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spotlight

Market scene in Jordan

Evaluation
The systematic and objective assessment of an on-going or completed project, programme or policy,  

its design, implementation and results. The aim is to determine the relevance and fulfilment of 

objectives, development efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability. An evaluation should 

provide information that is credible and useful, enabling the incorporation of lessons learned into 

the decision-making process of both recipients and donors.

Evaluation also refers to the process of determining the worth or significance of an activity, policy 

or programme. An assessment, as systematic and objective as possible, of a planned, on-going, or 

completed development intervention.

Glossary of key terms in evaluation and results-based management – OECD 2009
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Foreword

Wolfgang Kroh

“Successful”, “not successful” or “complete fail-

ure” – when KfW Entwicklungsbank published 

its report entitled “Project Results – Financial  

Cooperation with Developing Countries in Prac-

tice” in 1991, a minor revolution took place. 

With the 1988–1989 evaluation report, not only 

the successes but also the failures of an insti-

tution dedicated to development cooperation 

were published. It took a great deal of cour-

age back then to admit that not every project 

could be judged a success. Specifically, of the 

110 projects evaluated in 1988/1989, 26% were 

unsuccessful or even failures and “only” 74% 

were successful. 

As far back as 1966, from the very beginning of 

Financial Cooperation, performance reviews were 

established for each FC measure in agreement 

with the German Government. However, it was 

not until 1988, in the report cited above, that the 

public was finally informed of the results of each 

project. This transparency regarding success and 

failure, which at the time caused a stir among 

experts, marked the beginning of a new trad-

ition. With this publication, we celebrate 20 years 

of informing the public of the evaluation results 

for all of our measures.

We would like to use the occasion of this intern-

al “anniversary” to trace the development of  

evaluation, for even though the transparency of 

development successes has remained constant, 

the evaluation process itself is evolving. How 

has evaluation changed? How can we learn from 

the successes and failures of the past and apply 

what we have learned to the future? Why is 

evaluation worth the effort? Our 2009 report 

also tracks the developments of the last 20 years, 

presents the latest evaluation methods and ex- 

amples from five countries and compiles the 

results of ex post evaluations from 2006, 2007 

and 2008. It also discusses the importance of  

underlying conditions within a country in deter-

mining the success of FC measures. 

What does this mean in terms of the design of 

our projects? In order to increase the success 

of FC, it could be concluded that only projects 

in more highly developed countries should be 

supported. In fact, the opposite is true. Even 

greater efforts are needed, particularly in less 

developed countries, in order to improve living 

conditions, per capita income and life expect-

ancy among the population. That is the basis for 

future development success. Naturally, the risk 

of failure in implementing development meas-

ures in a difficult environment is correspond-

ingly higher. That is precisely what development 

cooperation does – it carries these risks.

Wolfgang Kroh
(Member of the Managing Board of KfW Bankengruppe)



learning From experienCe
the development oF evaluation From 1988 to 2008
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“Has the project contributed to improving 

people’s living conditions?” This key ques-

tion regarding the success of a development 

intervention stood at the beginning of the 

three ex post evaluations conducted to date 

in Eldoret, a city in Kenya where since 1975 

KfW Entwicklungsbank has assisted in ex-

panding the water supply system. The project  

was evaluated for the first time in 1988. 

One of the questions examined was whether 

water tariffs were covering the costs of 

supplying water while remaining affordable 

for the poorer section of the population. The  

evaluation also looked at whether the project  

executing agency was capable of sustain-

ably operating the facilities and continuing 

the investments that we funded.

The 1988 performance rating reveals the guid-

ing criteria for evaluation still used by KfW Ent-

wicklungsbank today. Even then, the evaluation 

examined the economic benefits at the level of 

both the individual and the overall economy, 

socioeconomic effects, environmental impact 

and the sustainability of the financed measures. 

Back then, too, the aim of KfW Entwicklungs-

bank was to provide an independent evaluation. 

Based on final evaluations from the operational 

departments, the evaluation unit, which at the 

time was still located in the Strategy Department 

of KfW Entwicklungsbank, would rate the suc-

cess of each project. External auditors reviewed 

the results and in most cases agreed with the 

evaluation. In the event of differences, the audi-

tor’s independent opinion would apply.

The 1990s: Introducing indicators to  

measure results

In the 1990s, new project management require- 

ments also changed the possibilities for con-

ducting evaluations. Mandatory, verifiable, 

results-based project performance indicators 

were introduced. However, specific, quantita-

tive or qualitative objectives could only be set 

if the baseline situation of each project had first 

been recorded in detail. This was accomplished 

through feasibility studies. These studies laid the 

foundation for designing appropriate, situation-

based measures. The project design and corres-

ponding performance indicators needed to 

take into account the institutional and political 

environment, potential changes in this environ-

ment over time, the interconnected influences 

of these changes on the project and the result-

ing risks affecting the success of the project. 

Defining verifiable project objectives, based on 

an analysis of the environment, risk factors and 

opportunities for mitigating these risks, be-

came the cornerstone for an ex post evaluation 

based on a comparison of previously defined 

project objectives with those actually achieved.  

