
GIZ. Overall, the random sampling encompasses some 40 per
cent of all completed interventions.# In most cases, the subject
of a CPE comprises one intervention (i.e. one project).

This evaluation examines 698 evaluations of a total of 932
TC and FC interventions. The statistical population of the
698 evaluations results from 331 KfW EPEs which evaluate 560
interventions, and 367 GIZ CPEs (372 interventions) which
were published in the years from 2018 to 2024. For the 560 FC
interventions, a total of 395 ratings were submitted.5 The 372
GIZ CPEs are also the subject of individual assessments within
the bundled evaluations. Hence, a total of 767 independent
assessments of success and/or efficiency are available.

The limitation of the evaluation period to the years 2018
to 2024 takes account of a number of relevant changes in
German DC evaluation practice. The changes that have also
affected the efficiency assessment in recent years include the
introduction of the CPE format and the follow-the-money
approach as standard procedure for measuring efficiency at
GIZ (including an Excel-based efficiency tool) in 2018, GIZ's
cost-per-output monitoring and forecasting process (KOMP)
in 2019, the coming into force of today's BMZ guidelines for
practical application of the evaluation criteria (end of 2020),
and related adjustments to the evaluation reporting formats
at KfW and GIZ (starting in 2021). Despite these changes,
the essential aspects of the efficiency criterion have not
fundamentally changed over this entire time period, so there is
an adequate level of comparability of this subject of evaluation
throughout this time frame. In its assessment, the meta-
evaluation must consider the changes in requirements for the
evaluations and, at the same time, be able to trace the influence
these changes have on evaluation practice over the analysed
period of time. For example, the evaluation examines to what
extent the coming into force of the updated BMZ guidelines
on the evaluation criteria and the related changes in the
reporting formats have influenced the quality of evaluations.

3 The operational departments of GIZ comprise Africa; Sector and Global Programmes; Asia; Latin America, Caribbean; and Europe, Mediterranean, Central Asia.

4 On the basis of proposals from BMZ or organisational units of GIZ, CPEs can also be carried out for individual interventions based on specific criteria independently of the
random sample selection. Criteria for such selection include the strategic importance of an intervention, matters of political awareness, the relevance of the use of the
evaluation findings, the intervention's potential for broad replication, or its risk or innovation potential.

5 The other interventions address bundled projects of a cohesive, correlated FC intervention which were assessed in aggregate as part of the evaluations.
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Structure of the report

Evaluation quality

1. To what extent is the evaluation criterion of efficiency
being appropriately applied in project evaluations?

2. To what extent is the methodological quality of evaluation
of efficiency in project evaluations appropriate?

3. To what extent is the quality of the data basis in
project evaluations appropriate?

4. To what extent is the evaluation of efficiency in
project evaluations efficient?

5. To what extent does the evaluation of efficiency in
project evaluations of German DC evaluation align with

international practice?

Efficiency of the interventions

6. To what extent is German bilateral DC rated in the
project evaluations to be efficient?

7. To what extent do internal and external factors influence
the efficiency rating in project evaluations?

This  evaluation report is structured as follows:
Chapter 2 presents the theoretical and empirical derivation of
the evaluation benchmarks with respect to the meta-evaluation
(Section 2.1) as well as the findings on the efficiency of
development interventions and their influencing factors within
the framework of the evaluation synthesis (Section 2.2).

Chapter 3 describes the methodological approach of the meta-
evaluation(Section3.1)andtheevaluationsynthesis(Sections.2).
Section 3.3 analytically engages this methodological approach.

The evaluation findings are presented in Chapter 4. Following
a brief summary of the ratings in answer to the evaluation
questions (Section 4.1), the results regarding the evaluation
quality of the meta-evaluation are presented (Section 4.2)
along with the efficiency assessment of the interventions and
their influencing factors (Section 4.3).

The report's conclusions and recommendations can then be
found in Chapter 5.



2.

THEORETICAL AND
EMPIRICAL BASIS



he first part of this section presents how theoretical and

empirical evaluation benchmarks of the meta-evaluation

of the quality of project evaluations are derived. The

second part describes how the theoretical and empirical
evaluation benchmarks are derived for the evaluation synthesis of
the project evaluation results and their influencing factors.

Meta-evaluation

2.1.1  Evaluation of efficiency in Germany and

German development cooperation

Economic efficiency as a basic principle of
Germany's Federal Budget Code

In Germany, Section 7(1) of the German Federal Budget Code
(BHO) defines efficiency as a basic principle for preparing and
executing the budget (BM}V, 2024). This principle serves as a
standard for all governmental decision-making that impacts the
revenues and expenditures of the federal budget. Observing the
efficiency standard of all interventions that have a fiscal impact®
is intended to achieve the most favourable relationship between
the purpose pursued and the resources deployed for that purpose
(BMF, 2011). The basic principle of economic efficiency comprises
the principle of economy and the principle of productivity. The
principle of economy (the minimum principle) demands that a
specificresult be achieved using the least possibleinput resources.
The principle of productivity (the maximum principle) demands
that the best possible result be achieved using a specific amount
of input resources. Economic efficiency in its interpretation as
a principle of economy takes priority in the implementation of
the budget plan (BM)V, 2024). The maximum cost framework for
individual interventions of technical and financial DC results from
the resource commitments of the BMZ to the partner countries or
organisations. BHO Section 7(2) obligates the federal ministries
to conduct appropriate reviews of their interventions for
achievement of objectives, effectiveness and economic efficiency.
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The implementation of the reviews to assess intervention
success is subject to the German government's principle of
departmental responsibility.

In German DC, a number of different audit and control processes
are used to analyse the economic efficiency of interventions.
In public development financing under the responsibility of
the BMZ, evaluation is one of the instruments used to assess
the achievement of objectives, effectiveness and economic
efficiency. Evaluations should contribute to improving the
effectiveness and legitimacy of interventions by applying the most
objective and empirically sound analyses and evaluations possible
of the success achieved by interventions (BMZ, 2021a). Other,
related forms of review - to be distinguished from evaluation
- include monitoring and reporting on the implementation of
development interventions, as well as internal and external audits
of the economic efficiency, economy and compliance (ibid.).
External economic audits include financial controlling by the
German Federal Court of Audits, the European Court of Auditors,
the BMZ Audit Group and the Price Supervisory and Examination
Board - a regulatory agency based in Darmstadt, Germany. In
addition, the economic efficiency of GIZ is audited annually as
part of the BMZ's requirements conformity review. The evaluation
is part of an overall system of various audit and control processes
for assessing the economic efficiency of DC interventions.

The evaluation criterion of efficiency

Since the 1990s, assessment of success in DC evaluation
has been oriented to the evaluation criteria of the OECD's
Development Assistance Committee (DAC). Dubbed the “DAC
criteria”, these requirements came under reform for the first
time with the aspiration of establishing “better criteria for better
evaluations” (OECD, 2019). Efficiency, too - along with relevance,
coherence, effectiveness, impact and sustainability - now counts
among the six internationally established evaluation criteria’
Over the course of these OECD reforms, the associated BMZ
requirements for handling the evaluation criteria of bilateral DC
were also updated in the form of guidelines (BMZ, 2021c).2

6 Interventions have a fiscal impact if they directly or indirectly influence the revenues or expenditures of the federal budget, either individually or cumulatively (i.e. either only
the revenues or only the expenditures, or both the revenues and expenditures of the federal budget) (BMF, 2024).

7 The DAC criteria of effectiveness and impact correspond to the criteria of the Federal Budget Code with regard to the achievement of objectives as well as outcomes and
impact achieved in relation to both (direct) project objectives and (higher-level) strategic objectives of a development intervention, while the DAC's efficiency criterion

corresponds to economic efficiency (BMZ, 2021c).

8 The preceding BMZ guidelines on the evaluation criteria came into force for German bilateral DC in 2006 (BMZ, 2006).
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The basis for assessment of

interventions of German bilateral DC is specified through the

conceptual efficiency
BMZ guidelines for practical application of the evaluation
criteria. Application of the evaluation criteria is binding for
the implementing organisations. According to the guidelines,
“The criteria should be applied thoughtfully to support high-
quality, useful evaluation. They should be contextualised
- understood in the context of the individual evaluation,
the intervention being evaluated, and the beneficiaries and
stakeholders involved. How the criteria are applied depends on
the purpose of the evaluation and the needs of the evaluation
stakeholders” (ibid., p. 3)

According to the understanding of efficiency in German
bilateral DC, resources should be implemented in the
most economical and timely way possible in delivered
outputs and results. Dimensions of production efficiency
and allocation efficiency factor into these efforts. Both
dimensions include principles of economy and productivity.
The evaluation criterion of efficiency calls for economical use
of the resources deployed for development interventions,
and “describes the extent to which the intervention delivers
results in an economical and timely way (relationship
between input and output, outcome and impact level)”

Box 1
according to the BMZ guidelines (BMZ, 2021c)

Production efficiency

A distinction is made between two perspectives on the
economical use of resources: “The evaluation dimension
'‘production efficiency' refers to the appropriateness of the
relationship between inputs and outputs. The evaluation
dimension ‘allocation efficiency' refers to the appropriateness
of the relationship between the inputs and the results achieved
(project/development objective; outcome/impact level) by
the intervention. The 'efficiency’ criterion relates both to the
intervention's design and implementation and to the results
it achieves.” (ibid., p. 8)° The principle of economy focuses on
determining to what extent an output or result can be achieved
using the least possible input resources (the minimum
principle). The principle of productivity considers to what
extent a particular output or result can be maximised using the
available resources (the maximum principle). As Germany's
Federal Ministry of Justice and Consumer Protection (BMJV)
(2024) prioritises the principle of economy, BMZ defines
productivity as a “possible comparison with alternatives”. In the
requirements for project evaluations of GIZ and KfW, both of
these principles are considered to be mandatory perspectives.
The definition of the efficiency criterion is operationalised
in the BMZ guidelines by the evaluation dimensions of
production efficiency and allocation efficiency and evaluation
questions (see Box 1).

Evaluation dimensions and evaluation questions under the evaluation criterion of efficiency;

e How are the intervention's inputs (financial, human and material resources) distributed (e.g. by instruments, sectors,

sub-interventions, taking into account the cost contributions of partners/executing agencies/other beneficiaries and

stakeholders etc.)?

e To what extent have the intervention's inputs (financial, human and material resources) been used economically

in relation to the outputs delivered (products, investment goods and services)? If possible, refer to data from other

evaluations in a region or sector, for instance.

e Possible comparison with alternatives: To what extent could the intervention's outputs (products, investment goods

and services) have been increased through the alternative use of inputs (financial, human and material resources)?

If possible, refer to data from other evaluations of a region or sector, for instance.

o Were the outputs (products, investment goods and services) produced on time and within the planned time frame?

9 Definition of key terms such as input, output and outcome according to the OECD (2023b).



Allocation efficiency
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e By what other means and at what cost could the results achieved (higher-level project objective) have been attained?

e To what extent - compared with alternative designs for the intervention - could the results have been attained more

cost-effectively?

e Possible comparison with alternatives: to what extent — compared with alternative designs for the intervention

- could the positive results have been increased using the existing resources?

The evaluation dimensions and evaluation questions of the BMZ
guidelines form the framework for assessing to what extent the
evaluation criterion of efficiency is being appropriately applied
(evaluation question 1), and structure the assessment of the
methodological approach and the data quality (evaluation
questions 2 and 3).

Methods for evaluating efficiency

Measuring and evaluating the efficiency of development
interventions are considered challenging tasks in DC
evaluation (OECD, 2021; Palenberg, 2011). This is due firstly
to the conceptual complexity of the efficiency criterion, and
successful examination relies not only on analysis of cost
structures (financial, human and material resources) and reliable
analyses of effectiveness and impact, but also on comparison
data (on the design and implementation of the intervention).
Hence, the specific challenges of measuring and evaluating
efficiency come on top of the general challenges of measuring
the achievement of objectives and impacts. One example is
the monetisation of indicators at various levels (DeGEval,
2015). Among the specific challenges involved are the limited
availability of appropriate benchmarks, inadequate processes
for measuring efficiency and limited resources in terms of time
and personnel (OECD, 2021).

With the objective of supporting economical application
of public development financing, BMZ, KfW and GIZ have
been examining the quality issues and developing means for
improving the evaluation of efficiency. As early as 2011, BMZ
was already investigating possible methodological approaches
for evaluating the efficiency of development interventions
(Palenberg, 2011).™ DEval has updated the study presented by
BMZ within the course of this meta-evaluation and evaluation
synthesis (DEval, in preparation) and supplemented the
methodology overview with further efficiency methods
(see the brief overview in Table 1 and the expanded overview in
Table 6 in the annex). Building on the work of Palenberg (2011),
the German Evaluation Society (DeGEval, 2015) has pursued
practical questions of efficiency analysis in DC evaluation.
At the same time, studies commissioned by GIZ have revealed
potential for improving efficiency analyses in evaluation practice
(Freimann and Kramer, 2016; Schiferhoff et al., 2013). In the
area of TC, GIZ recently commissioned further cross-cutting
analyses that investigate the understanding, operationalisation
and potential success factors for the economic efficiency of
interventions (Isidor-Serrano and Mauthofer, 2021). These
analyses also deliver, on the basis of the GIZ CPEs, an overall
positive assessment of the efficiency criterion, particularly
with regard to production efficiency (Raetzell et al., 2023b).
Furthermore, the efficiency of interventions is also a component
of cross-cutting analyses of the general ways of assessing
the success of German DC interventions (Eilers et al., 2026;
Raetzell et al., 2023a).

10 The study classifies three basic forms of efficiency analysis: 1) purely descriptive methods (e.g. informed evaluative assessment), 2) methods evaluating of efficiency
potentials within a specific intervention (e.g. benchmarking of unit costs), and 3) methods for comparing the efficiency of development interventions (e.g. cost-utility or

cost-effectiveness analyses).
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Multi-attribute decision-making (MADM)

Cost-benefit analysis (CBA)

Social return on investment (SROI)

Cost-effectiveness analysis (CEA)

Cost-utility analysis (CUA)

Production frontier methods

Benchmarking of unit costs

Discounted cash flow analysis (DCF)

Systematic screening approaches: follow-the-money,
process screening and theory of change screening

Comparative ratings by stakeholders

Structured expert judgement (SEJ)

Stakeholder-driven approaches

Informed evaluative judgement

Specific evaluation questions on efficiency

Source: DEval, own visualisation

Note: Breakdown into Levels o, 1 and 2 according to Palenberg (2011) and DEval (in preparation). A brief description of each method is provided in Table 6 in the annex.

Evaluation of efficiency at GIZ

In its CPEs, GIZ has specified the follow-the-money approach
as standard procedure for evaluating the efficiency of DC
interventions. This methodology serves to identify potentials
for improving the production efficiency of interventions
(Palenberg, 20171; see also Table 1). The costs of an intervention
are assigned to the individual specific outputs and
subsequently rated in terms of their economy and productivity.
For its concrete implementation, GIZ has developed an
“efficiency tool” that distinguishes between KOMP and
non-KOMP interventions.” However, the follow-the-money

approach does not allow any comparisons of interventions

with one another. Bearing this in mind, GIZ has specified
comparative cost analyses and benchmarking of unit costs
as additional methods for evaluating production efficiency.
For the evaluation of allocation efficiency, cost-effectiveness
analyses can be used to supplement or as an alternative to the
follow-the-money approach. This method serves to compare
the efficiency of interventions with alternatives or benchmarks
(Palenberg, 2011). In their evaluation of effectiveness and
impact, the CPEs follow the procedure of a contribution
analysis. The CPEs are carried out by external parties contracted
by the GIZ evaluation unit.

1 In the case of KOMP interventions, the data are automatically carried over into the analysis tool from the KOMP report, while for non-KOMP interventions the data

are transferred manually.



In the GIZ CPEs, a standardised procedure is applied across
all evaluations for the ratings of efficiengy. The assessment
is carried out along evaluation questions and evaluation
dimensions (GlZ, 2022b) without prior-defined standards
or benchmarks. A maximum of 100 points are awarded per
evaluation criterion. The assessment of the production
efficiency accounts for 70 per cent and that of the allocation
efficiency for 30 per cent of the rating of the efficiency criterion.
By putting greater weight on production efficiency, GIZ focuses
more strongly on the output level and the associated narrower
design scope of the interventions. In the concluding overall
assessment of an intervention, all six evaluation criteria are
given equal weighting in calculating the final rating score.
The selected methodology, the data used, the weighting and
the results of the evaluation are presented in the publicly
accessible evaluation reports, in particular in the annex to the
evaluation matrix.

Evaluation of efficiency at KfW

Various, primarily fiscal methodologies are available
for evaluating efficiency in the EPEs of KfW. Information
on possible approaches and data can be found in the
annotated reporting templates for FC evaluation. These
include microeconomic profitability analyses, cost-efficiency
calculations (e.g. production costs incurred in comparison to
sectoral benchmarks) or calculation of operational and full
cost recovery rates, taking into account sectoral framework
conditions, tariff systems, capacity utilisation factors,
on-lending terms or macroeconomic minimum interest rates.
If microeconomic or macroeconomic profitability analysis
was conducted within the scope of a project appraisal, such
analyses should be repeated, where appropriate, applying the
actual values. In evaluating the effectiveness and impact, the

EPEs also follow the procedure for a contribution analysis.
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The EPEs are steered by the FC evaluation unit and conducted
by either 1) the FC Evaluation unit itself, or 2) in collaboration
with external independent experts, or 3) in collaboration with
staff delegated from the operational departments of KfW.

For KfW EPEs, efficiency is assessed on the basis of project-
specific weighting and without prior-defined standards or
benchmarks. In EPEs, too, assessment is performed along the
evaluation dimensions of production efficiency and allocation
efficiency. Project-specific weighting (- / o / +) can be applied
to the assessment (of production and allocation efficiency) if
justified. The evaluation criteria applied with project-specific
weighting are then incorporated into the calculation of the
intervention's overall rating. The selected methodology, the
data used, the project-specific weighting and the results of the
assessment are presented in the publicly accessible evaluation
reports, in particular in the annex to the evaluation matrix.
In supplement to the evaluation questions specified by BMZ
(2021¢), KfW also poses FC-specific evaluation questions for
determining, for example, to what extent the coordination and
management costs are appropriate taking into account the
production efficiency, or, in interventions with private-sector
participation, to what extent the financial additionality of
public funding is appropriate, taking into account the allocation
efficiency.

Efficiency of evaluations

Evaluations themselves are likewise interventions
that have fiscal impact which must be planned and
implemented in an economical way in accordance with
the BHO. Evaluations should be assessed for efficiency early
on when they are first incorporated into the evaluation
programme or when the random sampling is drawn, yet at

latest when work on the evaluation begins (BMZ, 2021a).

12 Translated into the six-tier rating scale, the point scores are broken down into the following ranges: 92-100 points (score 1), 81-91 points (score 2), 67-80 points (score 3),

50-66 points (score 4), 30-49 points (score 5) and 0-29 points (score 6) (GIZ, 2022b).

13 The minimum requirements for successful assessment of efficiency include safeguarding the solvency of the interventions or the business unit over the entire economic
and technical lifetime of the intervention. Any cost under-absorptions come with deductions in terms of sustainability, broad impact and allocation efficiency, and require
conclusive justification. Exceptions are possible in particular in the case of interventions of high socio-political importance (e.g. education and training, healthcare, or projects
of the United Nations) or for interventions which by their nature serve a “public good”. In many cases (in accordance with the sectoral minimum requirements or regulations),
it is also acceptable to safeguard solvency by means of governmental grants provided they can be considered to be secured over the required time frame. Partner-internal
cross-subsidisation of commitments is likewise acceptable provided that the cross-subsidies are sustainably secured for the necessary time frame.
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There should be an appropriate relationship between the costs
of an evaluation and the intended gain of knowledge (ibid.).
Hence, when designing the evaluation, it should be determined
to what extent the use of field studies is justified based on the
available evidence and collected data.

As regards the efficiency of the evaluation (evaluation
question 4), particular requirements arise when evaluating
efficiency which are examined over the course of this
meta-evaluation. Firstly, BHO Section 7(1) and (2) state that
implementation of appropriate economic analyses is a binding
requirement for all interventions “that have fiscal impact’, and
thus also for all development interventions (cf. also Article 114,
Il of the Basic Law for the Federal Republic of Germany (GG),
the administrative provisions of BHO Section7and theinstruction
sheet for preparation of economic analyses of the German
Federal Ministry of Finance). Economic analyses comprise
both financial analyses (by discounted cash flow analyses or
cost comparisons) as well as cost-utility analyses (examination
of non-financial aspects), from their review/audit, planning
and implementation of an intervention right through to final
assessment of success. According to BMZ in-house regulations,
evaluation in the form of concurrent mid-term evaluations or
final assessment (in the case of CPEs and EPEs) of success should
build on the existing economic analyses that are based on the
project proposals, project appraisal and annual reporting. The
evaluation should draw on the previously reviewed and audited
courses of action and conclusively rate the economic efficiency
on this basis, supplemented with its own data collection and
analyses. Secondly, due to the interconnected nature of the
individual evaluation criteria (in particular between efficiency,
effectiveness and impact as well as relevance), the conclusions of
efficiency evaluations should comprehensibly and plausibly build
on the evaluation data, methodological approach and findings.

Thirdly, the evaluation should draw actionable conclusions and
spell out recommendations (and/or implications) for improving
the economic efficiency of interventions in a particular region
and/or sector, etc. This also includes the contextualisation of
the conclusions and recommendations taking into account
the objectives of the intervention, safeguards and do-no-
harm principle.s Ultimately, there should be an appropriate
relationship between the effort of an evaluation (i.e. the total
costs, duration, number of independent experts and the
composition of the evaluation team) and the benefits achieved.