The differentiated assessment of success and 

failure was also reflected in a new evaluation 

scale. Instead of simple classifications such as 

“successful”, “not successful” and “complete 

failure”, evaluation ratings would now range 

from 1 to 6 (with 1 being the highest), similar 

to the grading system used in German schools. 

Kenya: Construction of a drinking water treatment facility

Eldoret: 1988 results
The evaluators had given the Eldoret project a 

passing grade for its overall economic, business 

management and technical performance. Supply 

bottlenecks were quickly rectified and health 

risks were contained thanks to now clean drink-

ing water. The new water supply system had also 

laid the foundation for industrial growth – albeit 

with the qualification that the growing domestic 

and commercial demand for water had led to in- 

creasing environmental pollution.  
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No performance rating without verification 

of objectives 

Despite all these advances in methodology and 

objectivisation made possible by defining indica-

tors to measure achievement of project object-

ives and subsequently comparing actual versus 

target performance, one problem remained: 

target indicators could not be considered in the 

evaluation without first being verified. Their ap-

propriateness had to be examined to avoid in-

directly influencing the results of performance 

ratings by setting lower targets. The evaluation 

was to ensure the use of standard measures 

for success across all projects. This was initially 

based solely on experience and comparison 

with other projects of similar type.

Sub-ratings for standardised evaluation 

criteria

In 2000, the introduction of sub-ratings for re- 

view criteria based on the “Principles for Evalu-

ation of Development Assistance” published by 

the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of 

the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD) served as new inspiration 

for the further harmonisation of performance 

standards. Each FC measure would now be evalu-

ated ex post based on the four key principles  

of effectiveness, relevance/significance, effi - 

ciency and side effects. The criterion of sustain-

ability of impact, in other words, the longevity 

of achieved objectives, was the key common 

criterion behind all four basic principles. In its 

so-called “Sustainability Paper”, the evaluation 

unit defined the meaning of sustainability, the 

way in which the principles of effectiveness, 

significance/relevance, efficiency and side ef- 

fects were to be interpreted and verified, and 

the method for compiling assessments of these 

sub-criteria into a single overall assessment. In  

order to adapt performance standards to the 

specificities of each sector, the expertise of the 

specialised quality assurance units (compe-

tence centres) of KfW Entwicklungsbank was  

sought. Unless its achievements were sus-

tainable, a project could not be classified as 

successful overall.

Kenya: Drinking water treatment

Eldoret: 2000 results
Meanwhile, in Eldoret, Kenya, KfW Entwicklungs-

bank was financially supporting the next phase 

of the water supply project. This follow-up pro-

ject was evaluated in 2000, two years after the 

new supply system began operating. The evalu-

ators compared planned objectives with actual 

results, this time in much greater detail than 

in 1988. The result was that only half of these 

project objectives were fully attained. Thus, for 

example, instead of the entire population as 

planned, only 80% were connected to the water 

supply, tariffs covered only the operating costs 

and not the full costs, and water losses had in- 

creased. Hygiene practices had also fallen far 

short of expectations. As a result, the evaluators  

were equally unable to confirm the decline in 

health hazards to the degree expected. In the 

overall evaluation, developmental efficacy was 

given a rating of 4, or unsatisfactory.
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Independent evaluation unit

The evaluation system gained greater independ-

ence in 2000. Evaluation was directly assigned  

to the managing director in charge of evalu-

ations at KfW Entwicklungsbank as an independ-

ent unit known as FZ E (FC E). Since that time,  

final on-site evaluations are no longer conduct-

ed by the operational departments but by FC E, 

which is also in charge of performance ratings. 

Final evaluations became ex post evaluations, 

for which FC E is solely responsible. On the one 

hand, this guarantees independence from the 

operational departments. On the other hand, it  

allows for more efficient institutional learning  

and implementation of evaluation findings than 

would be the case with full outsourcing. 

Through “internal secondments”, institutional 

learning is further strengthened. Under the new 

structure, experts from specialised departments 

are assigned to the FC E evaluation unit to carry 

out an evaluation, but only if they were not per- 

sonally in charge of any operational aspect of 

the project to be evaluated and the project lies 

outside their department’s area of responsibility. 

They then bring the evaluation findings back to 

their departments for incorporation into future 

project plans. However, the independent evalu-

ation unit remains solely responsible for the 

management of evaluations, quality assurance 

and reporting, as is the case with outsourced ex 

post evaluations.

Kenya: Construction of Eldoret sewage treatment plant

Common goals – common evaluation 

standards

Changes in development cooperation as a  

whole can also have an impact on evaluation  

approaches. The Millennium Development Goals 

were an important milestone in international de- 

velopment cooperation (DC). For the first time, 

donor and recipient nations not only agreed on 

common goals, they also agreed to adapt their 

measures toward meeting the Millennium Devel - 

opment Goals. Consequently, a greater com-

mitment to international standards was made, 

including standards for project evalu ation. In 

the OECD’s Development Assistance Commit-

tee the international DC community agreed on 

the following five evaluation criteria: relevance, 

effectiveness, efficiency, overarching develop-

mental impact and sustainability.