“Best and smart buys” -

Efficiency-oriented tools in international cooperation
In international cooperation there are a number of
concepts that accompany or supplement the assessment
and communication of success determined along the six
evaluation criteria of the OECD DAC. One concept quite
prominent since 2024 that is closely related to assessing
the efficiency of development interventions is that of “best
buys” or “smart buys” The concept of what are termed “best
buys” stems originally from the global health policy shaped
by the World Health Organization (WHO). In international
DC, in particular in Anglo-Saxon-influenced contexts, it serves
as a benchmark for categorising the cost-benefit ratio of
interventions: for example, best buys for high-quality cost-
effective interventions, “good buys” for interventions with
moderate cost-effectiveness or also “bad buys” for interventions
with unfavourable cost-benefit ratios.®® With its focus on the
cost-effectiveness of interventions, the underlying concept
unites the two evaluation criteria of effectiveness and efficiency,
and draws attention to the relevant dimension of allocation
efficiency. A best buy must be effective (verifiable achievement
of objectives) as well as efficient (favourable cost-benefit ratio).

14 Evaluations of the implementing organisations with regard to co-financing arrangements are one good example. If such evaluations fall under the responsibility of an
international organisation, they should be conducted as desk studies whenever possible due to their independence (BMZ, 2021a).

15 It should be ensured that the conclusions and recommendations on the efficiency of interventions are embedded in the development context, and that conclusions also duly
consider the other evaluation criteria (360-degree perspective). For example, a one-sided conclusion to withdraw an intervention solely based on efficiency considerations
may, in some circumstances, be impermissible because the intervention may enable pursuit of certain objectives of DC in fragile contexts.

16 By linking the evaluation criteria of effectiveness and efficiency, the labels of “best buy” and “good buy” or also “bad buy” stand alongside the rating scales of international
and German DC evaluation (school marks system) of the individual evaluation criteria, which, however, can generally be aggregated and translated into a comparable

categorisation.



Accordingly, the concept identifies interventions which optimise
the two concepts of cost minimisation and output and results
maximisation. In times of ever diminishing resources, this concept
contributes to the analytical engagement with opportunity
costs. The critical aspects of the concept include its focus on
quantitative and monetarised cost-effectiveness analyses that
inadequately consider the social, cultural and context-specific
factors (in the sense of “technocratic reductionism”). When
applying this concept, it becomes clear how important it is
to make individual evaluations and their results comparable.
After all, only then can they serve as a basis for establishing
and building an evidence architecture for strategic steering.

In some multi- and bilateral organisations, the categorisation of
best buys and/or good buys or also bad buys serves to facilitate
prioritisation when making allocation decisions. Hence, the
Foreign and Commonwealth Development Office (FCDO) of
Great Britain works with confidential best-buy lists that provide
orientation in planning processes. Until recently, this was also
true of the United States Agency for International Development
(USAID). These lists contain interventions which, based on
rigorous scientific evidence, are considered to be particularly
effective and economical.” This indicates that the necessary
evidence base is limited due to the difficult international
comparability of cost structures, objectives and development
context. So far, such lists have not come into use in German DC.

2.1.2  Benchmarks for assessing

the quality of evaluations

Based on statutory and policy regulations of Germany's federal
government and taking the in-house requirements of the
implementing organisations (see Section 2.1.1) into account,
this meta-evaluation defines the following benchmarks for
assessing the appropriate application of the criterion of
efficiency (evaluation question 1; see also the evaluation matrix
in Section 7.2 in the annex):

Theoretical and empirical basis

Evaluation question 1: To what extent is the evaluation
criterion of efficiency being appropriately applied in
project evaluations?

Production efficiency

Benchmark 1.1 (Cost structure): The evaluation describes
the cost structure (distribution of the inputs in relationship
to the outputs) of the intervention.

Benchmark 1.2 (Economy): In its assessment of the
outputs, the evaluation examines the principle of economy
(if possible in comparison with data from other evaluations
conducted for a particular region and/or sector, etc.).

Benchmark 1.3 (Productivity): In its assessment of
the outputs, the evaluation examines the principle of
productivity (if possible in comparison with data from
other evaluations conducted for a particular region and/
or sector, etc.).

Benchmark 1.4 (Timeliness): The evaluation examines the
timeliness of the outputs.

Allocation efficiency

Benchmark 1.5 (Alternatives): The evaluation examines
alternative uses of the existing resources.

Benchmark 1.6 (Economy): The evaluation examines the
principle of economy in its assessment of the outcomes
and impacts.

Benchmark 1.7 (Productivity): The evaluation examines
the principle of maximising outcomes and impacts in its
assessment of the outcomes and impacts.

13

17 To promote the use of best buys or smart buys at international level, efforts are under way within the framework of the Smart Buys Alliance to coordinate the generation of
such lists among interested donors, make the resulting lists available as a public good and to eventually link them with existing evidence portals. The Best Buys List of the
Global Education Evidence Advisory Panel, which uses it as a basis for categorising interventions in the field of education and training, is considered a prime example of the

scope of evidence available that these interventions are effective and cost-efficient.
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To assess the methodological quality of the evaluation (evaluation
question 2), the evaluation uses the following benchmarks

Theoretical and empirical basis

(see also the evaluation matrix in Section 7.2 in the annex):

Evaluation question 2: To what extent is the
methodological quality of evaluation of efficiency
in project evaluations appropriate?

Basis

Benchmark 2.1(Theory of change): The evaluation describes
the intended (and, where applicable, also the unintended)
pathways to impact of the intervention, and differentiates
between inputs, outputs, outcomes and impacts.

Production efficiency

Benchmark 2.2 (Design): The design of the selected
methodological approach is appropriate for answering
the evaluation questions of economy, productivity and
timeliness.

Benchmark 2.3 (Implementation): The methodological
approach selected to answer the evaluation questions
of economy, productivity and timeliness have been
appropriately implemented.

Allocation efficiency

Benchmark 2.4 (Design): The design of the selected
methodological approach is appropriate for answering the
evaluation questions of economy and productivity.

Benchmark 2.5 (Consistence): The selected methodological
approach builds on the evaluation of effectiveness and
impact in a comprehensible and appropriate way.

Benchmark 2.6 (Implementation): The methodological
approach selected to answer the evaluation questions
of economy and productivity have been appropriately
implemented.

To assess the quality of the data basis (evaluation question 3),
the evaluation uses the following benchmarks (see also the
evaluation matrix in Section 7.2 in the annex):

Evaluation question 3: To what extent is the quality of
the data basis in project evaluations appropriate?

Production efficiency

Benchmark 3.1 (Quality): The quality of the cost and output
data and their comparison data is appropriate.

Allocation efficiency

Benchmark 3.2 (Quality): The quality of the cost and
outcome and impact data and their comparison data is
appropriate.

To assess the efficiency of evaluations (evaluation question 4),
this evaluation applies the following benchmarks (see also the
evaluation matrix in Section 7.2 in the annex):

Evaluation question 4: To what extent is the evaluation
of efficiency in project evaluations efficient?

Benchmark 4.1 (Compatibility): The evaluation's success
assessment of efficiency or economic efficiency builds
on the economic analyses of the intervention in a
comprehensible and plausible way.

Benchmark 4.2 (Consistency): The findings and conclusions
of the evaluation of the efficiency of the interventions
build comprehensibly and plausibly on the data, the
methodological approach and other evaluation findings
based on other criteria.

Benchmark 4.3 (Learning): The evaluation draws actionable
conclusions and formulates recommendations (or identifies
implications) for improving the economic efficiency of
interventions (in a particular region and/or sector, etc.).

Benchmark 4.4 (Evaluation efficiency): There is an
appropriate relationship between the cost and effort of
the evaluation and the quality of the evaluation.



In its analytical engagement with evaluation question 5
(comparison of German DC evaluation with international
practice), this evaluation pursues a formative interest in its
findings. It aims to examine to what extent similar or deviating
procedures for measuring and assessing efficiency are used
in comparable contexts of other bilateral and multilateral DC
evaluation units, and to what extent German DC can learn from
those cases. No assessment standard is applied in this case.

Evaluation synthesis

2.2.1  Assessing the efficiency of

development interventions

In German DC evaluation, efficiency is assessed using a
dedicated efficiency rating (on a scale of 1to 6). The six-tier rating
scale ranges from “very efficient” (score 1) to “efficient” (score 2),
“moderately efficient” (score 3), “moderately inefficient” (score 4),
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“mostly inefficient” (score 5) and “highly inefficient” (score 6;
see Table 2). Scores 1 to 3 on the rating scale indicate a
“successful” intervention, while scores 4 to 6 denote an
“unsuccessful” intervention. The efficiency score is incorporated
into the overall assessment rating together with the ratings of
the other evaluation criteria.®®

Based on the project evaluations, the efficiency rate of the
GIZ and KfW interventions in the period from 2018 to 2024
was 87.2 per cent (i.e. a score of 3 or better). Hence, 813 of the
total of 932 evaluated interventions were rated as successful
in terms of their efficiency. 10.5 per cent of the interventions
were rated to be very efficient, 38.2 per cent as efficient and
38.5 per cent as moderately efficient (see Figure 1). 10.6 per cent
of the interventions were rated as moderately inefficient and
2.0 per cent as inefficient. One intervention was given the
rating of highly inefficient. TC interventions are systematically
rated higher by the GIZ CPEs.® The efficiency rate at GIZ is
89.2 per cent, while at KfW it is 85.9 per cent.

1 Very successful Result that clearly exceeds expectations
2 Successful Fully in line with expectations and without any significant shortcomings
3 Moderately successful The project falls short of expectations, but the positive results dominate
4 Moderately unsuccessful Significantly below expectations, with negative results dominating
despite discernible positive results
5 Unsuccessful Despite some positive partial results, the negative results clearly dominate.
6 Highly unsuccessful The project has no impact or the situation has actually deteriorated.

Source: DEval, own visualisation

Note: To ensure comparability, the six-tier rating scale presented here is uniformly used to assess the success of DC by way of the project evaluations of the

governmental implementing organisations.

When assessing the success of interventions according to the other five DAC criteria and in the overall rating of interventions, the evaluation is also performed using a

six-point rating scale. For the overall rating, the evaluation works with “knock-out” (KO) criteria, meaning that an intervention can only be classified as “overall successful”
if the evaluation criteria of effectiveness, impact and sustainability are each rated as “moderately successful” (score 3) or higher. At GIZ, the “overall rating” results from the
arithmetic average of the sub-scores of the six DAC criteria, while at KfW it is determined though project-specific weighting of the sub-scores.

19 InTC, the share of very efficientinterventions (according to Pearson's chi-squared test) is significantly higher, at 21.5 per cent. The frequency distribution across all rating scores
(likewise according to Pearson's chi-squared test) and the distribution of the average rating (according to the Wilcoxon rank sum test) differ significantly between TC and FC.
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Note: The relative frequencies of the awarded efficiency scores are represented here by implementing organisation. The figure includes all evaluated interventions of
the statistical population (N = 932).

Evaluation question 6: To what extent is German bilateral
DC assessed in the project evaluations to be efficient? 2.2.2  Benchmarks for the efficiency assessment

Overall rating Against the backdrop of the discussions on assessing the
Benchmark 6.1 (overall rating): The interventions of efficiency of development interventions (see Section 2.2.1),

ey Ty P this evaluation defines the following benchmarks for rating the

) ) efficiency of German DC (evaluation question 6; see also the
fiioductioniiiclenTy evaluation matrix in Section 7.2 in the annex):
Benchmark 6.2 (Production efficiency): The relationship

between the inputs and outputs is rated as appropriate.
Allocation efficiency

Benchmark 6.3 (Allocation efficiency): The relationship
between the inputs and the outcomes and impacts is rated
as appropriate.



In answering evaluation question 7 on the influencing
factors of the efficiency assessment, the evaluation pursues
a formative interest in findings. No assessment standard is
applied in this case.

Factors influencing
the efficiency assessment

2.2.3

The project evaluations assess the vast majority of all
interventions to be efficient That is a remarkable result
in view of the sometimes difficult context under which DC
is undertaken worldwide. Yet, what makes German DC
interventions so efficient? To answer these questions, this
evaluation synthesis first takes a theoretical look at factors
which potentially influence the efficiency of DC interventions.
With few exceptions (Eilers et al., 2026; Raetzell et al., 2023b), the
literature on this topic primarily examines the overall success of
DCinterventions (Assefa et al., 2014; Bulman et al., 2017; Denizer
etal., 2013; Dollar and Levin, 2005; Isham et al., 1995; Kilby, 2013).
To date, little is known about the factors that can potentially
influence the efficiency of interventions. Nevertheless, due to
the conceptual linkage of the six DAC criteria, which is most
pronounced with the criterion of efficiency, the evaluation
assumes that many of the tested factors that influence the
overall success also influence efficiency (according to DAC
understanding, the results of the effectiveness and impact
assessments feed directly into the efficiency assessment, while
the results of the relevance assessment do so indirectly).?

From the literature, three categories of characteristics can
be derived that influence the success of an intervention:
1) intervention characteristics and its implementation
of the
context at country level, and 3) evaluation characteristics.

modalities, 2) characteristics implementation
The findings of multiple studies show that, compared to
factors at country level, factors at the intervention level have
a relatively strong influence on an intervention's success, and
thus, under certain circumstances, may also influence the
efficiency of interventions (Bulman et al.,, 2017; Denizer et al.,

2013; Dollar and Levin, 2005; Isham et al., 1995).
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Intervention characteristics

One factor that can potentially influence the success of an
intervention is its duration. However, there is no clear positive
or negative correlation between the length of an intervention and
its assessment rating (Bulman et al., 2017; Chasanah et al., 2023;
Denizer et al., 2013; Eilers et al., 2026; Feeny and Vuong, 2017;
Ika, 2015; Raetzell et al., 2023b). Noltze et al. (2018a) show that,
when rating the sustainability of development interventions,
the success rating of interventions initially increases the
longer an intervention lasts, but then diminishes after a certain
duration (of more than ten years). Hence, to what extent certain
intervention durations are more efficient or less efficient
presumably correlates with other factors. There may possibly
exist an interdependency between the duration and financing
volume of an intervention and its complexity. While longer
interventions could, on the one hand, offer greater potential
for contributing to achieving structural impacts, they could
also entail higher administrative and opportunity costs. Long
intervention durations can also be an indicator of challenges
and delays in the implementation of interventions.

With regard to funding volume, Eilers et al. (2026) find that
large-scale infrastructural interventions of KfW in particular
are associated with greater efficiency, while GIZ interventions
of large financing volume tend to be associated with poorer
efficiency ratings due to the higher bureaucratic demands
involved (Raetzell et al.,, 2023b). Further financial factors
that potentially influence efficiency include the type of public
development financing (official development assistance, ODA,
e.g. a grant or loan or various forms of grants), the financial
contributions of the partners involved, models of co-financing,
policy-based financing, fund models as well as the relationship
between commitmentsand actual disbursements (Denizeretal.,
2013; Eilers et al., 2026). For example, it is evident that a higher
share of disbursements relatively to the original commitments
goes hand in hand with more successful interventions (ibid.).

20 The conceptual interdependencies between the criteria are also empirically evident, for example based on a high correlation between efficiency, effectiveness and impact
assessment (see the Annex on the Methods, available only in German: https://www.deval.org/fileadmin/Redaktion/PDF/os5-Publikationen/Berichte/2026_Meta-Effizienz/2026_

Methoden_Anhang_Meta_E_web.pdf).


https://www.deval.org/fileadmin/Redaktion/PDF/05-Publikationen/Berichte/2026_Meta-Effizienz/2026_Methoden_Anhang_Meta_E_web.pdf
https://www.deval.org/fileadmin/Redaktion/PDF/05-Publikationen/Berichte/2026_Meta-Effizienz/2026_Methoden_Anhang_Meta_E_web.pdf
https://www.deval.org/fileadmin/Redaktion/PDF/05-Publikationen/Berichte/2026_Meta-Effizienz/2026_Methoden_Anhang_Meta_E_web.pdf
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Amongtheotherpotentialinfluencingfactorsisthecomplexity
of anintervention. This caninclude, for instance, the complexity
of the system of objectives (Bulman et al., 2017; Denizer et al.,
2013; Dollar and Levin, 2005; Isham et al., 1995), the cooperation
model chosen for the intervention and the associated number
of cooperation partners, (Noltze et al., 2018b) or prior, existing
cooperation relationships and experiences between the partner
organisations (Eilers et al., 2026). Hughes et al. (2025) likewise
show that interventions which pursue more than four objectives
are associated with poorer success ratings. In addition, the
chosen form of cooperation (e.g. a purely state-run operation,
with private sector engagement, or within the framework of a
sector-wide approach; cf. Shin et al., 2017) or the existence of
a country office of the implementing organisation can likewise
correlate with the efficiency rating (Eilers et al., 2026).

The management of interventions can also influence their
efficiency rating in the context of the complexity of an
intervention. For instance, a longer preparation time prior to
implementing an intervention (Dollar and Levin, 200s5; Kilby,
2013) as well as greater managerial expertise increase the
prospects for success (Chauvet et al., 2010; Denizer et al., 2013;
Dollar and Levin, 2005). Another factor relevant to efficiency
is the risk management of the intervention, such as if risk
analyses are performed or early warning systems are in place
(Denizer et al., 2013; Eilers et al., 2026). Hence, assessments
of conflict potential - referred to as escalation potential
analyses - are conducted annually in the partner countries of
German DC on behalf of the BMZ. Depending on the results
of this assessment, additional conflict and context analyses
may be obligatory for the implementing organisations, and
used to enhance the steering of the interventions. Successful
risk management can increase the efficiency of interventions
(Chauvet et al., 2010; Denizer et al., 2013; Dollar and Levin,
2005). Interventions are adapted in part over time based on
the changing contextual conditions (made evident by change
requests and/or adjustments to the theory of change). The
associated adjustments to the steering of interventions can
likewise affect their efficiency assessment. Moreover, repeated
changes in project managers and the associated transaction
costs can adversely impact efficiency (Eilers et al., 2026).

In line with the existing literature, this evaluation assumes
that the success and thus also the efficiency of development
interventions could be effected by further sectoral and
regional factors which should be controlled for in the empirical
analyses (Bulman et al., 2017; Denizer et al., 2013; Dollar
and Levin, 2005; Isham et al., 1995). Moreover, differences in
the ratings could also be associated with how interventions
address DC cross-cutting topics such as climate change, the
environment, conflict/fragility, human rights and gender
equality. Considering one or multiple cross-cutting topics
can potentially increase the complexity of interventions, for
example due to accompanying components and more broadly
scoped systems of safeguards, along with the associated higher
costs and effort.

Characteristics of the implementation context

With respect to influencing factors at country level, Denizer
et al. (2013) demonstrate that the success of an intervention
is positively influenced by the state of economic development
and stability in a country. Economic growth can lead to
rising state revenues which, in turn, increases the capacity
of the partner country to contribute funding and human
resources to implement the interventions (Bulman et al., 2017;
Denizer et al., 2013; Hemmer and Lorenz, 2003). One related
economic factor is the ODA contribution (generally measured as
the share of the country's gross national income). Furthermore,
inflation also impacts economic stability and thereby the costs
and efficiency of projects (Denizer et al., 2013).

In addition, a country's political system influences the overall
success of interventions, for instance by the level of rule
of law and democracy (Chauvet et al., 2010; Denizer et al.,
2013; Dollar and Levin, 2005). Hence, there is a correlation,
for example, between the degree of political rights and social
freedoms and the success of interventions (Bulman et al., 2017;
Denizeretal.,2013; Dollarand Levin, 2005; Isham et al., 1995). The
rule of law promotes investments, as it generates a higher level
of trust between various actors, and lowers transaction costs
(Dollar and Levin, 2005). Functioning democratic institutions
strengthen the accountability of governments to their citizens.



Governments under pressure from the voters have a stronger
interest in interventions being successfully implemented
(Bulman et al., 2017; Denizer et al., 2013; Dollar and Levin, 2005;
Isham et al,, 1995). Furthermore, governance factors such as
the effectiveness of governmental action, regulatory quality or
the level of corruption can likewise have positive or negative
impacts on the efficiency of interventions. DEval evaluations
therefore come to the conclusion that projects in countries with
better governmental capacities are, on average, assessed to be
more sustainable (Noltze et al., 2018b) and more successful
overall (Wencker and Verspohl, 2019). Conversely, the fragility
of a state or region (Gravingholt et al., 2018) that is manifested
in conflicts or changing power constellations hinders the
success of interventions (Faust et al., 2023).

Evaluation characteristics

To date, the characteristics of evaluations are rarely
considered as potential influencing factors in the assessment
of efficiency or success. Nevertheless, Denizer et al. (2013)
show that the longer the time interval between the end of
the intervention and the time of the evaluation, the lower the
success rating tends to be.

The costs of an evaluation also potentially impact the rating.
For example, well-funded evaluations can be associated with
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higher methodological quality which, in turn, can be reflected
in greater gain of knowledge. In cases in which a lower quality
of evaluation impairs the meaningfulness of the evaluation
ratings, the effects of other influencing factors can become
less precise. Taking the example of the evaluation criterion
of sustainability, Noltze et al. (2018b) show that the quality
of a GIZ and KfW project evaluation can influence the scope
and substance of the content assessment. Methodologically
better or poorer evaluations possibly assess the efficiency of
interventions more critically or less critically, and thereby
deliver a poorer or better rating.