International standards in the evaluation  

of German DC

For German DC, this meant that evaluation cri- 

teria would not only be aligned among each other 

but with international standards as well. The sig- 

nificance of this in the specific application of 

these criteria was discussed by a task force from 

the German Federal Ministry for Economic Co-

operation and Development (BMZ) and evalu-

ation departments from executing organisations. 

In 2006, the BMZ published its report, “Evalu-

ation Criteria for German Bilateral Development 

Cooperation”. The five internationally approved 

criteria now also apply to ex post evalu ations of 

Financial Cooperation projects. As a result, the 

previous four principles were regrouped, with 

sustainability becoming an evaluation criterion 

in its own right. For each criterion, a sub-rating 

would then be awarded (see Annex).



Increased partner involvement

International harmonisation has brought with it a 

greater focus on the principle of partner involve- 

ment in evaluation. Our partners have always 

been informed of the type and content of the 

final evaluation and have been asked for their 

opinions and recommendations. The results of 

our evaluations have always been recorded in  

a report prepared on-site immediately upon  

completion of the evaluation and countersigned  

by the partners. In the meantime, partner organ- 

isations have even become much more involved 

in the process than before. All the data required 

for evaluating a project are collected just be-

fore the on-site evaluation in cooperation with  

the partner organisation. The five DAC criteria 

are then provisionally evaluated during the final 

on-site discussion. The partners are provided 

with an abridged version of the final report in the  

international lingua franca customarily used in 

that country. The evaluators then receive crit- 

ical feedback, albeit less frequently than they 

would prefer. This is because local partners are 

only now beginning to understand the import-

ance of evaluation as an opportunity for improv-

ing their own projects.

Joint evaluation

As evaluation becomes increasingly harmonised, 

jointly financed projects are also being jointly 

evaluated more frequently. For example, in 2008 

the evaluation units of KfW Entwicklungsbank 

and the Gesellschaft für Technische Zusam-

menarbeit mbH (German Agency for Technical 

Cooperation) jointly evaluated three projects 

and produced a joint report of the results. In the 

case of the multinational “Construction of the 

Manantali Dam” project in Mali, the evaluation 

departments of the European Investment Bank, 

the French Agence Française de Développement 

and KfW Entwicklungsbank published a joint 

report on the project‘s developmental impact. 

This experience showed that, despite standard-

ised DAC criteria, different points of view and 

perspectives can lead to different results. In 

short, evaluation methodology must be further 

and, above all, jointly developed.

(continued on page 12)

Kenya: Eldoret sewage treatment plant

Eldoret: 2008 results
Eldoret was evaluated for the third time in 

2008, 20 years after its first final evaluation. In 

the third phase, the focus was on the expansion 

of a central sewage disposal system. Urgent 

problems with sewage disposal had arisen, par-

ticularly in those areas of the city that had been 

connected to the central water supply system 

during past projects. The project was also in-

tended to improve sewage treatment. The result 

was that only sustainability and relevance (“Are 

we doing the right thing?”) received a “satisfac-

tory” grade. The comparison of the achievement 

of actual versus target objectives yielded no 

higher than a 4, as few homeowners in districts 

with new sewerage systems were connected to 

the system and the two treatment plants were  

operating at a low 44% capacity. Efficiency scored 

only a 5. Although the costs of the treatment 

plant were justifiable, the sewerage system had 

required enormous investments, not to mention 

the high costs of maintenance. Achievement  

of development policy objectives received an 

“unsatisfactory” assessment: the health of the 

population had not noticeably improved. Also, 

no statistics were available that could have 

dem onstrated such an improvement. In the end, 

with an overall grade of 4, the project was clas-

sified as “unsuccessful”.



Jointly FinanCed – Jointly evaluated 
ex post evaluation oF the manantali dam in mali

Manantali Dam

As donor activities become further harmon-

ised, so, too, do impact analyses of joint 

projects and programmes. Specifically, this 

means that in the future, KfW Entwicklungs- 

bank will evaluate more and more projects 

in cooperation with other donor organisa-

tions. In 2008, KfW Entwicklungsbank, the  

French Agence Française de Développement  

and the European Investment Bank conduct- 

ed their first co-evaluation of the Manan-

tali Dam in Mali.

The Manantali Dam was built between 1982 and 

1988 on a tributary of the Senegal River by the 

three countries of Mali, Mauritania and Senegal 

in response to the long periods of drought in 

Sub-Saharan Africa during the 1980s. The multi-

national project was financially supported by 

the international donor community with about 

EUR 1.1 billion. The objective was to expand  

irrigated agriculture in Senegal, Mauritania and 

parts of Mali and improve cereal and rice farm-

ing. Another objective was to produce environ-

mentally friendly energy. 

To harmonise their evaluation processes, the 

three institutions agreed on a joint concept for 

conducting the impact analysis and on stand-

ardised evaluation criteria. Three independent 

evaluators were contracted for the on-site ex 

post evaluation. Their reports were then as-

sessed and discussed by all three institutions. 