The complexity of an evaluation is considered yet another
possible influencing factor. Evaluations which simultaneously
assess multiple interventions, sometimes in different regions
or countries, are associated with higher cost and effort for
steering and a more challenging quality assurance. This means
that the number of interventions to be assessed can influence
the rating, just as the size of the evaluation team or the number
of efficiency experts can.

The type and quality of the data used as well as the way in
which the data are collected can also potentially influence the
assessment. It is therefore conceivable, for instance, that purely
desk studies can lead to systematically different rating scores
than evaluations involving field studies and on-site observations.



3.

METHODOLOGICAL
APPROACH



he first part of this chapter presents the methodological
approach of the meta-evaluation for assessing the quality
of the project evaluations. The second part describes the
methodological approach of the evaluation synthesis of
the project evaluation results and their influencing factors. The
chapter then ends with an analysis of the methodological approach.

Meta-evaluation

The meta-evaluation focuses on the quality of the evaluations.

Meta-evaluations - sometimes also referred to as an
“evaluation of the evaluation” - are conducted to improve the
evaluation process, systematically analysing the strengths and
weaknesses of evaluations, and advancing future evaluations
(Caracelli and Cooksy, 2009). The meta-evaluation in this case,
unlike prior meta-evaluations such as that of Guffler et al.,
(2022), focuses on the quality (design and methodology) of
the evaluation of efficiency (evaluation questions 1and 2). This
meta-evaluation also examines the quality of the data basis
(evaluation question 3) and the efficiency of the evaluation
(evaluation question 4). German DC evaluation practice is
rated by compared to a range of various national policy fields.
The methodological approach is compared to the approaches of

international DC evaluation units (evaluation question 5).

The evaluation reports constitute the data basis for assessing
the quality of evaluation. The evaluation reports are rated
based on the benchmarks defined in Section 2.1.2 which have
been operationalised through indicators within the framework
of the evaluation matrix (see Section 7.2 in the annex).
For every evaluation report, the individual quality criteria
are rated as either "fulfilled" or "not fulfilled" (see Table 3).
The quality criteria are defined by the benchmarks. The overall
report always serves as the basis for assessing the quality of
evaluation, which means that all documents of the evaluation,
including the annexes (evaluation matrix, overviews of
cost structures, and excepts from the financial and impact
monitoring of the interventions, etc.).
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The evaluation quality is rated by manually classifying a
representative sample drawn from the statistical population
of all GIZ CPEs and KfW EPEs published between 2018 and
2024. The minimum sample size n ensures that the mean value
for the rated quality criteria with a significance level of 95 per
cent deviates at maximum by 10 percentage points from the
true mean in the statistical population (see Kauermann and
Ktichenhoff, 2011):

where $? is the expected variance of the quality criterion in the
statistical population of size N. e = 0.1 indicates the maximum
error in the sample and z is the critical value for the 95 per cent
significance level. As an approximation of the actual variance
of the quality criteria, this evaluation uses the average variance
of the quality criteria of the DEval meta-evaluation for the
sustainability of interventions in German DC (Noltze et al,
2018a).» For KfW, the average variance is SszW= 0.140, and for
GIZ bei $?_ = 0.154. For KfW, this results in a minimum sample
size of 46 reports, while for GIZ it comes to 51 reports. To ensure
that the sample is also representative of the distribution of
the rating scores, it is stratified according to successful and
unsuccessful interventions. This results in random selection
of 38 successful and 8 unsuccessful interventions for KfWw,
and 45 successful and 6 unsuccessful interventions for GIZ.
The evaluation quality was manually classified using the
qualitative analysis software MAXQDA. The rating is recorded
in a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet along with the quality criteria
noted in the analysis structure.

21 Analogously to this meta-evaluation, DEval's meta-evaluation of sustainability also focuses on one single evaluation criterion, and can therefore generally be used for
comparison purposes (see Noltze et al., 2018a). In view of the continuous further development and associated increasing quality of project evaluations (see Guffler et al., 2022),
use of the average variance in accordance with Noltze et al. (2018a) constitutes a somewhat conservative assumption with respect to the actual variance. Hence, a minimal

sampling provides sufficiently meaningful representation.
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Table3  Analysis structure

Evaluation question | Group Quality criterion No.
EF1 Design Production efficiency Q-1.1 Cost structure 1
Q-1.2 Economy 2
Q-1.3 Productivity 3
Q-1.4 Timeliness 4
Allocation efficiency Q-1.5 Alternatives 5
Q-1.6 Economy 6
Q-1.7 Productivity 7
EF2 Methodology Basis Q-2.1Theory of change 8
Production efficiency Q-2.2 Design 9
Q-2.3 Implementation 10
Allocation efficiency Q-2.4 Design n
Q-2.5 Consistency 12
Q-2.6 Implementation 13
EF3 Data Production efficiency Q-3.1 Data quality 14
Allocation efficiency Q-3.2 Data quality 15
EF4 Efficiency Evaluation efficiency Q-4.1 Compatibility 16
Q-4.2 Consistency 17
Q-4.3 Learning 18

Source: DEval, own visualisation



To triangulate the results of the manual classification
through further analyses and ascertain the quality of the
statistical population of the evaluations, the meta-evaluation
additionally classifies the quality of the project evaluations
using a large language model (LLM). With the goal of
leveraging Al to achieve automated language processing, the
text content from the statistical population of all evaluation
reports (in PDF file format) was culled, structured and provided
to the Claude Sonnet language model via the service provider
Amazon Bedrock. For prompting purposes, the evaluation
uses the code guideline of the manual coding, including
definitions of key concepts such as production efficiency,
allocation efficiency and the principle of economy, etc. For the
representative sample, the evaluation subsequently applies the
Kappa inter-coder reliability coefficients to examine the level
of consensus between the manual and Al classifications. To do
s0, the evaluation compares the results of the manual coding
with the results of the language model Claude Sonnet 4.0
(Anthropic, 2025a) den nand 4.5 (Anthropic, 2025b), and with
various runs of the Claude Sonnet 4.5 model with and without
anchor examples.?

The efficiency of the automated language processing was
maximised by implementing targeted analyses. Due to the
high number and the scope of the statistical population of all
evaluation reports, the use of a large language model entailed
considerable financial costs. Bearing this in mind, the evaluation
uses the approach of automated language processing of key
sections. The use of retrieval-augmented generation (RAG)
ensures that, alongside the key sections identified in advance
by the manual coding, only the semantically most relevant
text sections are used for the Al classification. The precision
associated with this approach not only minimises the time
required for classification, but also maximises the cost-
efficiency of the language processing.

Methodological approach 23

The individual quality criteria enter into an aggregated quality
index. The quality index® serves as a quality standard for the
evaluation, and is considered in the comparative analysis with
efficiency and its influencing factors (see Section 3.2). Yet, what
factors determine the quality of an evaluation? To address these
questions, factors potentially influencing the quality index are
first pre-selected on the basis of a LASSO regression analysis,
and their exact effects are then estimated in a second step
through ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions.? The regression
analyses of the factors influencing quality use the results of the
Al classification, as they deliver the quality assessment for the
statistical population of all evaluations, and thereby enable
examination using a higher number of observations.

German DC evaluation practice is rated by comparing it to a
range of various national policy fields. This analysis examines
how other ministries approach the assessment of economic
efficiency or efficiency in their evaluations and evaluative
studies. Evaluations and reports of the ministries of the German
federal government constitute the statistical population for
comparative analysis of policy fields. For reasons of efficiency,
however, only those ministries with sectoral relevance to the
work of the BMZ or whose work is geared to international
contexts were considered for descriptive comparison of the
evaluation practice. Based on this selection, the meta-evaluation
first examines a total of 111 evaluation reports published in the
period from 2018 to 2024 on the websites of the ministries
or their subordinate agencies or authorities: the German
Federal Ministry for the Environment, Climate Action, Nature
Conservation and Nuclear Safety (BMUKN, 34 reports), Federal
Ministry for Education, Family Affairs, Senior Citizens, Women
and Youth (BMBFSF], 14 reports), Federal Ministry for Economic
Affairs and Energy (BMWE, 49 reports), Federal Ministry of
Health (BMG, seven reports), Federal Ministry of Finance (BMF,
six reports), and Federal Ministry of Defence (BMVg, one report).

22 |n this run, the prompting was expanded based on the coding guideline to include generically formulated examples from the results of the manual coding.

23 For the index, the number of fulfilled quality criteria are summed up. A maximum of 18 can be achieved for an individual evaluation. To facilitate interpretation, the achieved
value in each case is divided by the maximum value of 18 points, thereby scaling the index to a value range of o to 1.

24 A LASSO regression (LASSO stands for "least absolute shrinkage and selection operator") is performed first to identify relevant factors influencing the dependent variables
(i.e. the quality index). This procedure enables inductive (i.e. data-driven) selection of variables by setting coefficients of irrelevant variables to exactly zero (Tibshirani, 1996).

25 In the first step, the LASSO regression identifies the financing volume, the complexity, public-private partnerships (PPP), regional and global projects, projects with
co-financing arrangements, the time interval between project completion and the evaluation, the confidentiality of reports, the number of words that Al read, the new
reporting format, female evaluators and bundled evaluations as factors potentially influencing the quality index.
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Using keyword searches, analysis examined to what extent
the evaluation reports contain analytical engagement with
economic efficiency or efficiency (see the Annex on the Methods,
available only in German). The descriptive comparison of policy
fields focuses on the conceptual and methodological evaluation
practice of the selected ministries. A more in-depth and cross-
policy-field comparison of the evaluation results in terms of the
efficiency of interventions is not possible due to the differing
evaluation and rating systems.

The methodological approaches of the GIZ CPEs and Kfw
EPEs are compared with international DC evaluation units.
In international comparison (see evaluation question ),
organisations are observed which have either committed
to using the DAC evaluation within the framework of the
OECD DAC EvalNet or pledge (voluntarily) to apply these
criteria. This membership includes 36 bilateral evaluation
units of 23 member states, the Evaluation unit of the European
Commission and nine observer organisations, including
(multilateral and regional) development banks as well as the
Development Programme of the United Nations (UNDP)
(OECD, 2023c). In accordance with the time frame of the
subject of the evaluation, this evaluation examines project
evaluation reports on international technical and financial
cooperation which were published between 2018 to 2024.

Within this international comparison, the methodological
approaches of the international DC evaluation units are
classified by automated language processing. This classification
is based on the overview of the methods provided in Section 2.1.1,
Table 1. The analysis is based on the following steps: First,
web scraping is used to cull all published project evaluation
reports to collect the highest possible quantity of evaluation
entities represented in the OECD DAC EvalNet in relation
to the required cost and effort for conducting the search

(in particular the complexity of the respective website
structure). More specifically, this meta-evaluation is limited
to GIZ and KfW along with 16 bilateral and three multilateral
organisations, as shown in Table 4 and in the Annex on the
Methods. Secondly, the statistical population of all reports found
is reduced based on a keyword search to find those reports that
a) are project evaluation reports, and b) assess the efficiency
of development interventions. Thirdly, a small language
model (mDeBERTa-v3-base-mnli-xnli; Laurer et al., 2024)*
analyses the probability that a report contains discussions
of the methodological approach for evaluating the criterion
of efficiency.” To achieve the most accurate identification of
efficiency methodologies in the fourth and final step, a large
language model is used (which, though resource-intensive,
is also more capable) (Claude Opus 4.6; Anthropic, 2026).

Evaluation synthesis

The evaluation synthesis analyses the efficiency ratings of
development interventions assessed by the evaluations and
theirinfluencingfactors. The objective of theevaluation synthesis
is to better understand the results of the efficiency assessments
of interventions (evaluation question 6) and the correlation of
various characteristics with the rating (evaluation question 7).
In rating the efficiency of interventions, the evaluation examines
to what extent all interventions or interventions with certain
characteristics (such as a particular sector, region, context or
duration) are associated with a particular rating.

Multivariate regressions are used to analyse the factors
that potentially influence the efficiency score. The influence
of multiple explanatory (independent) variables on a
dependent (to be explained) variable is determined. In this
case, the assigned efficiency score is the dependent variable.

26 While the small language model offers advantages in terms of the necessary computing capacities, it is disadvantaged with regard to its classification abilities, which is why
it is used in the international comparison as preparatory processing for the analyses by the large language model.

27 In the evaluation reports of the international DC organisations, a minimum probability of 35 per cent is assumed that a report will contain information on the methodological
approach. In the accompanying examination of the statistical population of the GIZ CPEs and KfW EPEs, a minimum probability of 65 per cent is specified due to the known

initial context.
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The efficiency score is z-standardised for the main specification.?
The rating scale is inverted for this purpose so that positive
effects correspond to a higher efficiency.? The independent
variables are the potential influencing factors whose correlation
with the efficiency score is assessed. The regression models read:

N=R,+MB'+K&'+Ey'+ ODAC, +a +a_+a,+€,. (1),
where N, represents the efficiency score of intervention i.

The potential influencing factors comprise intervention
characteristics (M), the development context (K) and the
evaluation (E) itself. mi represents the mean rating score
based on the other evaluation criteria (excluding the efficiency
score), while a_, a, and a, are fixed regional, sectoral and
reporting-year effects that control for temporal shocks such
as the COVID-19 pandemic and differences between sectors
and regions. €, is the error (unexplained variance) clustered
at the reporting level. If multiple bundled interventions are
evaluated in a single report and awarded the same score, each
intervention is weighted proportionately so that each separate
rating feeds into the regression equation with a weighting of
one. As the data basis and thus the availability of influencing
factors differ for the two implementing organisations, the
effects of many influencing factors cannot be analysed in
a joint regression analysis of GIZ and KfW. For this reason,
equation (1) is estimated separately for KfW and GIZ.

The evaluation follows a sequence of deductive and inductive
steps to identify the potential influencing factors for the
multivariate regression analysis (OLS). In a first (deductive)
step, the evaluation synthesis identifies potential influencing
factors on the basis of evaluative studies and evaluations of
international development interventions (see Section 4.3.2).

28 ;.standardisation N:=((6-N,) »%Z; (6-N))) / Var(6-N).
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Once informed by the results of the literature analysis, the
corresponding meta data of German DC and other context-
related secondary data are collected and analysed. As was the
case with the factors that potentially influence the evaluation
quality (see Section 3.1), an initial empirical analysis is
conducted of factors that potentially influence the efficiency
score based on a LASSO regression analysis.3 In a second
(inductive) step, the content of the evaluation reports is
analysed. The BERTopic large language model is used for the
content analysis of the sections on assessing the efficiency
criterion. This sub-step identifies topics that frequently arise
in the sections on efficiency (Grootendorst, 2022). This is
followed by targeted topic modelling in which the efficiency
score serves as the dependent variable (sLDA in accordance
with McAuliffe and Blei, 2007). The evaluation examines to
what extent certain topics recognised in the texts (e.g. delays
in the implementation of interventions or rising construction
costs) are associated with better or poorer ratings. In this
regard, a so-called sentiment analysis (sentiment BERT in
accordance with Guhr et al. 2020) is also conducted, which
examines the tonality of the reports and analyses to what
extent certain topics are introduced into the reports with any
subjective, affective state.

The data basis of the evaluation synthesis is comprised
of meta and secondary data on the interventions and
evaluations, the results of the topic modelling generated
based on the evaluation reports, and the classification of
the evaluation quality determined by the meta-evaluation.
The data used in the analyses are presented below. The mean
values and standard deviation of the individual characteristics
as well as the respective data sources can be found in the
Annex on the Methods (available only in German).

29 Alternative specifications using a binary-dependent variable were tested as part of the evaluation to check the robustness of the regression results. The binary variable
indicates whether an intervention is rated as efficient (score 3 or better), good (core 2 or better) or very efficient (score 1). The results using a binary-dependent variable
diverge only slightly from the main results in their significance level, yet not in the direction of the effect.

30 The LASSO regression identifies more potential influencing factors on the efficiency of the KfW interventions than for GIZ interventions (see the Annex on the Methods).
In FC, the financing volume, intervention duration, intervention complexity, programme-based approaches, public-private partnerships, interest subsidies, non-governmental
organisations and multilateral organisations as partners, the inflation rate, political stability, gender development index (GDI), primary school enrollment, size of the
population, desk studies, the portion of the report classified as confidential, report length (number of words), the new reporting format and bundled evaluations all correlate
to the efficiency score. In TC, there are correlations between the efficiency score, global programmes, GDI, desk studies, report length and the share of female evaluators.
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With regard to the potential influencing factors of the

intervention characteristics, the evaluation synthesis
analyses the intervention duration, total volume and
intervention complexity for both implementing organisations
based on the meta data. For this purpose, interventions with
a higher number of main objectives than the median value are
classified as “complex” At GIZ, it is also possible to distinguish
between regional, sectoral and global programmes and test for
the influence of co-financingarrangements. At KfW, by contrast,
the effect of various forms of financing (programme-based
approaches, public-private partnerships or interest subsidies
compared to purely budgetary funding) and types of
partners (private sector, non-governmental organisations or
multilateral organisations in comparison with state actors) are
analysed. Moreover, evaluations at KfW distinguish between
country-specific and transnational interventions (rather than
global, sectoral and regional programmes). In addition to
overall volume, it was initially planned to examine the leverage
effect of private funds through public development funding.
However, it is not possible to pursue this approach due to the
inadequate quality of the budgetary funding data contained in
the meta data.

The characteristics of the implementation context include
economic as well as political factors. Their influence is
analysed for interventions that can be assigned to a specific
country (i.e. excluding global programmes, etc.). As many of
the potential influencing factors noted in Section 2.2.3 exhibit a
strong correlation (see the Annex on the Methods, available only
in German), the context variables are selected so that they have
the highest possible individual explanatory power and cannot
be explained already by other context variables. Therefore,
the main specifications, for example, controls only for political
stability and not for the fragility of a state, as both variables
are highly correlated and their influence on the efficiency
score cannot be assessed in a joint model. At the same time,
to prevent biases, the context variables that correlate with
both other explanatory variables, such as desk studies, and
the efficiency score are included in the model. In the first step,

the life expectancy, political stability, GDI, primary school
enrolment rate, size of the population and the ODA quota as
a percentage of the gross national income (GNI) are used for
the LASSO regression. For each intervention, the average of the
context variables from the intervention start to completion is
used in the analysis.

The evaluation characteristics comprise desk studies as
an evaluation format, whether multiple interventions
are evaluated in a joint report, the report length, report
format, the portion of the report classified as confidential,
the gender ratio among the evaluators, the time period
between project completion and publication of the
evaluation, and the quality of the evaluation. Information
on desk studies originate from the meta data of the two
implementing organisations. The number of words in the
reports is counted by text analysis. Confidentiality is the
number of words in the confidential part of a report relative
to the total number of words in the report. Reports in which
the DAC criterion of coherence is already evaluated are
assigned to the “new reporting format” Information on the
evaluator gender ratio originate from the GIZ meta data and
are based on the honorific title of the lead evaluator and
co-evaluators. Information on the costs of the evaluations
are not available and therefore cannot be considered in the
evaluation synthesis as a potential influencing factor. Instead,
analysis controlled for the quality of the evaluation based
on the quality index. The evaluation uses the results of the
Al classification for this purpose so that all interventions are
covered. In an alternative specification, instead of using the
quality index as a control variable in the regression, every
observation is weighted based on its quality measured on
the quality index. Hereby, reports of average quality enter
with a weight of one, reports of above-average quality enter
with a higher weight, and reports of below-average quality
with a lower weight. This ensures that the most trustworthy
results have the greatest influence in the synthesis. While the
weighting of observations is common in quantitative meta-
analyses (Borenstein et al., 2009), it is often not possible
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to implement in practice or only to a limited extent (based on
proxy-indicators) due to the lack of information on the quality
of the data basis.

Lastly, the various characteristics can influence the efficiency
score either directly or indirectly via other DAC criteria
such as impact and effectiveness (see Noltze et al., 2018a;
Eilers et al., 2026). The correlation between the rating of the
efficiency criterion and the ratings of the other DAC criteria
is considered in the regression analysis by the variable
Wi. This correlation can be considered by means of the
average score of all DAC criteria (excluding efficiency) as an
additional control variable, or by incorporating all five other
DAC criteria individually into the model. However, both
approaches underestimate the influence on the efficiency
score. For this reason, the analyses are conducted both with
and without the average score of the other criteria as an
additional control variable.

Limitations of the methodological approach

This meta-evaluation and evaluation synthesis constitute a
desk study based on secondary data. The depth of analysis is
determined by the evaluation and reporting formats of the
KfW and GIZ project evaluations. No further primary data on
the economic efficiency of the interventions were collected or
analysed. As the efficiency rating always comprises merely one
part of assessing success, and the methodological and content
analyses in the reports are therefore correspondingly brief,
the analysis provides the best possible yet not necessarily
complete picture of the reality. The meta-evaluation assesses
the evaluation quality that is comprehensible based on the
reports. The evaluation synthesis examines how the project
evaluations rate the economic efficiency of the interventions.
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The evaluation synthesis uses the efficiency score determined
by the project evaluations as a dependent variable. This
evaluation initially assumed that the efficiency score reflected,
as much as possible, the “actual” efficiency of an intervention.
However, if the efficiency score does not reflect the “actual”
efficiency, and differing standards are applied instead -
depending on the context and evaluators, etc.— the validity of

the results is impaired.

Furthermore, any interpretation of the results of the
evaluation synthesis must take into account that the
explanatory variables contained in the model are possibly
endogenous and the estimated effects biased. As part of
the evaluation synthesis, various model specifications and
control variables should minimise such biases. Problems
of endogeneity can arise, for example, if unobserved factors
influence certain explanatory variables and simultaneously
influence the efficiency score. This would be the case, for
example, if certain characteristics of the implementation
contextinfluence the probability foradesk study or the duration
of a project and the efficiency score, yet the characteristics
of the implementation context are not observable and thus
cannot be controlled for. The main specifications have been
supplemented with fixed regional and year effects to be able
to control for unobservable factors. In addition, the model
has been supplemented with a broad range of observable
characteristics of the implementation context and additional
control variables. The length of a report, for example, can be
used as a proxy for the financial resources of an evaluation
which can possibly be correlated with not only the efficiency
rating but also with other explanatory variables such as desk
studies or various forms of financing and project approaches.
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Moreover, reverse causality can bias the estimated effects
and is therefore considered accordingly in the interpretation
of the results. The level of efficiency at a certain point in time in
the project cycle, can influence the duration of an intervention.
At the same time, a project's success can also directly impact
the efficiency of an intervention.

The meta-evaluation works with procedures of automated
language processing. It examines the extent to which the
models fabricate results or reproduce certain patterns in
an inappropriate scope. Generative artificial intelligence can
produce misleading or even false information. Such misguided
information is often referred to as hallucinations or, more
precisely, as fabrications (Hicks et al., 2024; Narayanan Venkit
et al., 2024). When using language processing, inherent
distortions can arise and prejudices (re )produced from training
data. The risk of what is called automation bias can arise in
particular when seemingly correct responses repeatedly arise.

The evaluation team monitors and controls the procedures
and results of automated language processing through
various quality assurance steps. Another challenge is to

replicate the analyses. Automated language processing

does not always deliver deterministic results — even given a
fixed input. The variance and creativity of language models
are therefore adjusted by specifying individual parameters.
To minimise the effects of statistical outliers, the evaluation
uses multiple (similar) prompts, in particular for complex
tasks. In automated analyses of large text quantities such
as classifications, the evaluators review the results of the Al
analysis on a random basis and adjust the prompts accordingly
as needed. The so-called chain of thought is one of the bases
used for reviewing the Al classification. With the chain of
thought, automated language processing indicates how it
arrived at the delivered results.

The evaluation examines the inter-coder reliability between
the manual and Al-based content analysis. The quality is
rated through manual and Al-based classification, which can
differ due to differing coding behaviour between humans
and machines. There is a risk that humans and machines will
interpret the same information differently and thereby come to
divergent findings.

The overarching learning experience gained from use of various
Al applications are compiled in Box 2.
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Box 2 Lessons learned from the use of Al applications in this evaluation

This meta-evaluation and evaluation synthesis supplement established and proven evaluation methods such as qualitative
content analyses and statistical analyses by incorporating new Al applications.

Al analyses are suited for validating existing knowledge and for collecting and examining larger samples. In this way, the targeted
topic modelling confirms the results of the regression analyses of the factors influencing the efficiency scores. In addition, the
language models allowed the full population of all evaluation reports to be captured in the meta-evaluation and international
comparison, which means these analyses are able to process a significantly larger quantity of data and information. Currently,
however, Al applications require highly complex preparation and conditioning of the data as well as continuous review of the
analyses by the evaluation team, resulting in a correspondingly reduced potential for resource savings.

The cost and effort for preparation are partially due to the high standards for data protection and information security. Hence,
only fully published report sections are made available to the language models, while unpublished sections are processed
separately. To save financial and time resources with regard to Al models and minimise negative environmental impacts
of high energy consumption, many analyses use only excerpts from the reports, some of which likewise require extensive
preparation. Especially reports in older reporting formats first have to be converted to a machine-readable format, and in
particular the tables and evaluation matrices in such reports present significant conversion challenges.

Review of the results of the language models reveals that the models are frequently unable to distinguish with adequate
precision between evaluation designs and methodologies that are merely mentioned or planned (but ultimately not used)
and those which are actually applied and implemented. Without extensive human review, there is a risk of false-positive or
false-negative classifications.
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4.1 Summary of rating by evaluation questions

he first part of this section presents the results of interventions by the project evaluations and their influencing
the meta-evaluation of the quality of the project  factors. Asummary of these ratings based on evaluation questions
evaluations. The second part presents the results of  can be found in Figure 2 and Figure 3.

the evaluation synthesis of the efficiency ratings of

Figure 2 Rating evaluation quality by the questions of the meta-evaluation

Evaluation question 1: Application of the efficiency criterion 1)

KFW - 22% 26% 22% T o059
ciz [ 6% 22% 25% 16% 25% 0.51

Evaluation question 2: Methodological quality

Evaluation question 3: Quality of the data

Kfw 35% 35% 0.48

Glz 16% 39% 0.53

Evaluation question 4: Evaluation efficiency

kfw [13% 28% 46% 13% 0.47

Glz 45% 37% 18% 0.42

- exceeded [ fulfilled mostly fulfilled partially fulfilled barely fulfilled " missed

Source: DEval, own visualisation
Note: The figure presents the share of evaluation reports that fulfil the requirements of the respective evaluation questions based on the weighted evaluation criteria.

The right-hand column indicates the average across all reports. An average of [0, 0.2] means the requirement is “missed”, (0.2, 0.4] means “barely fulfilled”, (0.4, 0.6]
means “partially fulfilled”, (0.6, 0.8] means “mostly fulfilled”, (0.8, 1] means “fulfilled”, and >1 means “exceeded”. The scoring is based on the manual coding.

Figure 3 Rating the efficiency in DC by the evaluation question of the evaluation synthesis

Evaluation question 6: Efficiency rating )

B ececded (grade 1) I fulfilled (grade 2) mostly fulfilled (grade 3)

partially fulfilled (grade 4) barely fulfilled (grade 5) . missed (grade 6)

Source: DEval, own visualisation

Note: See Figure 2.
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Meta-evaluation

4.2.1  Application of the efficiency criterion

The overwhelming share of the evaluations exhibits
appropriate application of production efficiengy. In the GIZ
CPEs, the perspective of economyis not applied systematically
enough in evaluation practice in general, and the same holds
true in comparison to productivity. 89 per cent of the Kfw
EPEs and 61 per cent of the GIZ CPEs appropriately examine
the principle of economy as a component of rating production
efficiency (see Figure 4). 96 per cent of the GIZ CPEs and 78
per cent of the KfW EPEs examine the aspect of productivity.
By contrast, the timeliness of outputs is considered in the
ratings in only 59 per cent of the KfW EPEs and 35 per cent of
the GIZ CPEs. By describing the cost structure, 100 per cent of
the GIZ CPEs and 74 per cent of the KfW EPEs establish the
prerequisites for assessing the efficiency of interventions.

The overwhelming share of the evaluations does not exhibit
appropriate application of allocation efficiency. Fewer
than half of the GIZ CPEs and KfW EPEs contain ratings of
the dimensions of economy and productivity, and there is
little systematic application of the economy perspective
in particular. 41 per cent of both the GIZ CPEs and KfW EPEs
pursue appropriate analysis of the principle of productivity,
while 30 per cent of the KfW EPEs and 18 per cent of the GIZ
CPEs appropriately assess the principle of economy. Rating of
the allocation efficiency of interventions is based on comparison
with one or more alternatively designed interventions. However,
only 59 per cent of the KfW EPEs and 47 per cent of the GIZ
CPEs comprehensibly examine alternative uses of resources.
Accordingly, a relatively small share of evaluations addresses
allocation efficiency in an appropriate way.

Overall, the meta-evaluation rates the quality criteria for the appropriate application of the evaluation criterion of

efficiency in the project evaluations of GIZ and KfW as partially fulfilled.

4.2.2 Methodological quality

The overwhelming share of the evaluations exhibits
appropriate methodological quality in their evaluation of
production efficiengy. In 100 per cent of the GIZ CPEs and 91
per cent of the KfW EPEs, the selected methodological approach
is conceptually appropriate for answering the evaluation
questions of economy and productivity (see Figure 5). However,
the evaluation reports contain no information on specific
methodological approaches for evaluating the timeliness of
outputs, so no rating is undertaken of the methodological
quality of the evaluation of timeliness. The selected
methodology is appropriately implemented in 95 per cent of
the cases in the GIZ CPEs and in 91 per cent in the KfW EPEs.
With their description of the applied theory of change, 100 per
cent of the GIZ CPEs establish the prerequisites for meaningful
efficiency analyses, while KfW establishes this prerequisite to
a significantly lesser extent, in roughly 50 per cent of its EPEs.

The overwhelming share of the evaluations do not exhibit
appropriate methodological quality in their evaluation of
allocation efficiengy. In only 45 per cent of the GIZ CPEs and
41 per cent of the KfW EPEs is the methodology conceptually
appropriate for answering the evaluation questions of
economy and productivity. Where the methodology is
conceptually appropriate, the selected methodological
approaches are also appropriately implemented. Moreover,
in 71 per cent of the GIZ CPEs, the selected methodological
approach draws on the evaluation of effectiveness and impact
in a comprehensible and appropriate way. At KfW, the same
holds true in only 41 per cent of the evaluations.
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Note: The figure presents what percentage of the reports fulfil the respective quality criteria. The scoring is based on the manual coding.
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Note: The figure presents what percentage of the reports fulfil the respective quality criteria. The scoring is based on the manual coding.
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The inadequate methodological quality of the evaluation of
allocation efficiency is paralleled by a lack of comparisons
with alternatively designed interventions. By opting to use
descriptive methods (Level o) and methods for identifying
potential for efficiency within an intervention (Level 1),
the comparison with alternatively designed interventions
(Level 2) is limited at both implementing organisations.
To evaluate production efficiency, the GIZ CPEs apply the

Figure 6

follow-the-money approach as standard procedure, while the
KfW EPEs use financial analysis methods such as discounted cash
flow analysis (see Figure 6). Both implementing organisations
are making increasing use of descriptive analyses to evaluate
allocation efficiency. In certain cases, the KfW EPEs are also
using methods that enable comparison of interventions or parts
of interventions, such as cost-effectiveness analyses.

Methods for evaluating efficiency in GIZ CPEs and KfW EPEs

Production
efficiency

Allocation
efficiency

Methods GIZ

Level O
Informed evaluative judgement
Specific evaluation questions on efficiency
Level 1
Discounted cash flow analysis
. Systematic screening approaches
Level 2
. Cost-benefit analysis

Source: DEval, own visualisation

Methods Kfw

Level O

Informed evaluative judgement
Level 1

. Benchmarking of unit costs

. Discounted cash flow analysis
Systematic screening approaches
Level 2
. Cost-effectiveness analysis
. Cost-utility analysis

Note: The figure presents the application of methods by the three basic levels of the efficiency procedures (see Section 2.1.1), differentiated by evaluation format
(GIZ CPE and KfW EPE) and assessment dimension (production and allocation efficiency). Level 2 comprises the methods for comparing the efficiency of development
interventions, while Level 1 comprises methods for evaluating the efficiency potential within an intervention, and Level o denotes purely descriptive methods.



The application of these methods (see Figure 6) creates
opportunities for external stakeholders (outside the evaluation
team) to participate in the evaluation process. Based on the
methods being used, stakeholder participation in the GIZ CPEs
and KfW EPEs mainly takes place in the data collection process.
The
perspectives to be considered in evaluations, and potentially

inclusion of relevant stakeholders enables diverse

contributes to enhancing the usefulness of evaluations. The
overview of the available methods (see Table 1 and Section 7.3
in the annex) enables judgement of to what extent evaluation
of the efficiency of interventions is undertaken in evaluation
practice with the integration or participation of external
stakeholders. Neither the GIZ CPEs nor KfW EPEs use methods
that allow integration of stakeholders not only in the process of
data collection, but also in the specification of rating standards
and benchmarks or even in the rating procedure itself
(e.g. stakeholder-based or -steered efficiency assessment).
External stakeholders tend to be integrated more frequently in
the evaluation of production efficiency than in evaluation of
allocation efficiency.

GIZ leverages its efficiency tool to successfully apply the
follow-the-money approach in a uniform and structured way.
The efficiency tool provides descriptive information for the
ratings in the individual project evaluations, but does not
offer any cross-evaluation functionality. In all evaluations,
the efficiency tool delivers uniformly conditioned information
on the basic financing structure of the interventions and
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the extent to which project objective and output indicators
are fulfilled, and thus also on the associated cost structure and
distribution. The tool enables target-vs.-actual comparisons.
Efficiency quotients or points (e.g. outputs through costs) are
not calculated. The efficiency tool is used in all evaluations. The
descriptive results are generally presented at the start of the
section on efficiency in the evaluation reports, and constitute
the starting point for further analyses and the rating. While
the rating of production efficiency is closely oriented to
the structure of the efficiency tool, the rating of allocation
efficiency tends to be less so. The tool generally delivers useful
results for both these dimensions. It serves a preparatory
function in assessing the evaluation questions that address
the two principles of economy and productivity, yet it plays
no role in the rating process. GIZ utilises the tool exclusively
in the individual CPEs, but not for cross-evaluation analysis of
individual cost items by e.g. specific objectives or sectors, etc.

In addition to the methods used, the evaluation examines
whether benchmarks are used for comparisons in the project
evaluations, revealing inadequate use of benchmarks. In
their evaluation of allocation efficiency, only 11 per cent of
the KfW EPEs and two per cent of the GIZ CPEs base their
ratings on comparison with benchmarks. In their evaluation
of production efficiency, the use of benchmarks plays a
significantly greater role, found in 41 per cent of the KfW EPEs
and eight per cent of the GIZ CPEs.

Overall, the meta-evaluation rates the quality criteria of the appropriateness of the methodological quality as mostly fulfilled.
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4.2.3 Data quality

The data quality for evaluating production efficiengy
is predominantly appropriate, while the data quality
for evaluating allocation efficiency is appropriate to a
significantly lesser extent. 61 per cent of the KfW EPEs and
57 per cent of the GIZ CPEs exhibit appropriate data quality
in their evaluation of production efficiency (see Figure 7).
The values for appropriate data quality in the evaluation
of allocation efficiency are significantly lower, at only 49
per cent of the GIZ CPEs and 35 per cent of the KfW EPEs.

As the quality of the cost data does not distinguish between
these two rating dimensions within any given evaluation,
these scores are due primarily to a diminishing data quality
as examined from the output level to the outcome level and
the impact level: the higher the outcome and impact level, the
lower the data quality — which presents a structural challenge
for evaluation (cf. also OECD, 2021). All in all, it is difficult to
comprehensibly assess the data quality based on the reports.
On a positive note, many evaluations themselves analytically
engage the issue of data quality and present their results in
the evaluation matrix, for example.

Q-3.1 Data quality (production efficiency)

Criteria

Q-3.2 Data quality (allocation efficiency)

o
=
o
N
=]

Source: DEval, own visualisation

57%

. KFW (n = 46)

49% GIZ (n=51)

30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Percentage fulfilled (%)

Note: The figure presents what percentage of the reports fulfil the respective quality criteria. The scoring is based on the manual coding.

Overall, the meta-evaluation rates the quality criteria of the appropriateness of the quality of the data as partially fulfilled.

4.2.4 Evaluation efficiency

The evaluations do not draw on prior economic analyses,
or only do so to a small extent. 30 per cent of the KfW EPEs
use results from prior economic analyses to evaluate the
efficiency of interventions (see Figure 8). The EPEs generally
rely on the results of the project completion reviews for this
purpose. In the GIZ CPEs, based on the evaluation reports it
is not comprehensible to what extent the evaluations draw
on prior economic analyses such as project proposals, project
appraisals, annual reporting, financial and pricing audits or the
project completion reviews.

The overwhelming share of the evaluations draws on the
data, methodological approach and findings of the evaluation
of other criteria in a comprehensible and plausible way.
In 71 per cent of the GIZ CPEs and 57 per cent of the KfW EPEs,
the results from assessing the efficiency criterion are consistent
with other parts of the evaluation reports.



The results from assessing the efficiency of the interventions

are largely incorporated into the conclusions and
implications or recommendations of the project evaluations.
In 57 of the GIZ CPEs and 54 per cent of the KfW EPEs, the
results from assessing the efficiency of the interventions
are taken into account in the conclusions and implications
or recommendations. This result verifies the fundamental
importance of the efficiency results in competition with other
findings regarding the success of development interventions,
and offers a solid basis for contributions to strengthen
efficiency-oriented steering, planning and implementation of

interventions through evaluation.
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The quality criteria deliver points of reference for rating the
efficiency of evaluations. The project evaluations themselves
hardly examine the efficiency of the evaluation at all.
Only 6 per cent of the GIZ CPEs and 2 per cent of the KfW EPEs
address the efficiency of the given evaluation. 22 per cent of
the KfW EPEs make generic reference to the efficiency of the
EPE evaluation design. Due to the lack of cost data on the
evaluations, it is not possible to conclusively rate the efficiency
of the project evaluations in this meta-evaluation, for example
by the ratio of costs to evaluation quality.

Q-4.1 Compatibility of economic efficiency analyses

Q-4.2 Consistency of results

Criteria

Q-4.3 Learning

o

Source: DEval, own visualisation
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57%
71%

54%
57%
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Percentage fulfilled (%)

Note: The figure presents what percentage of the reports fulfil the respective quality criteria. The scoring is based on the manual coding.

Overall, the meta-evaluation rates the quality criteria for the efficiency of the project evaluations as partially fulfilled.
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4.2.5 Evaluation quality

Across all evaluation questions and quality criteria, the GIZ
CPEs mostly fulfil the requirements for evaluation quality,
while the KfW EPEs do so partially. The average quality index
of the GIZ CPE is 0.60, and of the KfW EPEs o.57 (see Figure 9).

The classification by Al predominantly confirms the results of
the evaluation quality derived by the manual classification.
However, the language model's quality ratings tend to be
higher for GIZ CPEs, and lower for the KfW EPEs. For the
GIZ CPEs, the Al classification's average index value of 0.80 is
a higher than the result of the manual coding (see Figure 10).
For the KfW EPEs, the language model rates the quality more
critically, with an average index value of 0.46.

Although the quality ratings by humans basically coincide
well with those by automated machine analysis, significant
differences exist among some of the results for the individual
criteria. For instance, the quality criteria of productivity under
production efficiency (Q-1.3) in the GIZ CPEs and of economy
under production efficiency (Q-1.2) in the KfW EPEs exhibit a very
high inter-coder reliability. In the quality criteria of methodology
under allocation efficiency (Q-2.4) in the GIZ CPEs and of

timeliness (Q-1.4) in the KfW EPEs, the reliability falls within
the middle range. In the data quality rating under production
efficiency (Q-3.1), there is very wide discrepancy between the
results of human analysis and those of machine analysis.

The partially limited machine readability of the reports, the
work with confidential report sections and the complexity
of the evaluation impair the comparability of the manual
and Al classification. In the GIZ CPEs, the complex reporting
format and demanding visualisations go hand in hand with the
machine readability challenges posed by documents in PDF files.
In view of the rapid ongoing advancements of large language
models, such challenges should soon become a thing of the past.
DEval is currently not using large language models to process
confidential data. At KfW, the confidential document annexes
also contain information on evaluation data and methodologies.
Therefore, the comparability of the manual and automated
language recognition is limited with regard to these quality
criteria. In addition, the KfW EPE format allows evaluation of
multiple interventions, some of which also reach back very far
into the past. As the subjects of evaluations become increasingly
more complex, the precision of manual and Al classification
diminishes, limiting comparability even further.

KfW I
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Quality index

Source: DEval, own visualisation

The figure presents the distribution of the quality index by evaluation type. The quality index is calculated based on the 18 quality criteria (see Section 3.1). The figure
presents the distribution of the data as box plots. The boxes at the centre represent the middle 50 per cent of a distribution divided by the median. The lines to the left
and right of the boxes indicate the minimum and maximum values of the distribution. GIZ CPEs n = 51; KfW EPEs n = 46.
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Note: The figure presents the density of the quality index (values 0—1) by manual and Al classification. The Al classification is based on the Claude Sonnet 4.5 model
(Anthropic, 2025b), and distinguishes between a classification with or without anchor examples (see Section 3.1).

Overall, the meta-evaluation rates the requirements for the quality of the project evaluations as partially fulfilled.

Factors influencing
the quality of evaluations

4.2.6

To what extent does the quality of evaluation correlate with
the intervention characteristics, the development context
and the evaluation? In a first step, the evaluation uses a LASSO
regression to identify factors that potentially influence the
evaluation quality of the GIZ CPEs and KfW EPEs. In the second
step, a multivariate regression (OLS) analysis is used to judge
the correlation between the identified influencing factors and
the evaluation quality. The results are presented in the Annex on
the Methods (available only in German). The evaluation quality
corresponds to the quality index, based on the Al classification
(see Section 3.1).

Influence of intervention characteristics

The evaluations of global, regional and sectoral TC
programmes tend to exhibit a lower quality.s” These
projects involve topic-specific interventions of German
DC. The objective is to address global challenges through
transnational cooperation with multiple partners. Global
and sectoral programmes focus on cross-border transfer
of knowledge, advisory services, networking and capacity
development (addressing e.g. issues of climate change,
healthcare and human rights). Regional programmes focus on
regional transnational cooperation. This possibly makes such
projects structurally more agile than bilateral interventions,
but in some circumstances also more complex. Consequently,
they may constitute a particular challenge for evaluating
the theory of change and intended impacts, the data,

31 Compiling global, regional and sectoral projects in “non-bilateral interventions” has significant effect at the g5-per-cent level.
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potential interview partners and thus the design and
implementation of appropriate methodological approaches.

In FC, the evaluation quality increases with the financial
This
FC evaluation devotes greater attention to larger-scale

volume of interventions. result could mean that
interventions, increasing the cost and effort of the evaluation
accordingly. As no data on the costs of the project evaluations
are available for this meta-evaluation, it is not possible to
examine this assumption more deeply. Moreover, higher
financing volumes in FC generally also are associated with
certain types of interventions, such as large construction
projects or infrastructural interventions which may possibly be
easier to evaluate, and thus yield a higher evaluation quality.