However, it became apparent that standardised 

evaluation criteria do not always yield stand-

ardised results. In the light of climate change 

and cheap rice imports, is it a success if Man-

antali today primarily produces environmen-

tally friendly electricity? Or is the “more power 

instead of more rice” result a failure – measured 

in terms of the originally defined objectives? All 

the participants did agree that irrigated agri-

culture had not met expectations. In contrast, 

environmentally friendly power production in  

Manantali met all expectations, except for de-

ficiencies in power distribution. It contributes 

significantly to the power supply in the three 

countries and to global environmental protec-

tion. The operators were also given high marks 

for limiting the environmental risks posed by 

Manantali. 

In view of the difficulty of a uniform assessment,  

the joint report1 focused on the strengths and 

weaknesses of the project. All three institutions 

were thus able to document their important 

conclusions or “lessons learned” from the evalu-

ation. Based on this experience, further co- 

evalu ations are planned.

1 Le Barrage de Manantali, Rapport de Synthèse, Série Evaluations conjointes, AfD, Paris, January 2009
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Sector-specific performance standards – 

the strength of FC evaluation

The discussions over the standards that deter-

mine the success of the Manantali Dam project 

also point to one of the strengths of FC evalu-

ation: over 20 years German FC had developed 

uniform performance standards for compar-

able projects within individual sectors that,  

as part of the joint evaluation process, war-

ranted safeguarding. This uniformity of sector-

specific standards forms the basis for drawing 

conclu  sions applicable to all projects from 

cross-cutting evaluations, which are particu-

larly important for institutional learning and 

which are gaining in significance.

Cross-cutting evaluations: institutional 

learning from experience

When evaluation began, the focus was on re-

viewing retroactively the sustainable efficacy 

of each individual, completed development 

measure. For many years now, there has been 

a growing interest in issues that cut across all 

projects. Which factors have led to success, 

not just in isolated cases, but systematically 

in specific project approaches within a particu-

lar sector or sub-sector such as sanitation? 

What were the deciding factors behind pre-

dominantly weak results for specific success 

criteria? FC E conducts cross-cutting analyses 

of strengths and weaknesses for similar projects 

for this purpose. It is the high number of meas-

ures, evaluated ex post in a manner marked by  

high quality and continuity and in accordance  

with systematic standards, that makes these 

analyses possible. The results are discussed in 

sector-specific knowledge networks. KfW Ent-

wicklungsbank’s competence centres are tasked 

with incorporating evaluation findings into 

operational work. This can mean, for example, 

providing recommendations for action or revis-

ing evaluation guidelines.

Challenges for the future

Despite all the advances achieved in FC evalu-

ation, many issues remain unsolved. One of the 

challenges for the near future is perhaps how 

to isolate the effects of an FC measure from 

other influencing factors. Newer approaches for 

measuring impact, as described in the last sec-

tion of this report, can supplement findings from 

risk analyses and cross-cutting evaluations. The 

question of how measures in different sectors 

impact each other, or how the comparability of 

performance standards can be ensured, not just 

within one sector but between multiple sectors 

as well, is certain to occupy evaluators for years 

to come. Finding answers to these questions is  

worthwhile, as evaluation helps us apply devel- 

opment cooperation resources in places where 

they can have the greatest impact. 

Bolivia: Construction of erosion protection walls



From a single proJeCt to an entire seCtor 
a Cross-Cutting evaluation oF our sanitation portFolio From 1991 to 2008

Palestinian Territories: Sewage flows into a water treatment pond

In the city of Eldoret in Kenya, the sewage 

disposal project was unable to achieve its 

development objectives. This finding from 

the 2008 evaluation, while not good news, 

is nevertheless useful as it will play a role  

in the design of similar, subsequent pro-

jects. But Eldoret is just one case. What has 

been the success rate among other sanita-

tion projects? Or was the failure of Eldoret 

perhaps caused by factors relevant to the 

sanitation sector as a whole? To help find 

the answers – which can then benefit insti-

tutional learning – more in-depth cross-

cutting evalu ations are a particularly useful 

instrument. These kinds of assessments 

systematically compile the results from ex 

post evaluations conducted over several 

years, identifying deficiencies and initiat-

ing or accelerating processes of change.

In 2009, the evaluation unit studied all projects 

evaluated ex post between 1991 and 2008 pri-

marily or exclusively consisting of investments  

in sanitation. In contrast to the individual Eldoret 

case, this cross-cutting analysis of a total of 25  

projects yielded positive results: an average score 

of 3, corresponding to a school grade of “satis-

factory”. The success rate was 72% (18 success-

ful, 7 unsuccessful).

What factors influenced success?

The set-up of the executing agency was found 

to be one of the factors for success. It became 

evident that projects involving private sector  

participation achieved somewhat better re-

sults: an average grade of 2.4 versus 3.2 for 

exclusively public-run executing agencies. In 

contrast, the location of the project executing 

agency at national, regional or decentralised, 

local community level had no effect on the suc-

cess rating of the included projects. The study 

found the primary cause of success or failure  

to be the political context, which had in some 

cases changed significantly during the project 

phase: private sector participation was restrict-

ed, an embargo hindered the completion of the 

facility, or changes in environmental legislation 

led to increased effort being required for sew-

age treatment. 