Influence of characteristics of the

implementation context

The meta-evaluation is unable to identify any correlations
between the quality of evaluation and the higher-level
development context. Consistent with Wencker and Verspohl
(2019), the LASSO regressions (see Section 3.1) reveal no
association between the higher-level development context
and the evaluation quality for either of the two implementing
agencies. Consequently, more difficult contexts such as a lack
of political stability do not appear to impair the quality of
evaluations.

Influence of evaluation characteristics

Longer reports exhibit higher evaluation quality. Measured
by word count, the population of all evaluations (based on the
Al classification) shows higher evaluation quality with increasing
report length. Reports with a large share of confidential content
are associated with poorer quality, as the confidential parts of
such reports cannot be made available for Al analysis.

The more recent adjustments of reporting formats are
accompanied by higher evaluation quality at KfW, and lower
evaluation quality at GIZ. The revision of the evaluation
criteria and the associated BMZ guidelines (BMZ, 2021c)

led to a number of adjustments to the reporting formats at
the implementing organisations. These included harmonising
the project appraisals and the structure of the results sections
in line with the rating dimensions and evaluation questions.
In the KfW EPE reports, an evaluation matrix was introduced,
thus also entailing disclosure of the project-specific weighting
of the rating dimensions. These adjustments have enhanced
the comprehensibility of the conceptual and methodological
approaches and of the data used for ratings in the KfW
EPEs. This explains the positive correlation. The negative
correlation in the GIZ CPEs is surprising. The complexity and
standardisation of the CPE evaluation reports, which in the
past were already comparably more highly structured, have
meanwhile possibly reached a level that leaves hardly any space
for a methodologically appropriate approach to the subject
matter and which, overall, is detrimental to quality. With the
specified approach of contribution analysis to evaluate the
criteria of effectiveness and impact, and the follow-the-money
approach to evaluate efficiency, the GIZ CPEs work with a
one-size-fits-all understanding that is possibly less well suited
to meeting the needs of the complex conditions in the various
contexts of DC evaluation.

4.2.7 Comparison of policy fields

But how does the assessment of value for money and
efficiency in DC evaluation compare to practice in other
policy fields in Germany? To answer this question, the meta-
evaluation compares the DC evaluation practice with the
evaluations and reviews to assess the intervention success
of the German Federal Ministry for the Environment, Climate
Action, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety (BMUKN),
Federal Ministry for Education, Family Affairs, Senior
Citizens, Women and Youth (BMBFSF]), Federal Ministry for
Economic Affairs and Energy (BMWE), Federal Ministry of
Health (BMG), Federal Ministry of Finance (BMF) and Federal
Ministry of Defence (BMVg) published between 2018 and 2024
(see Section 3.1 for the selection of ministries and
methodological approach, and the Annex on the Methods,
available only in German, for the results).
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In the other policy fields, legislative initiatives and funding
programmes in particular form the subject of evaluations (cf.
inter alia the Federal Ministry for Education, Family Affairs,
Senior Citizens, Women and Youth [BMFSF], 2021]; Fraunhofer
Institute for Systems and Innovation Research [ISI, 2023]).
The evaluations comprise both summative assessments
of already completed as well as formative accompanying
evaluations of newly initiated laws and funding programmes
(cf. inter alia Libbers et al., 2024).

Not all ministries and not all of their subordinate authorities
and agencies have their own in-house evaluation departments
or units. Like the BMZ, the German Federal Foreign Office (AA)
and the BMVg each have their own evaluation department.
Evaluation units exist only in a few cases, such as at the
Robert Koch Institute (RKI, 2020), Germany's Central Customs
Authority (Generalzolldirektion, 2024) or the Bundesamt fr
Wirtschaft und Ausfuhrkontrolle (BAFA) (2018). Usually, external
contractors are commissioned to perform the evaluations which
are steered by the ministries or their subordinate authorities or
agencies, such as the German Environment Agency (UBA).3

In the comparison of policy fields, the BMZ's guidelines for
practical application of the evaluation criterion of efficiency
(BMZ, 2021c) provide a transparent conceptual understanding
for evaluating intervention efficiency that the BMZ has
harmonised across multiple organisations. In intervention
evaluations of other ministries, systematic application of the
evaluation criterion of economic efficiency is less prevalent.3

Besides the BMZ, evaluations of the BMWE and BMUKN
interventions examine the aspect of economic efficiency
most frequently and in a comparably comprehensible
way. Their evaluations distinguish between what is called
Vollzugswirtschaftlichkeit (“administrative and operational
efficiency”, i.e. the extent to which an intervention is
economical in terms of its resource consumption) and
Mafnahmenwirtschaftlichkeit (the extent to which an
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intervention is economical in terms of its objectives). These
two concepts correspond to production efficiency and
allocation efficiency, respectively (BMF, 2011). At the BMUKN,
some 30 per cent of the reports examine the economic
efficiency of the interventions. However, despite the exclusion
of concepts such as energy efficiency, their analysis in many
instances focuses on the concept of technological efficiency
(cf. Frerichs et al., 2022, 2023).

Moreover, DC evaluations examine the BHO's principles
of economy and productivity comparably often. The
differentiation between these two BHO principles plays hardly
any role in evaluations of interventions of other ministries.
Direct references to the BHO and the basic principles of
economic efficiency and economy are rarely found. Only 16 per
cent of the reports on BMWE interventions examine the aspect
of economy, and the term “productivity”. is not mentioned at all.
Of seven evaluations of BMG interventions, only one pursues a
comprehensive examination of the principle of economy (KPMG,
2024). Overall, these two principles and especially the principle
of productivity are taken into account far more frequently in the
project evaluations of GIZ and KfW (see Section 4.2.1).

Evaluations of BMWE interventions assess economic efficiency
in part on the basis of specified benchmarks. The project
evaluations of German DC lack explicit and ex-ante-defined
benchmarks for efficiency. The BMWE emphasises in particular
the concept of support efficiency. The BMWE evaluations
assess funding efficiency by quantifying, for example, the costs
(funding provided) per year relative to the greenhouse gas
reductions achieved. Production and allocation efficiency can
be evaluated by examining the concept of support efficiency,
depending on the level of outcomes and impacts. Efficiency
benchmarks are specified for ratings in the evaluations of the
associated interventions. For instance, the support efficiency
of certain projects of Germany's “Federal Funding for Energy
and Resource Efficiency in the Economy” programme should
not exceed 40 euros per tonne of CO2 equivalent (ISI, 2023).

32 Germany's newly founded Federal Ministry for Digital Transformation and Government Modernisation likewise has its own dedicated Office for Strategic Planning,

Performance Management and Missions.

33 Besides the evaluations of the German Federal Foreign Office (conducted in cooperation with DEval) (Hartmann et al., 2022, 2023) and one evaluation by the BMVg of the
foreign deployments of the German armed forces (BMVg, 2024), only one evaluation conducted by the BMUKN (Cain, 2024) is explicitly based on the OECD DAC criteria.
In an evaluation of BMBFSF| interventions, Walter et al. (2020) analyse the efficiency and economic efficiency of a European aid fund, referring to the DAC criterion of
efficiency. Of the two cross-ministerial evaluations carried out by the AA and DEval, one addresses the efficiency criterion (Hartmann et al., 2022). The evaluation examines
the timeliness and duration of the achieved results. However, it is not possible to conclusively assess the economic efficiency of the overall portfolio.
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Similar concepts are pursued at the BMWE beyond the
topic of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. For instance,
PricewaterhouseCoopers GmbH (PwC, 2018) determines the
sales turnover per company gained from participating in a trade
fair to analyse the efficiency of the trade fair.

Across all ministries, the comparison of interventions
and examination of alternatives pose a challenge. This is
demonstrated as well in the use of the concept of support
efficiency in BMWE interventions. The support efficiency can be
lower e.g.among target groups difficulttoreach orinareas where
many interventions have already been implemented. Other
challenges include difficulties in attributing costs to individual
interventions and inadequate assumptions of the durability
of intervention outcomes and impacts (Neusel et al., 2024;
PwC, 2018; Zech et al., 2023). Such challenges also arise in the
project evaluations of GIZ and KfW. The comparability of DC
interventions is additionally impaired by different contexts
in partner countries.

Regarding the methodological approach, the comparison
with other policy areas reveals no major differences.
The overwhelming share of evaluations draws on the
methodologies of the Level 1 approaches to identify efficiency
potentials within an intervention, and on the descriptive
methods of the Level o approaches (see Section 2.1.1).
Toidentify efficiency potentials within individual interventions,
the evaluations of BMWE interventions in some cases use
process analyses (PwC, 2018, 2019; Weber et al., 2018) - a type
of evaluation corresponding to the screening approach of
the follow-the-money method at GIZ. Informed (qualitative)
expert judgements (Level o) are generally used in the
evaluation of BMUKN interventions. In many instances, the
BMUKN reports are on evaluations of laws, ordinances or other
regulations which, in terms of their methodology resemble
implementation monitoring (cf. Bundesregierung, 2019;
Flamme et al., 2020; Schmiedel et al., 2020).

Compared to practice in other policy fields, evaluation of DC
constitutes a systematic rating of the economic efficiency of
interventions that have a fiscal impact. The BMZ guidelines
for the evaluation of development cooperation (BMZ, 2021a)
define the role of evaluation in DC. They contain action-
guiding fundamentals, definitions, principles and criteria, and
comprehensively examine the relationship between evaluation
and the reviews to assess intervention success. The guidelines
thereby analytically engaging the BHO rating criteria for
the objective achievement, effectiveness and economic
efficiency of interventions undertaken by the German
federal government that have a fiscal impact. With the BMZ
guidelines for practical application of the evaluation criteria
(BMZ, 2021c), German DC evaluation also has at its disposal
a clearly defined, binding and BHO-compliant understanding
of efficiency as well as an applicable evaluation criterion. The
efficiency requirements for different interventions, contexts,
regions and forms of cooperation are hardly explicit, and
represent one of the key challenges for a transparent and
comprehensible evaluation practice.

4.2.8 International comparison

Evaluations are highly important within the framework of the
OECD to strengthening effectiveness, economic efficiency and
sustainability in the fields of development cooperation and
humanitarian assistance. The member states of the OECD have
established evaluation systems and units in their organisations or
independent evaluation commissions or institutes, and pursue
efforts within the DAC EvalNet to continuously strengthen and
further develop their evaluation systems. The Evaluation Systems
Study of 2023 (OECD, 2023c) provides a recent review of the
EvalNet. With regard to the format of the GIZ CPEs and KfW EPEs,
the study refers to a growing number of central project
evaluations in these organisations. Analogously to GIZ and KfW
evaluation practice, the share of desk studies in the organisations
has increased since the COVID-19 pandemic.



With the evaluation criterion of efficieny, the OECD
members and observer organisations have a common
conceptual framework for evaluating the economic efficiency
of interventions of DC (OECD, 2021) and humanitarian
action (ALNAP, 2025). The six OECD DAC evaluation criteria
constitute the framework for evaluating interventions in
the evaluation systems of the OECD members, and provide
orientation for their observer organisations. However, unlike
the project evaluations of GIZ and KfW, full application of all six
criteria is not mandatory in all evaluations.

Across all organisations, this meta-evaluation identifies a
total of 3,779 published evaluation reports from 16 bilateral
and 3 multilateral organisations for the period from 2018
through 2024 (see Table 4, Level N).>* Among the bilateral
donors, Japan has by far the highest number of published
evaluations. Denmark, Sweden and Australia along with
Germany count among the bilateral donors with a high number
of publications. Among the multilateral organisations, the
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) accounts for
a very high number of evaluations.

The vast majority of evaluations of international DC
organisations also examine the evaluation criterion of
efficiency. The structured keyword search delivered this
result: 3,169 of 3,779 documents (83.9%) address this topic
(see Table 4, Level n1). The analysis shows that, other than GIZ
and KfW, only a few other organisations analyse for efficiency
in all their evaluations. This finding is confirmed by the cross-
cutting analysis of economic efficiency commissioned by GIZ
(Raetzell et al., 2023b).
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The share of evaluation reports containing a description of
the methodological approach to assessing efficiency differs
between the organisations, and is particularly high in the
case of German DC evaluations. Overall, according to the Al
analyses, 58.6 per cent of the evaluation documents contain
report sections that provide a basis on which the methodological
approach can be sufficiently clearly comprehended (see Table
4, Level n2 and Section 3.1 on methodology). The Al-based
analysis does not enable any sufficiently clear description of
the methodological approach to be identified in a substantial
portion of the international DC evaluations considered.
The small language model reveals that information on the
methodological approach can be found in almost all GIZ
CPE reports. While this share at KfW is somewhat smaller in
comparison to other organisations due to the confidential and
therefore unpublished report annexes, it is still a large share.s
The results show that, although many organisations examine
the efficiency of their interventions in their evaluations, they
sometimes devote little depth in their reports and annexes to
describing their methodological approach.

A concrete methodology can be identified in about one
half of all evaluation reports containing sufficient relevant
information. When applying the large language model,
concrete methodologies for evaluating the efficiency can be
identified in 54.9 per cent of the remaining evaluation reports
(see Table 4, Level n3pos). In the remaining cases, the model
does not recognise any efficiency methodology due to the lack
of adequate information (see Table 4, Level n3neg).

Yet, what methods are used in the organisations to evaluate
efficiengy? In the Annex on the Methods (available only in
German), the results of the analysis are presented in the
form of an overview of methods used in evaluation practice,
by organisation.

34 This number includes evaluation reports and their annexes as well as the 698 evaluation reports from GIZ and KfW (367 CPE and 331 EPE reports, respectively) collected by

this meta-evaluation.

35 The manual classification, taking into account the confidential annexes for the sample of 46 KfW EPEs, finds that only one evaluation contains no methodological approach.
The confidential annexes contain, for example, information on the discounted cash flow analysis used in 43 per cent of the cases to evaluate production efficiency and in 20

per cent of the cases to evaluate allocation efficiency.
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Source: DEval, own visualisation

Methods

Level 0
Informed evaluative judgement

Specific evaluation questions on efficiency
Level 1

Benchmarking of unit costs

Comparative ratings by stakeholders
Discounted cash flow analysis

Systematic screening approaches

Level 2

Cost-benefit analysis

Cost-effectiveness analysis

Multi-attribute decision-making

Note: The figure presents the application of methods by the three basic levels of efficiency assessment (see Section 2.1.1) for all of the international DC organisations
considered (see Table 4; n = 578). Level 2 comprises the methods for comparing the efficiency of development interventions, while Level 1 comprises methods for
evaluating efficiency potentials within an intervention, and Level o denotes purely descriptive methods.

The international organisations rely primarily on descriptive
methods (Level o) to analyse efficiency. Methods for
evaluating efficiency potentials within an intervention
(Level 1) and for comparing interventions (Level 2) are rarely
found. According to the results of the classification by the large
language model, the share of informed evaluative judgements
and work with specific evaluation questions regarding efficiency
together total some 9o per cent (see Figure 11). Hence, the
share of descriptive methods (Level o) overall is very high,
and notably higher than in the GIZ CPEs and KfW EPEs (see
the results of the manual coding in Figure 6). This finding, too,
is confirmed by the GIZ cross-cutting analysis (Raetzell et al.,
2023b). In the KfW EPEs, Level o approaches are used in around
one half of the evaluations, and to an even far lesser extent
in the GIZ CPEs, yet somewhat more frequently than for the
evaluation of allocation efficiency (see Figure 6). Approaches
such as comparative ratings by stakeholders and benchmarking
of unit costs are used in the group of methods for analysing
efficiency potentials (Level 1). Systematic screening approaches

such as the follow-the-money approach at GIZ are hardly used
at all. Compared to international DC, GIZ is unique in utilising
this approach.

Inthegroupof Level 2approachesforcomparinginterventions,
mainly cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness analyses are used
and, in individual cases, multi-attribute decision-making
analyses as well. Hence, the share of cost-effectiveness analysis
at the Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office (FCD)
- the bilateral development organisation in Great Britain - is
comparably high.3¢ A noteworthy number of evaluations using
cost-effectiveness analyses are also performed by UNDP. As
in German DC, methods are also combined within the scope
of individual evaluations: for example, by using benchmarking
of unit costs in combination with a cost-effectiveness analysis
(Cabo Bujan, 2018). More complex Level 2 methods are
sometimes not deployed on their own, but rather integrated
as secondary data into evaluations (cf. Hansford et al., 2019)
that consider cost-benefit analyses of other evaluations

36 Overall, the FCDO demonstrates an advanced level of efficiency analyses. This is evident not only in their application of Level 2 methods, but also in their work with best-buy
lists previously mentioned in Section 2.1.1. With regard to building an evidence architecture for strengthening outcome-, impact- and efficiency-oriented steering, the FCDO

is thereby establishing a position for itself as a model of best practice.



in aggregated fashion to rate large infrastructure projects.
Cost-benefit analyses are also found in particular in the
evaluations of the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) of the
World Bank (World Bank, 2018, 2019, 2021). Among German and
international DC organisations, there is similarly little use of
methods for comparing interventions.

Inaninternational comparison, the project evaluations of GI1Z
and KfW perform well overall in terms of their transparency
and application of methods for evaluating efficiency.
Contrary to practice in other organisations, all GIZ CPEs
and KfW EPEs always assess the efficiency of interventions.
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In particular, the fully published GIZ CPE reports almost
universally feature a sufficiently informative description of
the methodological approach, and thereby demonstrate the
application of a relevant methodology. In contrast to other
international organisations, GIZ and KfW rely considerably
less on purely descriptive methods and draw primarily on
approaches for evaluating efficiency potentials within an
intervention - namely the follow-the-money approach
(G1Z) and discounted cash flow analysis (KfW). Methods for
comparing the efficiency of interventions are used extremely
rarely across all organisations, both German and international.

Evaluation documents N 3,178
(statistical population)

... that examine efficiency n1 2,568
(in % of N) 80.8
... with description of the methodology | n2 1,255
(in % of n1) 48.9
...with identified methodology n3pos 578
(in % of n2) 46.1
... without identified methodology n3neg 677
(in % of n2) 53.9

352 249 3,779
352 249 3169
100 100 83.9
352 249 1,856
100 100 58.6
349 92 1,019
99.1 36.9 54.9
3 157 837
0.9 63.7 451

Source: DEval, own visualisation

Note: This table presents the number of evaluation reports and their annexes by the data and analysis level of the international comparative analysis (see Section 3.1).
The column headed “International bi- and multilateral organisations” comprises the Austrian Development Agency (ADA), Asian Development Bank (ADB), Agence
France Trésor (AFT), Danish International Development Agency (DANIDA), Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade Australia (DFAT), Ministry of Foreign Affairs

and International Cooperation Italy (ESTERI), Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office UK (FCDO), Gabinete de Avaliagdo e Auditoria Portugal (GAA),
Global Affairs Canada (GAC), Independent Evaluation Group World Bank (IEG), Policy and Operations Evaluation Department Netherlands (IOB), Japan International
Cooperation Agency (JICA), Ministry of Foreign Affairs Czechia (MFA CZ), Ministry for Foreign Affairs Finland (MFA FIN), Ministry for Foreign Affairs Iceland

(MFA ISL), State Secretariat for Economic Affairs Switzerland (SECO), Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (SIDA), United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP) and United States Agency for International Development (USAID).
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Evaluation synthesis

4.3.1  Efficiency rating

The GIZ and KfW project evaluations rate most of the
examined interventions as efficient TC interventions are
systematically rated better. Overall, hardly any differences
are evident between sectors, regions or the intervention
objectives. 87.2 per cent of TC and FC interventions are
rated as successful in terms of their efficiency (scores 1-3)
and 12.8 per cent as unsuccessful (scores 4-6; see Figure 1).

The interventions in the period from 2018 through 2024
garnered an average efficiency score of 2.3. FC ratings, with
an average score of 2.8, are a half-point lower. Overall, there
are only a few differences in the efficiency scores between
regions, sectors or intervention objectives (see the Annex on
the Methods, available only in German). TC and FC interventions
in African countries garner poorer ratings on average. At KfW,
interventions in Asia also receive somewhat poorer ratings.
The GIZ CPEs give comparably positive ratings to global
programmes (trans-regional) and interventions in the energy
sector. Positive ratings are evident at KfW in the areas of
humanitarian and transitional assistance.
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Note: The figure shows the average efficiency rating and overall rating by reporting year, including the 95-per-cent confidence interval. The meta data of the

implementing organisations provide the data basis.