Were the project’s performance indicators 

achieved?

The most common project performance indica-

tors were the connection rate to the sanita- 

tion system, in other words, the percentage of 

people discharging their household sewage into 

the central system, and the amount of sewage 

treated by the sewage treatment plants. The 

result was that in 80% of cases, the projected 

connection rate was achieved. However, treat-

ment plant output, as determined during ex post 

evaluations three to five years after the plants 

were put into operation, reached target levels in  

only 56% of cases. These modest results were 

often attributable to improper operation and lack 

of maintenance of treatment plants, although 

most operating units did receive technical sup-

port. Nonetheless, even in the remaining 44% of 

cases, significant treatment output was for the 

most part achieved, benefiting the environment 

in the programme region.

Key financial figures

Operating costs, including maintenance and 

servicing, were completely covered in just under 

two thirds of cases. In successful cases, how-

ever, the results were very positive, bringing the 

average operating cost-coverage ratio (includ-

ing cases under 100%) to 127%.

The particular issue of sewage sludge

As a result of the 2009 cross-cutting sanitation 

analysis, the issue of sewage sludge disposal – a 

specific problem in sanitation projects – is now 

the focus of special attention. Specifically, the 

study showed that even three years after plants 

were put into operation, in some – albeit few – 

cases, there was still no sludge disposal concept 

in place and sludge was being only temporarily 

stored. In most of the cases studied the concept 

was still in preparation or had not yet been set 

in stone. In some cases, these deficiencies led to 

a markdown of the project’s sustainability score. 

As a result, comprehensive, country-wide dis-

cussions were subsequently held in all countries 

with particularly high numbers of sanitation 

projects regarding the development of sewage 

sludge disposal concepts. In addition, on-going 

projects are also working towards the early, 

phased development of appropriate concepts 

adapted to local conditions.



 

systematisation – yes, But not For the priCe oF Creativity
an interview with dr winFried polte,  

Chairman oF the Board oF management oF deg

Winfried Polte joined KfW Entwicklungs-

bank in 1974 as a project manager in the 

Africa division. In 1989, he took over  

as the head of the “Principles of Develop-

ment Cooperation and Ex Post Evalu-

ations” unit of the Strategy Department, 

which he led until 1995. After a stint  

as head of Export and Project Finance, 

in 1997 he was promoted to Senior  

Vice President of the Africa/Middle East 

department. In 1999 he also took on 

responsibility for Latin America. In 2001, 

as Chairman of the Board of Manage-

ment, he transferred to the Deutsche 

Investitions- und Entwicklungsgesells-

chaft mbH (DEG) in Cologne, a subsidiary 

of KfW Bankengruppe that is in charge 

of cooperating with private enterprises in 

developing and transition countries.

The history of evaluation at KfW Entwick-

lungsbank is closely tied to Winfried Polte. 

In 1991, under his direction, the evalu-

ation unit published its first “revolutionary” 

evalu ation report giving equal focus to 

successes and failures. What was Winfried 

Polte’s experience of early systematic evalu-

ation? Where does he see evaluation today? 

And what does he consider important for 

the future? Prof. Dr Eva Terberger, head of 

the FC E evaluation unit, spoke with Mr Polte 

to learn the answers to these questions.

Tell us about your experience of early  

evaluations. What was it like 20 years ago?

It was a cultural breakthrough. The impact of 

projects on the living conditions of the population 

had become a deciding factor in the evaluation 

process. Although solving technical problems was 

an important requirement, it was not a sufficient 

condition for development policy success. This 

view met with a good deal of scepticism within 

the bank. Seasoned colleagues reacted with com-

ments like, “We’ve been working here successfully 

for years with international recognition, and now 

you come and try to make us look bad”.

How did the first evaluation report, which 

caused quite a stir, come about?

When I took over the Strategy Department/

evaluation unit in 1989, I found an existing draft 

report. Besides issues of methodology, it had 

one significant weakness. It was based on only 

60% of completed, evaluated projects from 

1988. I saw a credibility problem there. It was 

not clear why and how these projects had been 

selected. Anybody could have said, “You prob-

ably left out the other 40% because they were 

failures”. It was clear to me that we had to write  

a new report from scratch that encompassed 

all projects. At that time, that still meant evalu-

ating everything by hand. This enormous task 

was taken on by Klaus Glaubitt. And he accom-

plished it extremely well. Before that, however, 

I went to the Managing Board member respon-

sible and said, “The only way I can motivate my 

colleagues is if we publish the results regard-

less of whether they are positive or negative”. 

That was risky – I didn’t know myself what 

the success rate would be like – but the Board 

member agreed.

Today, all ex post evaluations, including 

on-site evaluations, are handled by the 

independent FC E unit. How were they 

managed at the time?

Objectivity, transparency and a systematic ap-

proach were very important from the begin-

ning. External consultants evaluated quantita-

tive and qualitative data from final evaluations 

conducted by the operational departments. The 

1991 evaluation report involved around 17,000 

units of data from 110 projects. The success of  

each project was evaluated using a point scheme. 

This provisional evaluation was then discussed  

by the evaluation unit. In questionable cases, or  

if facts had to be weighted, the evalu ation staff  

often took an even more critical stance than the  

external experts. At the end, the evalu ation unit’s 

final performance rating was also reviewed by a 

financial auditor. If the auditor’s evaluation of the 

project was worse, the auditor’s opinion would 

apply and the results were published.



15

systematisation – yes, But not For the priCe oF Creativity

Performance ratings based on a school 

grades, reviews by a financial auditor – that 

sounds a lot like accountability. Did the goal 

of institutional learning play a role back then 

as well?

Of course. After all, the long-term goal of DC is 

to make ourselves redundant. However, for that 

we must continue to improve. For future meas- 

ures we must clearly learn from the results of 

our evaluations. That’s why in 1990/1991 we 

began to analyse all the final evaluations across 

each sector. As I recall, we analysed the agri-

cultural sector, the energy sector and road con-

struction. In our cross-cutting study, we looked 

at the influence of country-specific conditions 

on the success of our measures. From these 

analyses, conceptual conclusions were drawn – 

technical ones and development policy ones as 

well. We even evaluated the long-term effects, 

in other words, what remains of a project after 

20 years? We also evaluated all railway projects 

in Indonesia on-site, and the results were ex-

tremely favourable – we found that just under 

90% of investments were still being used after 

20 years. In the water sector in Mali, where  

we had expected much lower long-term success,  

we were also pleasantly surprised. 80% of in- 

stallations were still functioning efficiently and  

after 20 years were still contributing to improv-

ing the living conditions of the population. 

Once, in 1995, we even went so far as to look at 

the impact of the whole country-wide pack-

age of FC measures on the macroeconomic 

development of partner countries, based on the 

example of Tunisia.

Did you come to any conclusions? The ques-

tion of why so many successful individual 

measures do not necessarily translate into 

development for the entire country is still 

one of the biggest challenges of evaluation.

Tunisia was a good place to study macroeco-

nomic impact. The country is not too big, at the 

time it had already been a partner country of 

German DC for many years, and the measures 

supported by FC had invested heavily in the 

sectors of agriculture, infrastructure and tour- 

ism. The question was then, had these invest-

ments really paved the way for the country’s 

development? We were able to confirm this in 

some areas. For example, with the support of FC, 

two airports, ferries to the island of Djerba, and 

initially even some hotels were built. These were  

critical drivers of economic development, par-

ticularly for the tourism sector, which is an im-

portant source of revenue for Tunisia. It was also 

evident that structures had been put in place 

for the supply of drinking water to rural areas. 

However, in this country-wide evaluation of all 

FC projects, some negative aspects did come 

to light. Planning quality was sometimes inad-

equate, and some projects were not monitored 

closely enough to be able to make necessary  

corrections during the implementation phase.

What has evaluation accomplished today, 

after 20 years, and what are its challenges 

for the future?

Evaluation today, compared to its beginnings, is 

undoubtedly more systematic. It follows more 

uniform, internationally harmonised standards 

and is altogether more professional and pays 

greater attention to detail. However, along with  

increasingly specific guidelines and greater 

specialisation comes the risk that we will lose 

sight of the bigger issues such as global imbal-

ances. In the search for answers, standardised 

pro cesses can help to only a certain degree. All  

systematisation aside, in evaluation, too, enough 

room has to be allotted for creativity in order 

to find new paths toward answers.

You have been at DEG since 2001. What 

experiences from your time as part of the 

evaluation team at KfW Entwicklungsbank 

did you bring to this position?

In developing the corporate policy project rat-

ing, for example, my ideas and experience from 

my time in evaluation played an influential role. 

For several years now, DEG has evaluated each 

of its investments using a standardised process 

in accordance with developmental and econom-

ic criteria. Corporate policy project ratings have 

so far been adopted by nine other members of 

the European Development Finance Institutions 

(EDFI), which is an association of 16 bilateral de-

velopment institutions which, like DEG, provide 

long-term financing for the private sector in de-

veloping and transition countries. Incidentally, a 

vision which I discussed in my last paper for the 

evaluation unit – namely the interrelationship 

between KfW Entwicklungsbank and European 

cooperation – is to some extent becoming a  

reality in this group. That is, KfW Entwicklungs- 

bank is also using its vast experience to im-

plement EU funds for development cooperation, 

such as in the execution of mandates.



inCreasing suCCess rates
results From 2006, 2007 and 2008
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This report is different from its predeces-

sors. It combines the results of ex post 

evalu ations from 2006, 2007 and 2008. An  

important change in FC evaluation occurred 

during this period. This was based on the 

conclusion that, in our experience from over 

20 years of FC evaluation, the added value 

of ex post evaluation findings tends to  

decrease once many measures of the same 

type have already been evaluated.