A notable harmonisation of efficiency scoring has been taking
place over time between the two implementing organisations.
FC interventions are receiving increasingly positive ratings,
while ratings of TC interventions have been increasingly

more critical. Desk studies of GIZ interventions generally
deliver higher scores, while those of KfW interventions
culminate in poorer scores. Except for the reporting year of
2024, there has been a notable harmonising of efficiency scores
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over time (see Figure 12). The highly positive rating of
interventions by evaluations published in 2021 - during the
COVID-19 pandemic - is striking, particularly at GIZ. This
development is associated with the increased use of desk studies
(evaluations with no local on-site mission or data collection) (see
the Annex on the Methods, available only in German). Whereas
desk studies were not yet used at GIZ in the years 2018 and 2019,
the share of this evaluation format rose quickly in 2021 to over 50
per cent of all evaluations. The ratings based on desk studies are
markedly more positive at GIZ. In the KfW EPEs, the share of desk
studies overall is consistently higher, irrespective of the COVID-
19 pandemic year of 2021. The desk studies of KfW deliver more
critical ratings. Against the backdrop of these descriptive results,
this evaluation synthesis examines the potential influence of
desk studies as a characteristic of evaluations (see Section 4.3.2).
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GIZ CPEs than
allocation efficiengy. In the overall efficiency rating of the

rate production efficienoy higher
interventions, production efficiency is assigned a higher
weight, systematically driving the score higher. Since at
least the coming into force of the updated BMZ guidelines for
practical application of the evaluation criteria (BMZ, 2021c),
the GIZ CPEs offer — besides the overall efficiency rating - a
differentiated rating of production efficiency and allocation
efficiency. The production efficiency rating feeds into the
overall rating with a weighting of 70 per cent, while allocation
efficiency is weighted with 30 per cent. Over time, production
efficiency rating has risen higher than allocation efficiency by
some ten percentage points, thereby systematically pushing
the efficiency rating of the TC interventions higher due to its
weighting (see Figure 13).
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Note: This figure presents the points awarded relative to the maximum achievable number of points (70 points for production efficiency and 30 points for allocation

efficiency).
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In the KfW EPEs, rating of both dimensions of production and
allocation efficiency was less systematic in the past and thus
not comparable. It is not possible to conduct a cross-cutting
analysis of the differentiated efficiency ratings as part of
this evaluation. In the older reports (generally prior to the
2022 reporting year), the rating result was largely described
in qualitative terms. Since introducing the new reporting
format, the rating for these two dimensions is differentiated
and quantified on the basis of the six-tier rating scale.
In addition, both dimensions are assigned a project-specific
weighting (- / o / +; see Section 2.1.1).

Yet, what makes the ratings of the GIZ CPEs and KfW EPEs
predominantly positive? The DC standards for the efficiency
of interventions (differentiated by specific sectors or
regions) are hardly explicitly defined. The evaluations lack
clearly defined rating benchmarks. This meta-evaluation
examines to what extent the rating of efficiency is correlated
with specific topics across all evaluations. Efficiency ratings in
project evaluations are mainly based on methods for evaluating

efficiency potentials within an intervention (see Section 4.2.2).
Ex ante festgelegte Ex-ante-specified benchmarks or efficiency
standards are rarely used. This meta-evaluation assumes that
these ratings are therefore based more heavily on topic-specific
analysis of efficiency.

The sections addressing efficiency in the KfW EPEs focus
mainly on the issues of delays in implementing the
intervention, deviations of general project costs from the
specified budget, and the costs of consulting services.
Changes in this topic landscape begin to emerge early in the
COVID-19 pandemic in 2021. The open topic modelling yielded
the finding that 26 per cent of the 331 EPE reports address the
topic of “delayed implementation” in the section on efficiency
(see Figure 14). The topics of “project costs vs. planning” and
“project consulting costs” played a role in 18 per cent of the
cases. Over time, changes emerged in the topic landscape
around the first year of the COVID-19 pandemic. The topics
of project and consulting costs have meanwhile gained in
significance.
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Note: The figure presents the frequency of topics in the sections on efficiency in the KfW EPE evaluation reports, in per cent, from 2018 to 2024.
The results are based on the open topic modelling and the BERTopic model (Grootendorst, 2022).
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Note: The figure presents the frequency of topics in the sections on efficiency in the GIZ CPE evaluation reports, in per cent, from 2018 to 2024. The results are based

on the open topic modelling and the BERTopic model (Grootendorst, 2022).

The sections on efficiency in the GIZ CPEs are characterised
by a high degree of standardisation. What mainly stands out
in the results are evaluative topics such as the two rating
dimensions or the methodology of the efficiency assessment.
Over time, major changes arise with the introduction of the
BMZ guidelines and the associated adjustment of the reporting
format. The topic modelling reveals that the topic of “efficiency
rating dimensions” comes to the fore in 34 per cent of the 367
CPE reports in their sections on efficiency (see Figure 15). The
follow-the-money evaluation approach plays a role in 21 per cent
of the cases. In contrast to the KfW EPEs, the focus is almost
exclusively on evaluative topics; topics with thematic focus play
practically no role in the context of their topic modelling. Hence,
the content of the efficiency sections is limited in terms of
learning potential for programming and steering purposes. The
significance of the most frequently occurring topics grew again
with the introduction of the BMZ guidelines (BMZ, 2021c).

Yet, to what extent do the topics in the sections on efficiency
correlate with the efficiency rating (i.e. the efficiency score)?
Overall, there are only a few topics that are associated with
a better or poorer rating. The awarded efficiency score is
hardly comprehensible based on the reports. For the KfW EPE
reports, the targeted topic modelling shows that the results for
the topic of “road construction costs and upgrading/expansion
standards” are associated with higher ratings, while the topics
“comparison of cost/effort and results”, “implementation
framework and allocation” and “reasons for construction delays”
are associated with lower ratings (see Figure 16). In the GIZ CPE
reports, the examination of “SMEs and promotion of women”
and the topic of “co-financing and project management” are
associated with higher ratings, while the topic of “stakeholders
andtargetgroups”isassociated with lowerratings (see Figure 17).
The BERT-based sentiment analysis (see Section 3.2) shows that
the GIZ CPE and KfW EPE reports overall are characterised by a
very objective tonality. This means that no or hardly any topics
are raised which, at any time, are injected into the report with
systematically more positive or negative connotation.
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Note: The figure presents the effect direction of topics relative to the mean value of the efficiency scores awarded in the KfW EPE evaluation reports.

The mean value is 2.73. The results are based on the targeted topic modelling (McAuliffe and Blei, 2007) with the following settings and results: N training (244),
N test (62), vocabulary (3,789 words), root mean square error, RMSE (0.95), R? test (0.15), eta (0.06 learning rate), alpha (0.25), training sessions (40).
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Note: The figure presents the effect direction of topics relative to the mean value of the efficiency scores awarded in the GIZ CPE evaluation reports.
The mean value is 2.28. The results are based on the targeted topic modelling (McAuliffe and Blei, 2007) with the following settings and results: N training (288),
N test (73), vocabulary (11,111 words), root mean square error, RMSE (0.90), R? test (0.18), eta (0.06 learning rate), alpha (0.16) and training sessions (60).



4.3.2 Factors influencing the efficiency rating

Influence of intervention characteristics

InFC, longer interventions are associated with less efficiency.
This correlation does not exist in TC. The regression analyses
show: the longer the duration of an intervention, the more
negative the rating of efficiency by the KfW EPEs.3 The duration
of the interventions could be associated with higher
administrative and opportunity costs, and be an expression of
delays. According to the results of the open topic modelling,
“delays in implementation” is the most frequent topic in
the sections on efficiency in the KfW EPE evaluation reports
(see Section 4.3.1). Compared to TC, FC interventions overall are
associated with significantly longer duration (see the Annex on
the Methods, available only in German). This possibly explains
a portion of the systemically poorer efficiency ratings of FC
interventions (see Section 2.2.1). Figure 18 shows the marginal
effects of the intervention-specific characteristics contained in
the regression model for KfW; Figure 19 shows the effects for
GIZ. These marginal effects for GIZ and KfW are also presented
in the Annex on the Methods (available only in German). The
results examined for alternative model specifications are
generally robust. Such correlations exist likewise when the
dependent variable is replaced by a binary variable (efficiency
score 2 or higher, or score 3 or higher; in comparison to the
other scores in each case). In this way, the evaluation synthesis
tests to what extent differences in the efficiency rating of
interventions are possibly associated with certain jumps in
scoring. In addition, fixed sectoral, regional and reporting-year
effects control for unobserved factors potentially associated
with the influencing factors and efficiency rating, thereby
systemically biasing the coefficients of the influencing factors.

With regard to the financing volume of interventions, large-
scale FC interventions go hand in hand with higher efficiency.
TC interventions do not exhibit any such correlation.
Multivariate regression analyses are unable to confirm the
descriptive finding of Raetzell et al. (2023a) that large-scale
TC interventions are associated with poorer efficiency ratings.

37 There is no quadratic correlation between project duration and efficiency rating.
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In FC, there is also a correlation with respect to the financing
structure: in the case of interest subsidies, the correlation
between the financing volume and the efficiency score is
negative — contrary to the afore-noted effect for interventions
financed solely by governmental budgetary funds. This means
that, in the case of interest subsidies, large-scale interventions
are less efficient than those with a smaller financing volume.

Among TC interventions, global programmes are correlated
with better ratings, whereas co-financed interventions are
marked by poorer ratings. Accordingly, the cooperation and
steering models correlate with the efficiency rating. In global
programmes, there is less dependency of the intervention on
the sole responsibility and contributions of a single partner;
responsibility for achieving objectives falls more within the
scope of responsibility of the intervention. At the same time,
evaluation of global programmes tends to reveal a lower
quality (see Section 4.2.6), hence the more positive ratings
are potentially associated with a slightly higher uncertainty.
In co-financed interventions, cooperation with the financing
partners can be associated with higher transaction costs and
less efficiency. However, according to the results of targeted
topic modelling, the topic of co-financing is associated with
slightly higher ratings. This is contradictory to the results of the
OLS analysis, which show this correlation to be negative.

All in all, intervention characteristics have only limited
influence on the efficiency rating. Other factors such as
programme-based approaches, public-private partnerships or
the executing partner agencies in the development intervention
have no significant influence on the efficiency rating. Likewise,
in contrast to the results of Hughes et al. (2025), the complexity
of interventions - defined as interventions with multiple
objectives that lie above the median - does not correlate with
the efficiency rating in any conclusively negative way.3®

38 At KfW, this correlation is significant in only one of a total of 18 specifications, while at GIZ the correlation is positive, yet not significant.
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Note: This figure shows the coefficients (OLS regressions) estimated in equation (1), including the 95-per-cent confidence interval, for the factors that influence the
efficiency ratings (outcome variable) for KfW.

Influence of characteristics of the

implementation context more efficient (significantly at the 10-per-cent level). A similar
At both implementing organisations, interventions in finding is evident when, instead of the GDI, the share of
countries where gender equality is improving are associated ~ women in the parliament of the partner country — and thereby
with slightly more positive efficiengy ratings. As the gender  the political weight of women as an influencing factor -
development index (GDI) rises, interventions are rated as is considered in the model.



Results

53

Project duration

Financing volume (log)

Complexity

Global project

Co-financing

Political stability

Gender-specific development

Enrolment rate for primary school

Population (log)

Consumer price index

Desk study

Time between project end and evaluation

Number of words

Percentage of female evaluators

with control variables

Source: DEval, own visualisation

Note: This figure shows the coefficients (OLS regressions) estimated in equation (1), including the 95-per-cent confidence interval, for the factors that influence the

efficiency ratings (outcome variable) for GIZ.

Except for gender equality factors, the development context
has no significant influence on efficiency rating in TC. Neither
political stability nor economic stability (proxied by inflation)
correlate with the rating. According to the results of the open
topic modelling, while the topics of costs and cost increases
appear in the sections on efficiency in the evaluation reports,

With context variables (N = 215)

-0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
Effect size

Without context variables (N = 353)

-0.5

with control variables + average scores

0.0
Effect size

0.5

1.0

without control variables

the targeted topic modelling shows they have no observable
influence on scoring, confirming the finding that the economic
dimension of development has no influence on ratings. Based
on the literature relevant to the question of what factors
influence the success of development interventions (Chauvet
et al.,, 2010; Denizer et al., 2013; Dollar and Levin, 2005),
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one of the assumptions of this evaluation synthesis is that
the effectiveness of governmental action, the regulatory
framework or even the level of corruption could impact the
efficiency of interventions.

The development context plays a significantly bigger role in
the efficiency rating of FC interventions. FC interventions in
more populated countries are generally associated with a more
negative efficiency assessment. This could indicate that, in such
countries, intended scaling effects that evaluations cannot
identify feed into the rating with stronger negative weighting
thaninless populated countries. Contrary to the assumptionsin
the relevant literature (Chauvet et al., 2010; Denizer et al., 2013;
Dollar and Levin, 2005), there is also a negative correlation
between political stability and the efficiency score. This could
be due for example to the fact that the efficiency standards are
higher in politically stable contexts. However, in the KfW EPEs
as well as the GIZ CPEs, the efficiency standards for certain
types of interventions and contexts are not disclosed and
therefore could not be considered in this evaluation.

Influence of evaluation characteristics

There is a correlation between the efficiency rating and
the format of the evaluation: the KfW EPEs performed as
desk studies deliver clearly poorer efficiency ratings than
evaluations which include data collection in the field. In
GIZ CPEs, the use of desk studies is associated with clearly
better efficiency ratings. This consistently robust correlation
is surprising. In principle, the evaluation format should have
no influence on assessment from an evaluative perspective.
Neither desk studies nor evaluations with a field mission and
local data collection should generally deliver better or worse
ratings. The effect identified in this context is also evident when
the evaluation controls for diverse national characteristics of
the implementation context, regions and sectors. It therefore
cannot be explained exclusively by the fact that desk studies
are mainly performed in particularly fragile contexts that are
potentially associated with poorer ratings in terms of efficiency.
Moreover, desk studies are used at KfW more frequently for
interventions that have been prematurely discontinued. This
could explain some of the correlation between desk studies

and the efficiency rating. For this reason, a supplementary
robustness test in the Annex on the Methods (available only
in German) controls for whether an FC intervention has
been prematurely discontinued. The test results show that
while prematurely discontinued interventions are rated as
less efficient, the correlation between desks studies and the
efficiency rating becomes only slightly less negative. Overall, the
robustness of the effect indicates that it cannot be fully explained
by other factors that cannot be controlled for. As described
in Section 4.2.6, there is no evident correlation between desk
studies as an evaluation format and the evaluation quality.

Another unintended correlation is evident in the composition
of the evaluation team. A higher proportion of female
evaluators in TC is associated with slightly more positive
efficiency ratings. This finding is surprising, as the efficiency
rating should be independent of the evaluators.

Moreover, there is a correlation in FC between the point
in time of the evaluation and the efficiency rating of the
intervention. The longer the time interval between completion
of the intervention and the evaluation, the worse the rating
becomes. Denizer et al. (2013) have ascertained that the overall
rating of an intervention becomes poorer as the time interval
between intervention completion and the date of evaluation
grows longer. A correlation is likewise plausible with regard
to the efficiency of interventions: the later an evaluation is
performed after completing the intervention, the more likely
a decline will occur in the achieved results and thereby also in
the appropriate cost relationship, particularly in terms of the
allocation efficiency of an intervention.

In the KfW EPEs, longer evaluation reports are associated with
a better efficiency rating. This can possibly be explained by the
fact that, in more efficient interventions, the explanations in the
sections on efficiency are presented in greater detail. On the
other hand, it is possible that, when evaluating interventions that
do not go according to plan, the explanations in the reports are
shorter. This correlation is not evident in the GIZ CPEs. However,
the CPE reports overall are significantly longer than the EPE
reports, and also systematically rate the efficiency higher, which
tends to support the correlation identified in this context.
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Influence of methodological quality

In the GIZ CPEs, higher evaluation quality is associated with
more negative efficiency ratings. A similar correlation cannot
be found in KfW EPEs. In the Annex on the Methods (available
only in German), further tables provide the OLS regression
results with the quality index as explanatory variable for the
GIZ and KfW. An improvement of the quality index by 0.1 is
associated with a worsening of the efficiency score by 0.12 to
o.15 standard deviations. However, the correlation of other
characteristics with the efficiency score is not influenced by
the quality index, hence the effects of the influencing factors
discussed so far are not biased by the quality of the evaluation.
This also corresponds to the results in Section 4.2.6, which
show that only a few factors influence the quality of evaluation.
Any weighting of the interventions based on the quality index
(see the Annex on the Methods, available only in German) likewise
does not influence the main results. The higher the quality of
the evaluation, the larger the share of critical efficiency ratings
among the GIZ CPEs.

Interaction of the OECD DAC evaluation criteria

The evaluation criterion of efficiency is one component
of comprehensively assessing intervention success in
combination with the total of six OECD DAC evaluation
criteria (360-degree perspective). The influencing factors
considered can have a direct as well as indirect impact on
the efficiency rating. They can affect the efficiency rating
for example through the effectiveness of the intervention.
As presented in the he Annex on the Methods (available only
inGerman), higherratings of the evaluation criteriaof relevance,
coherence, effectiveness, impact and sustainability are also
associated with a higher efficiency rating. If the evaluation
synthesis controls for the average score of all DAC criteria
(excluding efficiency), it is evident in the GIZ CPEs that the
statistical significance and effect strength of the correlations
between the examined influencing factors and the efficiency
rating decrease, whereas in the KfW EPEs there continue to be
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direct correlations between the influencing factors and the
efficiency rating. Project duration and volume of the FC
interventions continue to be negatively associated with the
efficiency rating, including in controlling for the other DAC
criteria. This indicates that these factors directly affect the
scoring of the efficiency assessment. However, the otherwise
strong correlation between the efficiency score and the format
of desk studies disappears. This indicates that desk studies
also affect ratings of the other five DAC criteria that tend to be
poorer (in the KfW EPEs) or better (in the GIZ CPEs).

Explanatory power of the characteristics

In general, the characteristics of interventions, their context
and evaluations explain only a small portion of the variancein
efficiency scores. The share of variance in the efficiency score
that can be explained by the independent variables (measured
by the coefficient of determination R?) is substantially higher
in the KfW EPEs than in the GIZ CPEs. According to the
adjusted R?, a mere 2.5 per cent of the variance in the efficiency
scores of the TC interventions is explained in the synopsis of
all characteristics at GIZ. At KfW, the share of the explained
variance is comparably higher, at 20.3 per cent (see the Annex
on the Methods, available only in German).

In KfW EPEs, the share of the explained variance of the

efficiency scores is based primarily on intervention
characteristics. In the GIZ CPEs, this share is primarily
determined by characteristics of the evaluation. By applying
a variance decomposition procedure, (Dechezleprétre et al.,
2025; Gromping, 2007) the entire explanatory power of a
regression model can be partitioned (see Figure 20) into the
different variables. The non-adjusted R* must be used for this
decomposition. At KfW, this is 23.6 per cent, and at GIZ 8.5 per
cent (see R? in column 1 of the table in the the Annex
on the Methods, available only in German).®® According to
this variance decomposition, 12.6 per cent of the variation in

the KfW efficiency scores can be explained by the examined

39 The explanatory power and thereby the R* of a statistical model rises with every additional explanatory variable. The adjusted R? takes this automatism into account,

and is thus less than the non-adjusted R2
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intervention characteristics such as project duration and
financing volume. At GIZ, these variables explain only 1.3 per
cent of the variation in the efficiency scores. This is a surprising
result in view of the fact that greater significance is attributed

to the intervention characteristics in the existing literature
(Bulman et al., 2017; Denizer et al., 2013; Dollar and Levin, 2005;
Isham et al., 1995).
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Source: DEval, own visualisation
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Notes: Variance decomposition in accordance with Dechezleprétre et al. (2025) and Grémping (2007). Depending on the implementing organisation, the intervention
characteristics comprise the duration, financing volume, complexity, global project / transnational project, co-financing arrangement, public-private partnership,
programme-based approach, interest subsidies and non-governmental organisation. The context variables comprise political stability, gender development index, primary
school education, the population and inflation (consumer price index). Evaluation characteristics comprise desk studies, the time interval between intervention completion
and the evaluation, length of the evaluation reports, the proportion of women among the evaluators, bundled evaluations and the confidentiality of the reports.

Evaluation characteristics explain 5.4 per cent of the
variance, and thereby the overwhelming share of the total
explainable variance of 8.5 per cent. While at KfW, as well,
these characteristics do absolutely contribute to considerable
variance in the efficiency score (6.7%), this share is significantly
less relative to the overall coefficient of determination
(R* = 23.6%). The high explanatory power of the evaluation
characteristics, such as the evaluators' gender and desk studies
which should not influence the efficiency score, threatens the

comparability of the efficiency scores between different reports.

The characteristics of the implementation context play a
comparably small role at both implementing organisations.
This allows the assumption to be made that adverse context
conditions such as weak political stability are “priced into” the
rating, and correspondingly lower efficiency standards applied.



C.

CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS



58 Conclusions and recommendations

he first part of this section presents the conclusions and
recommendations of the meta-evaluation. The second
part presents the conclusions and recommendations of
the evaluation synthesis.

Meta-evaluation

The field of DC is under pressure. Global crises, doubts
concerningthelegitimacy of DCand continuing cutsinfunding
are increasing the need to efficiently use existing resources in
a well-targeted manner and to manage development policies
more stringently in the interest of effectiveness and economic
efficiengy. Taking up this challenge, the BMZ aims in its
current reform plan (BMZ, 2026) to strengthen the results- and
efficiency-oriented steering. It seeks to strategically re-orient
German development policy to become more focussed, more
impact-oriented and more partnership-oriented. Reform efforts
should be geared to meeting key global challenges: eliminating
poverty, hunger and inequalities, strengthening societal
resilience, fostering economic development and ensuring
multilateral capacity to act. Besides content priorities, the aim
is also to establish structural and steering-related changes as
prerequisites for sustainable, effective action. Yet, what does it
take to achieve efficiency-oriented steering, and how can more
be done with less resources?

Evaluation provides DC with a powerful instrument that is
well suited to generating evidence for efficiency-oriented
steering and implementation of publicly funded development
efforts. Overall, the evaluation system of development
cooperation is well positioned in comparison to other fields of
public policy-making in Germany (see also in this regard Faust
et al,, 2026). It has a rational division of labour, established
standards, transparent evaluation guidelines and a high
level of quality and independence in both project-related
and strategic evaluations. In an expert report on results- and

impact-oriented budget management commissioned by the
German Federal Ministry of Finance, the BMZ is noted as an
example of best practice for the use of performance indicators,
and its evaluation system positively highlighted (Streubel et
al., 2024). The German Federal Court of Audit came to the
conclusion in 2023 that the evaluation system of bilateral DC
already met a high standard (BRH, 2023). For some time now,
efficiency has counted among the pertinent evaluation criteria
of bilateral DC evaluation in Germany, along with relevance,
coherence, effectiveness, impact and sustainability. By regularly
evaluating a representative sample of interventions, German
DC demonstrates high coverage of project evaluations.