Additional findings are primarily to be expect-

ed from cross-cutting evaluations and in-depth 

analyses that focus on specific questions and 

topics. In order to preserve the value of ex post  

evalu ations while at the same time creating  

room for more in-depth analyses, the ex post  

evalu ation requirement for all Financial Co- 

op er a tion projects was lifted in 2007 and 

replaced by a requirement for the evaluation 

of representative random samples. Thus, the 

evaluation results from 2006 in this report 

represent an end to the practice of compre-

hensive ex post evaluations, paving the way for 

a new beginning with the results of sample-

based evaluations from 2007 and 2008. 

The first challenge was selecting a suitable 

sampling method. The traditional strengths of  

FC evaluation were to remain untouched: trans- 

parency through disclosure of success rates, 

accurate representation of the successes and 

failures of all FC measures and systematic find- 

ings based on a representative number of 

evaluated individual cases. Stratified sampling 

guarantees this as it accurately reflects the 

population (representativeness). The results of  

the evaluations can therefore be applied to the 

population from which the sample was taken, 

with a margin of error of less than 10%. The 

continuity of the evaluation results is thus guar- 

anteed. Tables and diagrams retain their tried 

and tested formats, and comparability with pre- 

vious years is ensured.



Results 

In 2006, the last full-survey year, 120 projects  

were evaluated with a total volume of EUR 1.14 

billion. Of those, 94 projects with a volume of 

EUR 957.9 million were classified as successful. 

Based on the number of projects, this corres-

ponds to a success rate of 78%, or 84% based 

on allocated funds. This deviation typically  

occurs as a result of certain individual projects 

requiring a particularly high quantity of funds.  

In 2006, the Rourkela Steel Plant modernisation  

project in India was one such “special case”, re- 

ceiving just over EUR 80 million from FC. Exclud- 

ing this project, the success rate based on the 

volume of finance would have been only 77%  

versus 84%. In the 2007/2008 sample, 88 projects  

completed by the cut-off date of 31 March 2009 

were evaluated, out of a total of 226 projects. 

Here, the success rate was 81% by number of 

projects and 80% by volume of funding.

Success rates for 1988-2006 including 2007/2008 sample

* see Annex (pages 46–49, grey highlights)

Successful (number)

Successful (funding volume)

Successful, sample (number)

Successful, sample (funding volume)

40% 60%20% 80% 100%0%

1988/1989

79.4%

74.5%

1990/1991

73.1%

76.8%

1992/1993

73.2%

1994/1995

69.8%

69.6%

1996/1997

72.8%

75.3%

1998/1999

78.9%

70.4%

2000/2001

71.6%

73.5%

2002/2003

78.3%

74.0%

2004/2005

76.1%

70.6%

2006

83.9%

78.4%

Average 1988–2006

75.1%

73.3%

Sample 2007/2008*

80.1%

80.7%

73.1%



Rating: 1

Flagship projects of an exemplary nature are  

given a rating of 1. In both 2006 and 2007/2008, 

10% of all evaluated projects received this 

grade – the highest rating awarded in evalu-

ation. Based on the volume of finance invested 

they account ed for over 13% in total in 2006, 

but only between 4% and 5% in the 2007/2008 

sample. 34% of projects from the 2006 full 

survey were classified as “good” (rating 2) and 

34% as “satis factory” (rating 3). Results for the 

2007/2008 sample differed slightly, with 33% 

“good” and 37.5% “satisfactory”.

“Below the line”

Just under 22% (26 projects) in 2006 and 

about 19% (17 projects) from the 2007/2008 

sample fell “below the line”. Of these, most 

received a rating of 4, meaning that the results 

were “unsatis factory”. Some positive effects 

were identified; however, these were ultimate-

ly outweighed by the deficiencies. No project 

received a rating of 6. This grade is given to 

projects that produced no benefits or led to a 

deterioration in the situation.

Overall development results for 2006

Number of projects FC volume in EUR millions

Performance Rating Absolute In % Absolute In %

Very good 1 12 10.0 153.8 13.5

Good 2 41 34.2 414.8 36.3

Satisfactory 3 41 34.2 389.3 34.1

Successful 1–3 94 78.4 957.9 83.9

Unsatisfactory despite some positive results 4 17 14.2 125.8 11.0

Inadequate 5 9 7.5 58.4 5.1

Failure 6 0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Unsuccessful 4–6 26 21.6 184.2 16.1

Total 1–6 120 100.0 1.142.1 100.0

Overall development results for the 2007/2008 random sample

Number of projects FC volume in EUR millions

Performance Rating Absolute In % Absolute In %

Very good 1 9 10.2 37.9 4.5

Good 2 29 33.0 326.3 38.7

Satisfactory 3 33 37.5 311.2 36.9

Successful 1–3 71 80.7 675.4 80.1

Unsatisfactory despite some positive results 4 15 17.0 158.3 18.8

Inadequate 5 2 2.3 9.5 1.1

Failure 6 0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Unsuccessful 4–6 17 19.3 167.8 19.9

Total 1–6 88 100.0 843.2 100.0
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Average rating: 3+

The average rating in 2006 was 2.75, represent-

ing a slightly better performance than in previ-

ous years. The same applies to the projects of 

the 2007/2008 evaluation sample, which had an 

average rating of 2.6.