But what is the quality of the evidence base underpinning
efficiency-oriented steering? To address this question, the
meta-evaluation first answers questions regarding appropriate
application of the evaluation criterion of efficiency (evaluation
question 1), the appropriateness of the methodological
approach (evaluation question 2) and the quality of the data
basis (evaluation question 3) as well as questions addressing
the efficiency of the evaluation (evaluation question 4).

The meta-evaluation rates the quality criteria for the
appropriate application of the evaluation criterion of efficiency
(evaluation question 1) as partially fulfilled. Nevertheless,
while evaluation practice focuses primarily on the productivity
of interventions, too little attention is given to the aspect of
economical use of funds. The predominant share of evaluations
pursues the question of production efficiency to an appropriate
extent. The consideration of timeliness (as part of assessing
the production efficiency) is less systematic. By contrast, the
evaluation of allocation efficiency does not fulfil the defined
requirements. Overall, in terms of the regulations of Germany's
Federal Budget Code and German DC's own standards for
evaluation, the dimension of economy is not systematically
taken into account to a sufficient degree in evaluation practice,
and likewise not in comparison to productivity.
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Recommendation 1: GIZ and KfW should treat the principles of economy and productivity as equally important.

Implementation guidance:

e GIZ and KfW could ensure in their evaluation practice that a conclusive rating of the efficiency criterion is only

acceptable if the evaluation (of the production and allocation efficiency) contains a differentiated rating of the subject of

evaluation with regard to the dimensions of economy (cost minimisation) and productivity (result maximisation).

The
appropriateness of the methodological quality (evaluation

meta-evaluation rates the quality criteria of the

question 2) as mostly fulfilled. However, the evaluations are
lacking in comparative analyses. The overwhelming share of
the evaluations exhibits an appropriate methodological quality
in their evaluation of production efficiency. The inadequate
methodological quality of the evaluation of allocation efficiency
goes hand in hand with a lack of comparisons with alternatively
designed interventions (that have comparable objectives
within a particular sector and/or region). The evaluations rely

primarily on methods of identifying potential for efficiency
within interventions and on descriptive approaches that are
not designed to be conducive to comparative analysis of
interventions. In the policy field of DC, the comparability of
interventions is impeded by the diverse framework conditions
and characteristics of the implementation context in the various
partner countries. Nevertheless, with the high annual number
of project evaluations and the associated potential basis for
evidence, GIZ and KfW have a very good foundation at their
disposal for further strengthening the comparative perspective.

Recommendation 2: GIZ and KfW should make greater use of comparisons when evaluating efficiency.

Implementation guidance:

e GIZ and KfW could enhance their comparison of interventions through comparative analysis of selected indicators.

The objective would not be to compare entire interventions, but rather significant, comparable indicators (partial

efficiency estimators).

e To enable the individual evaluations to compare outputs (production efficiency) and outcomes and impacts (allocation

efficiency), GIZ and KfW could further advance the establishment of benchmark databases. A cross-organisational

working group could monitor and support efforts to build such databases at both organisations.

e GIZ could use its efficiency tool to compare interventions. In addition to the costs per project objective and output

indicator, the tool holds further information that can be analysed in cross-project ways, for example in target-vs.-

actual comparisons of project financing and overhead data. GIZ and KfW could transfer to databases their evidence

of intervention efficiency - collected along selected indicators — and thereby leverage this information for use in

future evaluations by creating efficiency-oriented evidence gap maps and cross-cutting analyses (for specific types of

interventions and specific sectors and objectives, etc.).

e When using (sometimes complex) methodologies to compare interventions (cost-effectiveness analyses and cost-utility

analyses), GIZ and KfW could focus on specific interventions (e.g. on ones with very high financing volume or which offer

strong potential for innovation and scaling).

e Within theory-based evaluations, GIZ and KfW could examine possible alternatives in a more systematic and evidence-

based way (e.g. by leveraging the options for action defined in project appraisals) and advance the use of benchmarks

to identify efficiency potentials (Level 1 methods). In this way, every evaluation could deliver benchmarks for the

selected indicators. This would enable evaluations to be further standardised (by digitalisation as well), and the costs for

integrating (sector) experts into evaluations reduced.



Evidence on allocation efficiengy is highly important due to
its significance for results- and efficiency-oriented steering.
In times of growing global challenges and simultaneously
decreasing funding, there is growing demand in development
policy steering for evidence verifying the best possible
relationship betweentheleast possible use of fundsandgreatest
possible development success. Evaluation of the allocation
efficiency of interventions can deliver this evidence. Allocation
efficiency indicates to what extent expended resources are

in appropriate economical ratio to the objectives and higher-
level development results of interventions. Yet, evaluation
practice to date has yet to examine allocation efficiency in an
appropriate form. Thisis due primarily to the lack of comparative
analyses with alternatively designed interventions that pursue
the same objective. Evidence verifying the allocation efficiency
of interventions is particularly valuable for strengthening
efficiency-oriented steering and planning.

Recommendation 3: GIZ and KfW should put greater emphasis on evaluating the relationship of intervention costs to

results (allocation efficiency).

Implementation guidance:

e According to the BMZ guidelines for practical application of the evaluation criteria, the rating dimension of allocation

efficiency refers to “the appropriateness of the relationship between the inputs and results achieved (project/

development objective; outcome/impact level) by the intervention” (BMZ, 2021c, p. 14). Evaluation of the allocation

efficiency should be oriented accordingly to the concrete objectives and results of an intervention. The reference

framework for searching for alternatively designed interventions can be derived accordingly from interventions with

comparable objectives in a particular sector or region, etc.

e |n project evaluations, targeted selection of indicators (see recommendation 2) could contribute to making future

evaluation of allocation efficiency more focussed, and thereby more partial, while rendering the results potentially more

meaningful across all evaluations

e To strengthen the evaluation of allocation efficiency in project evaluations, GIZ and KfW could clarify to what extent

the cost and effort for examining the production efficiency potential within single interventions can be reduced.

o To strengthen the evaluation of allocation efficiency, GIZ and KfW could reflect the weighting of the two evaluation

dimensions of production and allocation efficiency. GIZ could adjust the current weighting ratio of production efficiency

to allocation efficiency (70/30) in favour of allocation efficiency. KfW could ensure that project-specific weighting of these

two dimensions leads to lower weighting of allocation efficiency only in individual justified cases, and not systemically.

e |n addition, GIZ, KfW and the BMZ could jointly determine in what areas and/or in what cases the generation of evidence

of the allocation efficiency of interventions can be additionally supported through rigorous impact evaluations. On the

basis of rigorous evaluations, it could be conceivable to create and work with best-buy and smart-buy lists.

e The diverse results of the project evaluations and rigorous impact evaluations could be used to generate evidence gap

maps and efficiency gap maps, and to conduct cross-cutting analyses for specific sectors and interventions, etc., that

build on these gap maps. Such analyses could serve to improve policy steering and operational planning.

e GIZ and KfW could leverage the performance of DC programme evaluations or pilot testing of cluster evaluations

(evaluations of multiple projects) to gain additional experience with the use of methods for comparing multiple

interventions and generate further evidence.



The meta-evaluation rates the quality criteria of the
appropriateness of the quality of the data (evaluation
question 3) as partially fulfilled. The data quality is
predominantly appropriate for the evaluation of production
efficiency. The data quality is appropriate to a considerably
lesser extent for evaluation of allocation efficiency. The higher
the outcome and impact level, the lower the data quality -
which presents a challenge for evaluation.

The prior conclusions and recommendations contain
additional tasks for the evaluation. Yet, can the evaluation
itself also become more efficient? To answer this question,
this meta-evaluation focuses below on the efficiency of
the evaluations (evaluation question 4) and international

comparison (evaluation question 5).

The meta-evaluation rates the quality criteria for the
efficiency of the project evaluations as partially fulfilled
(evaluation question 4). The overwhelming share of the
evaluations draws comprehensibly and plausibly on the data,
methodological approach and findings of prior evaluations
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oriented to different evaluation criteria. The findings on the
efficiency of the interventions are also incorporated into the
conclusions and implications or recommendations of the
project evaluations. However, the evaluations do not draw on
prior economic analyses, or only do so to a small extent.

The evaluation of efficiency is part of an overall system
of various audit and control processes for assessing the
economic efficiengy of DC. Evaluation can - in the interest
of a conclusive economic analysis - draw on the findings of
preceding processes, thereby reducing the effort required
for evaluations. For instance, evaluations could draw on the
courses of action contained in the initial project appraisal when
examining alternatively designed interventions, incorporate
the findings of prior price reviews into the assessment of the
economic use of resources, or take into account the economic
analysis conducted as part of the final project assessment
when rating the efficiency criterion. Prerequisite for this
approach are the conceptual and methodological compatibility
and availability of the various data.

Recommendation 4: GIZ and KfW should draw on prior economic analyses when evaluating efficiency.

Implementation guidance:

e To improve the efficiency of evaluations, GIZ and KfW could integrate the results from the project proposals,

annual reporting and, where available, economic analyses and financial audits, reviews to assess intervention success

or accompanying studies into the rating of efficiency more systematically than has been done to date (as a sort of

conclusive economic analysis).

e The BMZ could support GIZ and KfW in the implementation of an integrated evidence system from various audit,

control and evaluation processes, for example by promoting technical solutions such as Al-assisted data platforms.

Overall, the meta-evaluation rates the requirements for the
quality of the project evaluations as partially fulfilled. Across
all evaluation questions and quality criteria, the GIZ CPEs
mostly fulfil the requirements for evaluation quality, while
the KfW EPEs do so partially. The characteristics influencing
whether evaluation quality is higher or lower include the
scope and the format of the evaluation reports as well as

the financial volume of interventions. The assessment of the
quality of the statistical population of all evaluations by Al
analyses shows that longer reports are associated with higher
evaluation quality. Following a revision of the international
OECD-DAC evaluation criteria, both the requirements and
evaluation practice evolved during the period under review. The
associated adjustments of reporting formats are accompanied
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by higher evaluation quality at KfW, and lower evaluation
quality at GIZ. In financial cooperation, the evaluation quality
increases with the financial volume of interventions. The
development context does not have any measurable influence
on evaluation quality.

When compared to evaluation practice in other policy fields
of the Federal Republic of Germany, the evaluation practice of
DCis characterised by a systematic way of rating the economic
efficiency of interventions that have a fiscal impact. DC has a
transparent and harmonised conceptual understanding of how
the efficiency of its interventions is to be examined and rated.
In practice, DC analytically engages the German Federal Court
of Audit's principles of economy and productivity relatively
frequently, and transparently presents its methodological
approach. With regard to the use of evaluation standards and
benchmarks, the evaluations of the BMWE interventions are
exemplary. The comparison of multiple interventions remains a
challenge in all policy fields.

In aninternational comparison, the project evaluations of GI1Z
and KfW perform well overall in terms of their transparency
and application of methods for evaluating efficiency. Contrary
to practice in other organisations, all GIZ CPEs and KfW EPEs
always assess the efficiency of interventions. In particular, the
fully published GIZ CPE reports almost universally feature
a sufficiently informative description of the methodological
approach and thus demonstrate the application of a relevant
methodology. In contrast to other international organisations,
GIZ and KfW rely considerably less on purely descriptive
methods and draw primarily on approaches for evaluating
efficiency potentials within an intervention - namely the follow-
the-money approach (GIZ) and discounted cash flow analysis
(KfW). Methods for comparing the efficiency of interventions
are used extremely rarely across all organisations, both German
and international.

Evaluation synthesis

However, not only the quality of evaluation, but also the
comprehensibility of the rating and the significance of the
results are among the prerequisites of utilisation-focussed
evidence for efficiency-oriented steering and operational
design of German DC. Against this backdrop, this evaluation
synthesis focuses below on the evaluation questions of
efficiency assessment in project evaluations conducted by
GIZ and KfW (evaluation question 6), and on the questions
addressing the factors that influence the efficiency ratings
(evaluation question 7).

The GIZ and KfW project evaluations rate their interventions
as mostly efficient (evaluation question 6). Based on the
project evaluations, the efficiency rate of the GIZ and KfW
interventions in the period from 2018 to 2024 is 87.2 per cent
(i.e. a score of 3 or better). TC interventions are systemically
rated better.° This is primarily due to a higher rating of their
production efficiency which, moreover, is more heavily weighted
in the efficiency score of GIZ CPEs. A notable harmonisation
of efficiency scoring has been taking place over time between
these two implementing organisations. FC interventions have
been garnering increasingly positive ratings, while ratings of TC
interventions have been increasingly more critical. Based on the
statistical analyses, hardly any differences are evident between
sectors, regions or intervention objectives. Desk studies of GIZ
interventions generally deliver higher scores, while those of
KfW interventions culminate in poorer scores.

However, these assessment results expressed in efficiency
scores are only comprehensible to a small extent. The function
of evaluation for development policy steering purposes
and for implementation of interventions is limited in this
respect. Neither the reports nor the consideration of relevant
characteristics of successful development policy enable
comprehensible tracking of the efficiency assessment in the
evaluations (expressed in the efficiency score). In general, the
examined characteristics of interventions, their development
context and their evaluation in the statistical analyses explain
only a small portion of the variance in efficiency scores. In
KfW EPEs, the share of the explained variance of the efficiency
scores is based primarily on intervention characteristics.

40 The efficiency rate at GIZ is 89.2 per cent, while at KW the efficiency rate is 85.9 per cent.



In the GIZ CPEs, this share is primarily determined by
characteristics of the evaluation. At both implementing
organisations, the development context has almost no
measurable influence on the efficiency rating of their
interventions. The Al analyses of the efficiency sections of
the evaluation reports identify only a few topics that can be
associated with a systematically better or poorer efficiency
score. This means that the efficiency assessment in the
evaluations based on all available information can only be
reconstructed to a limited extent.

All in all, the characteristics of interventions reveal only

limited organisation-specific influence. In FC, longer

interventions are associated with less efficiency. This
correlation does not exist in TC. With regard to the financing
volume of interventions, large-scale FC interventions go hand in
hand with higher efficiency. TC interventions do not exhibit any
such correlation. Among TC interventions, global projects go
hand in hand with better ratings, whereas co-financed
interventions are marked by poorer ratings.

While, influence of characteristics of the

development context is very limited, such influence tends to be

overall, the

stronger in FC than in TC. At both implementing organisations,
interventions in countries that show growing gender equality
receive slightly more positive efficiency ratings. Except for gender
equality factors, the development context has no measurable
influence on efficiency assessment of TC. The development
context plays a stronger role in the efficiency rating of FC
interventions. FC interventions in more densely populated
countries generally come with more negative efficiency
assessment. Another negative correlation exists between political
stability and the efficiency score of FC interventions.
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Unintended correlations between the efficiency score and
the characteristics of the evaluation are much more strongly
evident. At both implementing organisations, there is a
marked correlation between the efficiency score and the
evaluation format. The KfW EPEs performed as desk studies
deliver clearly poorer efficiency ratings than evaluations that
include data collection in the field. In GIZ CPEs, the use of desk
studies is associated with clearly better efficiency ratings. In
principle, the evaluation format should have no influence on
the assessment. Neither desk studies nor evaluations with a
field mission and local data collection should systemically
deliver better or worse ratings. Another unintended correlation
is evident in the composition of the evaluation team. A higher
proportion of female evaluators in TC is associated with
slightly more positive efficiency ratings. Moreover, there is a
correlation in FC between the point in time of the evaluation
and the efficiency rating of the intervention: the longer the
time interval between completion of the intervention and the
point in time of the evaluation, the worse the rating becomes.
This can mean that the success of interventions and thus also
their economic efficiency decline over time, or, at least, become
harder to detect over time. In the KfW EPEs, longer evaluation
reports are also associated with better efficiency ratings. GIZ
CPEs do not exhibit any such correlation. However, GIZ CPEs of
higher evaluation quality are associated with lower efficiency
ratings. As the GIZ CPEs in general deliver systematically
higher efficiency scores, this finding could indicate that the
GIZ CPEs of lesser evaluation quality tend to overestimate the
intervention efficiency. A similar correlation cannot be found
in KfW EPEs.
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Recommendation 5: GIZ and KfW should ensure that the selected evaluation format does not come with any

systemically better or poorer efficiency rating.

Implementation guidance:

e GIZ and KfW could use the findings of this meta-evaluation as an opportunity to examine selected cases to determine

why, in evaluation practice, desk studies or evaluations with local data collection are associated with systemically better

or worse ratings.

e Depending on the findings of such analysis, GIZ and KfW could launch measures to ensure ratings are not influenced by

the evaluation format (e.g. by introducing rating standards and benchmarks, quality assurance measures and training,

and further developing the evaluation matrix format).

The limited comprehensibility of efficiency ratings in
evaluations is associated with a general lack of efficiency
standards or explicit benchmarks in German DC. The
benchmarks of German DC for assessing the efficiency of
diverse types of interventions in specific sectors or regions are
not explicitly defined. Hence, it remains unclear, for example,
to what extent the efficiency standards of German DC differ
with regard to particular core objectives (e.g. reducing poverty,
hunger and inequality or promoting peace, stability and security),

in different contexts (e.g. in highly fragile countries), in
certain interventions (e.g. pilot interventions) or with regard
to reaching particular target groups (e.g. rural populations in
remote regions). Consequently, orientation for deriving specific
efficiency benchmarks in individual evaluations is lacking,
which, in turn, contributes to hampering the learning function
of evaluation at the strategic level. Explicit (absolute as well as
relative) efficiency standards are highly valuable for efficiency-
oriented steering and implementation of interventions.

Recommendation 6: The BMZ should examine and explicitly define the basic efficiency standards of German DC.

Implementation guidance:

e To strengthen the efficiency-oriented steering and management of German DC, the BMZ could work in collaboration

with the implementing organisations to examine the standards of German DC with regard to particular core objectives

(e.g. reducing poverty, hunger and inequality or promoting peace, stability and security), in different contexts (e.g. fragile

states), in certain interventions (e.g. pilot interventions) or with regard to reaching particular target groups (e.g. rural

populations in remote regions).

e In doing so, the BMZ could address the role of efficiency standards, benchmarks and ratings in political decision-making

processes and allocation decisions (in relationship to achieving objectives and results-orientation), and identify what

needs exist in terms of providing evidence through evaluations.



The formulation of basic efficiency standards provides
the foundation for comprehensible rating of intervention
efficiency through evaluation. Benchmarks derived from these
standards provide the basis for explicit and comprehensible
assessment of the subjects of evaluations, as well as
differentiated and transparent reporting and communication
of evaluation results, conclusions and recommendations.
When assessing the effectiveness of interventions, the target
indicator values define the benchmark, while in impact
assessments they define the higher-level development results.
For assessing efficiency, standards are drawn from the targeted
ratio between the costs of an intervention and its outputs or
outcomes and impacts. For example, the desired ratio between
the cost and effort of communities to apply for financial support
and the benefits reaped from it (once it has been granted) could

serve as a benchmark for evaluating the allocation efficiency
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of rural development interventions. Another example would
be defining acceptable limits for delays when evaluating
the production efficiency of an infrastructural intervention.
Assessing efficiency on the basis of pertinent benchmarks
would significantly enhance the comprehensibility of results
of the efficiency rating (i.e. the efficiency score). This enhanced
comprehensibility and the associated increase in credibility
and informative value of results are, in turn, prerequisites for
successful efficiency-oriented steering. The formulation of
absolute efficiency benchmarks - such as costs per vaccination
in a healthcare system, or internal rates of return of financing
interventions - is ultimately not possible in all sectors.
Where absolute standards are missing, relative comparative
benchmarking of interventions takes on greater importance
(see recommendation 2).

Recommendation 7: GIZ and KfW should enhance the comprehensibility and reproducibility of efficiency ratings

(efficiency scores) by working with evaluation benchmarks.

Implementation guidance:

e GIZ and KfW could integrate the identification and definition of benchmarks for rating the efficiency of interventions

into the theory-building work of individual evaluations (for instance through interviews, focus group discussions,

literature analyses or e.g. as part of a contribution analysis).

e GIZ and KfW could make the benchmarks (ideally specified at the start of an evaluation) transparent as a component of

the theory of change or as additional information in its evaluation matrices.

e Standardised indicators could be derived from the standardised results models that the BMZ reform plan envisages

(see BMZ, 2026), and used as a basis for comparative analysis of interventions.

e To strengthen the comparative perspective, GIZ and KfW could invest in the long-term development of benchmark

databases, thereby reducing the required workload per project evaluation over time.

e The work with benchmarks could be supported through quality assurance by the evaluation units of the technical and

methodological departments, and integrated into the guidelines and training for the evaluation teams.
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In light of the growing challenges in the field of development
cooperation - i.e. global crises and continuing cuts in funding,
to namejust a few - the evaluation of efficiency in development
interventions is of great importance. The objective is to
promote results- and efficiency-oriented steering by generating
and providing evidence. By establishing a new service centre for
evidence as envisaged in the BMZ reform plan, the BMZ could
further advance (see BMZ, 2026) structures and processes for

efficiency-oriented steering, create concrete proposals and
support the preparation and provision of the necessary evidence
by the implementing organisations. The bases for assessing the
efficiency of interventions could be improved by the planned
expansion of “data availability, data management and data
quality” (ibid., p. 25). Further development of the “digital data
management system [...] as a basis for allocation decisions” (ibid.)
could support efficiency-oriented steering.

Recommendation 8: To strengthen results- and efficiency-oriented steering, the BMZ should support the evaluation

system by establishing an evidence architecture.

Implementation guidance:

e By analysing the efficiency standards of German DC (see recommendation 6) and their importance to efficiency-oriented

steering, the BMZ could demonstrate in what areas and for what types of decisions evidence of efficiency is needed and

used.

e To reduce the cost and effort of evaluations and to leverage synergies, the evaluation of German DC could examine

the overall system of project monitoring, external reviews, audits and evaluations, and consider to what extent better

integration of these instruments can support the generation of efficiency evidence.

e With regard to the division of labour in the German DC evaluation system, the BMZ could take into account the

interaction of the various levels of efficiency analysis in the cascade of project, programme, country-portfolio and

strategic evaluations.

The BMZ could clarify in what areas and/or in what cases the generation of evidence of the efficiency of interventions
can be additionally supported through rigorous impact evaluations.

The various findings of the project evaluations and rigorous impact evaluations could be used to generate efficiency-
oriented evidence gap maps and efficiency gap maps, and to conduct cross-cutting analyses for specific sectors and
interventions, etc., that build on such gap maps.

The BMZ could examine to what extent evaluation capacity development (ECD) in the partner countries of German DC
can enable additional evidence generated by the partners to be integrated into the evidence architecture and used for
political steering.

By establishing a new service centre for evidence as envisaged for the BMZ reform process, evidence-oriented options and
proposals could be developed and promoted or integrated into a broader evidence architecture (e.g. efficiency gap maps,
benchmark databases, efficiency-oriented cross-cutting analyses and leveraging the functionalities of evidence chatbots).



Implementation of the recommendations made by this meta-
evaluation and evaluation synthesis contribute to continual
further development of the GIZ and KfW project evaluations.
These recommendations feed into the German DC evaluation
system via the evaluation working group#, and contribute to
strengthening the system. Comparable recommendations
from prior DEval evaluations and audits by the German Federal
Court of Audit underscore the relevance of this current
evaluation. On the recommendation of the prior DEval meta
evaluation of the “Quality of Project Evaluations in German
Development Cooperation” (Guffler et al., 2022), the BMZ, in
collaboration with governmental and non-governmental DC
organisations and with the support of DEval, has developed a
comprehensive quality matrix for application of basic
evaluation standards which is now to be implemented. Quality
criteria which had been assessed as inadequate in the meta-
evaluation and evaluation synthesis on “Sustainability in
German Development Cooperation” (Noltze et al, 2018a,
2018b) have also been included in the design of this matrix.
Besides basic recommendations for increasing evaluation
quality, the meta-evaluation on sustainability likewise contains
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recommendation for improving the comprehensibility of
rating criteria and benchmarks and for integrating monitoring,
auditing and evaluation functions. All DEval meta-evaluations
also refer to inadequate or non-comparable cost data
on project evaluations, which limits the examination of
evaluation efficiency. The series of audits by the German
Federal Court of Audit on the “Evaluation of Interventions of
German Development Cooperation” (BRH, 2023) emphasise
strengthening the comparability of evaluations as a prerequisite
for valorising evaluations for results- and efficiency-oriented
steering purposes. Similar findings are evident in other strategic
evaluations conducted by DEval (see e.g. Wencker and Verspohl,
2019). Besides the efficiency of interventions, other important
questions arise concerning the success and future viability of
DC, addressing, for example, DC's relevance compared to other
policy fields, and which need to be answered as part of the
360-degree perspective of the various evaluation criteria. In
the overall picture of DEval evaluations and the audit series by
the German Federal Court of Audit, the need to further develop
the quality of evaluations emerges as a long-term political and
operational task that calls for joint efforts

41 The evaluation working group serves the BMZ and governmental implementing organisations with the participation of DEval to share information between one another,
discuss issues of mutual interest and address selected questions in the evaluation field with the aim of further developing coherence and the division of labour as well as the
functionality of the implementing organisations' evaluations for accountability and learning within the DC evaluation system in line with needs as they arise (BMZ, 2021a).
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Exceeded The evaluation clearly exceeds the benchmark for the applied quality criterion.
Findings demonstrate a result well above the benchmark.
Fulfilled The evaluation meets the benchmark for the applied quality criterion.

Findings demonstrate that the benchmark is met.

Mostly fulfilled

The evaluation largely meets the benchmark for the applied quality criterion.
Findings which demonstrate that the benchmark is met predominate.

Partially fulfilled

The evaluation partially meets the benchmark for the applied quality criterion. The numbers of findings
demonstrating that the benchmark is met, and those demonstrating it is not, are (more or less) equal.

Barely fulfilled

The evaluation barely meets the benchmark for the applied quality criterion.
Findings which demonstrate that the benchmark is not met predominate.

Missed

The evaluation does not meet the benchmark for the applied quality criterion.
Findings demonstrate that the benchmark is not met.

Source: DEval, own visualisation
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Evaluation question 1

To what extent is the evaluation criterion of efficiency being appropriately applied in the project evaluations?

1.1 Production efficiency: | The evaluation describes the cost structure Overview of the financial, human and Contribution Evaluation reports | Meta-evaluation,
Cost structure (distribution of the inputs in relation to the outputs) | material resources, by components to the category manual and automated
of the intervention. and instruments, including the cost “Exceeded” content analyses
contributions of the partners, executing
agencies, beneficiaries and stakeholders
1.2 Production efficiency: | With regard to the outputs, the evaluation examines | Comparison of the costs 20% Evaluation reports | Meta-evaluation,
Economy the principle of economy (if possible in comparison | given constant outputs manual and automated
with data from other evaluations conducted for a content analyses
particular region and/or sector, etc.).
1.3 Production efficiency: | With regard to the outputs, the evaluation Comparison of the outputs 20% Evaluation reports | Meta-evaluation,
Productivity examines the principle of productivity (if possible given constant costs manual and automated
in comparison with data from other evaluations content analyses
conducted for a particular region and/or sector, etc.).
1.4 Production efficiency: | The evaluation examines the timeliness Analysis of the implementation time 10% Evaluation reports | Meta-evaluation,
Timeliness of the outputs. frame and processes; theoretical manual and automated
examination of the counterfactual content analyses
1.5 Allocation efficiency: | The evaluation examines alternative uses Reference to alternatives Contribution Evaluation reports | Meta-evaluation,
Comparative analysis | of the existing resources. (e.g. to the project appraisal or to the category manual and automated
with alternatives information in the section on relevance) | “Exceeded” content analyses
1.6 Allocation efficiency: | The evaluation examines the principle of economy Comparison of the costs given constant | 25% Evaluation reports | Meta-evaluation,
Economy in terms of the outcomes and impacts. outcomes; use of comparison data manual and automated
content analyses
1.7 Allocation efficiency: | The evaluation examines the principle of Comparison of the outcomes given 25% Evaluation reports | Meta-evaluation,

Productivity

productivity in terms of the outcomes and impacts.

constant costs; use of comparison data

manual and automated
content analyses

Rating scale: The rating is based on the weighting per quality criterion (1.1-1.7). For production efficiency, the criteria of economy (1.2) and productivity (1.3) are each weighted with 20 per cent due to their equal importance;
the criterion of timeliness (1.4) is weighted with 10 per cent due to its subordinate importance. For allocation efficiency, the criteria of economy (1.6) and productivity (1.7) are each weighted with 25 per cent due to their equal
importance. For observations which additionally meet the quality criteria 1.1 and 1.5 related to the auxiliary questions of the efficiency rating and 100 per cent of all other quality criteria, the rating for evaluation question 1 is
“Exceeded”. The share of evaluations which in the overall rating of the quality criteria have “Exceeded”, is indicated separately in the evaluation results. Otherwise, the aggregate rating is awarded according to the categories as
follows: “Fulfilled” = 81—100 per cent; “Mostly fulfilled” = 61-80 per cent; “Partially fulfilled” = 4160 per cent; “Barely fulfilled” = 21-40 per cent and “Missed” = o—20 per cent.



Evaluation question 2:

To what extent is the methodological quality of evaluation of efficiency in the project evaluations appropriate?
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2.1 Basis: The evaluation describes the intended (and, where In the description of the intended Contribution Evaluation reports Meta-evaluation,
Theory of change applicable, also unintended) pathways to impact of | pathways to impact, a distinction is to the category manual and automated
the intervention, and differentiates between inputs, | made between the effect levels Input, “Exceeded” content analyses
outputs, outcomes and impacts. Output, Outcome or Impact.
2.2 | Production efficiency: | The design of the selected methodological approach | Methodological approach 25% Evaluation reports Meta-evaluation,
design is appropriate for answering the evaluation comprehensible; strengths and manual and automated
questions of economy, productivity and timeliness. limitations of the methodological content analyses
approach disclosed; data and method
triangulation
2.3 | Production efficiency: | The methodological approach selected to answer Approach; comparison against 25% Evaluation reports Meta-evaluation,
Implementation of the evaluation questions of economy, productivity alternatives or benchmarks manual and automated
the methodological and timeliness has been appropriately implemented. content analyses
approach
2.4 | Allocation efficiency: | The design of the selected methodological approach | Methodological approach 25% Evaluation reports Meta-evaluation,
design is appropriate for answering the evaluation comprehensible; strengths and manual and automated
questions of economy and productivity. limitations of the methodological content analyses
approach disclosed; data and method
triangulation
2.5 | Allocation efficiency: | The selected methodological approach draws on References to the results of the Contribution Evaluation reports Meta-evaluation,
Consistency of the the evaluation of effectiveness and impact in a effectiveness analysis and impact to the category manual and automated
methodology comprehensible and appropriate way. assessment are established; results are | “Exceeded” content analyses
critically analysed where appropriate
2.6 | Allocation efficiency: | The methodological approach selected to Approach; comparison against 25% Evaluation reports Meta-evaluation,

Implementation of
the methodological
approach

answer the evaluation questions of economy and
productivity has been appropriately implemented.

alternatives or benchmarks

manual and automated
content analyses

Rating scale: The rating is based on the weighting per quality criterion (2.1-2.6). The quality criteria 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and 2.6 are each weighted with 25 per cent in the rating. For observations which additionally meet the two
supplementary criteria (2.1 and 2.5) and 100 per cent of all other quality criteria, the rating for evaluation question 2 is “Exceeded”. The share of evaluations which in the overall rating of the quality criteria have “Exceeded”,

is indicated separately in the evaluation results. Otherwise, the aggregate rating is awarded according to the categories as follows: “Fulfilled” = 81-100 per cent; “Mostly fulfilled” = 61-8o per cent; “Partially fulfilled” = 41-60 per cent;
“Barely fulfilled” = 21—40 per cent and “Missed” = 020 per cent.



Evaluation question 3:

To what extent is the quality of the data basis in the project evaluations appropriate?
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Production efficiency:
Data quality

The quality of the cost and output data
and their comparison data is appropriate.

Type of cost data (qualitative, numerical,
financial, monetarised), quality of
the cost data; the monetarisation

50%

Evaluation reports

Meta-evaluation,
manual and automated
content analyses

of non-monetary cost is based on
plausible assumptions; type of output
data, quality of the output data; data
triangulation; examination of the
data quality; handling of missing or
inadequate data

3.2 Allocation efficiency:
Data quality

The quality of the cost and outcome and impact data | Type of cost data (qualitative, numerical, | 50%
and their comparison data is appropriate. financial, monetarised), quality of

the cost data; the monetarisation of
non-monetary cost is based on plausible
assumptions; type of outcome and
impact data, quality of the outcome

and impact data; data triangulation;
examination of the data quality;
handling of missing or inadequate data

Meta-evaluation,
manual and automated
content analyses

Evaluation reports

Rating scale: The rating is based on the weighting per quality criterion (3.1 and 3.2). Both criteria are each weighted with 50 per cent in the rating per observation. For observations that have examined the data quality (see
indicators) and fulfil 100 per cent of all other quality criteria, the rating for evaluation question 3 is “Exceeded”. The share of evaluations which in the overall rating of the quality criteria have “Exceeded” is indicated separately in
the evaluation results. Otherwise, the aggregate rating is awarded according to the categories as follows: “Fulfilled” = 81100 per cent; “Mostly fulfilled” = 61-80 per cent; “Partially fulfilled” = 41-60 per cent; “Barely fulfilled” =
21-40 per cent and “Missed” = o—20 per cent.



Evaluation question 4:

To what extent is the evaluation of efficiency in the project evaluations efficient?

Annex 8o

44 Compatibility The success assessment of efficiency and economic | Reference to the results of the 33.3% Evaluation reports Meta-evaluation,
efficiency draws comprehensibly and plausibly on discounted cash flow and cost-benefit manual and automated
the economic efficiency analyses of the intervention. | analyses; options for action considered; content analyses

utility of data and reporting

4.2 | Consistency The findings and conclusions of the evaluation of Conclusions referenced with data; data 33.3% Evaluation reports Meta-evaluation,
the interventions' efficiency draw comprehensibly analyses, findings and conclusions are manual and automated
and plausibly on the data, methodological approach | logically put into relation with one content analyses
and evaluation results for the other evaluation another and build on one another; data
criteria. basis and analyses are adequate with

regard to conclusions.

4.3 Learning The evaluation draws actionable conclusions The evaluation report contains 33.3% Evaluation reports Meta-evaluation,
and/or provides recommendations (or identifies conclusions and/or recommendations manual and automated
implications) for improving the economic efficiency | (and/or implications) for improving the content analyses
of interventions (in a particular region and/or sector, | economic efficiency of interventions (in
etc.). a particular region and/or sector, etc.).

4.4 | Evaluation efficiency | There is an appropriate relationship between the The relationship of the evaluation Contribution Evaluation reports and | Meta-evaluation,

cost and effort of the evaluation and its quality.

quality (quality index) to the costs,
duration, number of consultants and the
composition of the evaluation teams.

to the
category
“Exceeded”

meta data

manual and automated
content analyses

Rating scale: The rating is based on the weighting per quality criterion (4.1, 4.2 and 4.3). All three criteria are each weighted with 33.3 per cent in the rating per observation. For observations in which the cost and effort of

evaluation are in appropriate relationship to its quality (4.4) and which otherwise meet all three quality criteria (4.1-4.3), the score of the overarching rating is “Exceeded”. The share of evaluations which in the overall rating of the
quality criteria have “Exceeded”, is indicated separately in the evaluation results. Otherwise, the aggregate rating is awarded according to the categories as follows: “Fulfilled” = 81-100 per cent; “Mostly fulfilled” = 61-8o per cent;
“Partially fulfilled” = 41-60 per cent; “Barely fulfilled” = 21—40 per cent and “Missed” = o—20 per cent.
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Evaluation question 5: To what extent does the evaluation of efficiency in the project evaluations of German DC evaluation align with international practice

5.1 Learning-oriented interest in findings, no benchmark Level of consensus (mapping) between GIZ and KfW evaluation reports, Meta-evaluation,
procedures used in German and evaluation reports of international DC | rapid review,
international DC based on the system of evaluation units, reports on success descriptive comparison
Palenberg (2011) or DEval (in preparation); | assessments from various German
comparison of results from success federal ministries, ministerial research
assessments of economic efficiency institutes and the German Federal
in various policy fields of the Federal Court of Audit
Republic of Germany

Evaluation question 6: To what extent is German bilateral DC assessed in the project evaluations to be efficient?
6.1 Overall The interventions of German DC are assessed in the Distribution of the efficiency score GIZ and KfW evaluation reports | Evaluation synthesis
efficiency rating evaluation to be economical. and meta data
6.2 | Production efficiency | The relationship between inputs and outputs is assessed | Sub-scores and/or points or percentages GIZ and KfW evaluation reports | Evaluation synthesis
in the evaluation to be appropriate. and meta data
6.3 | Allocation efficiency | The relationship between inputs and outcomes and Sub-scores and/or points or percentages GIZ and KfW evaluation reports | Evaluation synthesis
impacts is assessed in the evaluation to be appropriate. and meta data

Rating scale: The evaluation uses the system of the six-point rating scale of German bilateral DC evaluation to rate evaluation question 6. In the overall rating of the efficiency criterion and the individual ratings of production
efficiency and allocation efficiency, the aggregated scores are based on the categories “Exceeded” = grade 1, “Fulfilled” = grade 2, “Mostly fulfilled” = grade 3, “Partially fulfilled” = grade 4, “Barely fulfilled” = grade 5, and “Missed” =
grade 6.

Evaluation question 7: To what extent do internal and external factors influence the efficiency rating in project evaluations?
7.1 Learning-oriented interest in findings, no benchmark See the list of characteristics by 1) project, | GIZ and KfW evaluation reports Meta-evaluation and
2) context and 3) evaluation in accordance | and meta data evaluation synthesis

with Section 2.2.3 as well as the results
of the manual and automated content
analyses.
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Methods for evaluating the efficiency of development interventions

Multi-attribute decision-making (MADM)

MADM is a systematic approach to rating alternatives based on multiple, often conflicting criteria such as costs,
quality or risk. The methods range from simple weighting procedures to scientific approaches based on utility theory.

Cost-benefit analysis (CBA)

CBA compares (expected) costs and benefits of an intervention in monetary units. Results are presented as a cost-
benefit ratio or net present value. The method comprises social, private, direct and indirect as well as material and
immaterial factors to comprehensively assess decisions.

Social return on investment (SROI)

SROI measures the social, environmental and economic value of interventions beyond financial returns. Social impacts
are quantified in monetary terms (e.g. for health, education and the environment) and presented as a benefit-investment
ratio. This method is characterised by extensive stakeholder engagement throughout the entire analysis process.

Cost-effectiveness analysis (CEA)

CEA compares the costs of an intervention with its outcomes that have not been converted to monetary units,
such as saved lives or quality-adjusted life years. The result is presented as a cost-effectiveness ratio.

Cost-utility analysis (CUA)

CUA compares intervention costs with standardised utility measures, mainly in the healthcare sector. Typical
measurement units are quality-adjusted life years (QALYs) or disability-adjusted life years (DALYs). Results are presented
as cost-utility ratio.

Production frontier methods

Production frontier methods rate the efficiency of interventions through comparison with best-practice standards.

They analyse relative efficiencies of similar production units based on quantitative input-output data. The main methods
are data envelopment analysis (DEA) using linear programming, and stochastic frontier analysis (SFA) using statistical
models.

Benchmarking of unit costs

Benchmarking of unit costs compares costs per standardised output unit (e.g. per patient, student or kilometre of road) with
reference standards. This method identifies performance gaps, inefficiencies and best practices.

Discounted cash flow analysis (DCF)

The discounted cash flow analysis assesses investments by estimating and discounting future cash flows to their present
value. It considers the time value of money though inflation and opportunity costs. This method is used for investment
decision-making, business valuations and capital budgeting, and to determine profitability.

Systematic screening approaches: Follow-
the-money analysis, process screening and
theory of change screening

Systematic screening approaches comprise various methods for identifying potential for improving the efficiency of
interventions: follow-the-money analysis checks for production inefficiencies, process screening analyses operational
processes, and theory-of-change screening examines causal pathways for inefficient linkages.

Comparative ratings by stakeholders

In comparative ratings by stakeholders, various stakeholders (interest groups) assess alternatives based on their preferences
and values. Options are directly compared or rated on common scales, highlighting diverse perspectives and priorities. This
promotes inclusive decision-making. Evaluators supplement these analyses with cost analyses.

Structured expert judgement (SEJ)

SEJ systematically collects the opinions of expert consultants on efficiency ratings. Evaluators steer the survey/
data collection process with formal protocols (Cooke method, Delphi technique) to minimise bias and weight expert
contributions based on their calibration. This method transforms expert knowledge into quantifiable estimates with
uncertainty ranges for risk assessment and decision analyses.

Stakeholder-driven approaches

Stakeholder-driven approaches place stakeholders (interest groups) at the centre of efficiency rating. Stakeholders
themselves define what efficiency means on a context-specific basis instead of according to pre-determined criteria.
This promotes inclusiveness, legitimacy ownership, and comprises a wide range of forms of value that are overlooked in
traditional top-down assessments.

Informed evaluative judgement

In direct evaluator judgements, experts rate the efficiency of interventions through the synthesis of data, interviews, surveys
and context information. These judgements are based on the experience and interpretative frameworks of the evaluators,
but are made without structured methods, explicit criteria or transparent analytical protocol.

Specific evaluation questions on efficiency

This method uses descriptive evaluation questions on efficiency that are answered through straightforward data collection
(e.g. costs per participant or satisfaction with the amount of time required). It focuses on collecting and presenting
efficiency-related information, while interpretation and rating are left to other methods.
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28 November 2024 1. Reference group meeting (concept note)
2025 January — March Inception phase
13 March 2025 2. Reference group meeting (inception report)
2025 April - December Data collection, analysis and synthesis
27 November 2025 3. Reference group meeting (findings, conclusions and recommendations)
2026 January - March Reporting
5 March 2026 4. Reference group meeting (draft report)
2026 April - June Editing, layout and publication

Evaluation team and contributors
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and Team Leader project administration, validation, visualisation, writing — original draft,
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Georg Kiihltau Evaluator Conceptualisation, data curation, formal analysis, investigation, methodology,
software, validation, visualisation, writing — original draft

Dr Karolin SR Evaluator Conceptualisation, data curation, formal analysis, investigation, methodology,
software, validation, visualisation, writing - original draft

Nicole Hildebrand Project Administrator Project Administration

Dr Sven Harten Head of Department

Prof Dr Tom External peer reviewer

Zimmermann

Dr Markus Palenberg | External consultant
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42 The CRediT statement (Contributor Roles Taxonomy, https://credit.niso.org/) outlines the roles of the authors of this evaluation report in the evaluation.
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