Evaluation based on sub-criteria

The overall assessment of the developmental 

efficacy of projects is based on individual sub-

ratings for different criteria. These are indi- 

vidually weighted and aggregated into an overall 

rating. The criteria of efficiency, effectiveness 

and significance/relevance, in use since 2001,  

were aligned with the five evaluation criteria 

agreed upon by the international donor group  

as part of their harmonisation efforts: relevance, 

effect ive ness, efficiency, overarching develop-

mental impact and sustainability. Sub-ratings 

for 2006 are based on the old criteria, while 

the new criteria were used for the 2007/2008 

evaluations.

In summary: greater success

Overall, the results for 2006 as well as 2007 and 

2008 indicate (albeit preliminarily for the latter 

two, as the sample evaluation has not yet been 

completed) that there are more successful FC 

projects on average than in previous years.

(continued on page 22)

Project evaluation by sub-criteria (2006)

1 2 3 4

Efficiency

3.03

3.24

Effectiveness

2.65

2.91

0

Significance/Relevance

2.56

2.87

2001–2005

2006

Project evaluation by sub-criteria (2007/2008 sample)

Sustainability

2.73

Overall impact

2.64

Efficiency

2.86

Effectiveness

2.53

Relevance

2.14

1 2 3 40

2007/2008 sample



stratiFiCation For improved representativeness
the stratiFied random sampling method

How do we gain additional knowledge from 

evalu ations without investing more re-

sources? This has only been possible by lift-

ing the requirement to evaluate the impact 

of all FC projects and replacing it in 2007 

with the requirement to conduct evalu ations 

based on a representative sample. Since only 

about half of all projects are now evalu-

ated, freed-up capacity can be dedicated to 

conducting more in-depth, supplementary 

analyses. However, the key to increasing the 

potential for findings lies in the sampling 

method. The sample must represent the 

totality of evaluable projects as accurately 

as possible so that the value of the data is 

not diminished.

The process that guarantees representative-

ness is random sampling. Only through random 

sampling can the selection of a distorted sam-

ple be avoided. While other potential selection 

criteria, such as financing volume, specific re-

gion, specific sector or time period, may in fact 

deliver interesting evaluation findings, they do 

not allow for inferences regarding the popu-

lation of completed projects as a whole. For 

example, projects with large financing volumes 

might receive greater attention in their imple-

mentation than small projects and thus be more 

successful on average. Projects in specific re-

gions or sectors could also be more successful 

than other projects due to better overall condi-

tions, making them non-representative.

Random sampling guarantees continuity

Random sampling also guarantees the continu-

ity of the evaluation tradition at KfW Entwick-

lungsbank. As samples offer the most accurate 

representation possible of the totality of evalu-

able projects, sample results can be interpreted 

in the same manner as the results from the 

whole population of projects of the previous 

years, allowing data from past evaluation reports 

to continue to be used. The success of the total 

population of all projects can be estimated based 

on the success rate of the evaluated samples. 

Estimation – unlike a full survey – is subject to 

errors: the bigger the sample, the smaller the 

probability of error. However, the probability of 

estimation errors is not reduced in direct pro-

portion to the size of the sample. Rather, the 

more projects there are that have already been 

evaluated, the less new information is offered  

by subsequent evaluations that could further  

reduce the margin for errors. Herein lies the 

appeal and informative value of random sam-

pling. For example, if 100 to 120 evaluable 

projects take place per year, a random sample 

size is selected that reduces the margin of error 

over two combined years to around 10%, or 

5% over three years.

Stratification increases estimation accuracy

The representativeness of the sample can be 

increased through stratified random sampling. 

Stratification involves pre-sorting all projects 

for evaluation by specific criteria. All units within 

a stratum should be as similar as possible (in-

ternal homogeneity). On the other hand, strata 

should differ from one another as much as pos- 

sible (external heterogeneity) and be clearly 

distinguishable. A random sample is then drawn 

from each stratum.

Optimal stratification by sector

Compared to traditional random sampling, strati-

fied random sampling allows a smaller sample 

size to be selected without increasing the margin 

of error. However, this requires optimal stratifi-

cation. To determine which criteria are the most 

meaningful for this purpose, FC E examined three 

criteria for suitability: sectors, regions and FC 

volumes. A look back at the evaluation results 

from 1998 to 2005 revealed the answer to be 

stratification by sector. Since then, FC projects 

are assigned to clearly defined sectors for evalu-

ation: education, water/sanitation, transport, 

health care, agriculture/protection of natural re-

sources, energy, finance and multi-sector/other 

projects. A random generator then selects half of 

all projects from each sector stratum.

21

2007 and 2008 samples

The 2007 sample comprised a total of 61 projects. 

These were randomly selected from a stratified  

total population of 116 projects classified as 

evaluable. For 2008, 58 projects out of 110 were 

selected. From this total of 119 sample projects 

from both years, 88 had already been finally 

evaluated by the end of March 2009. These 88 

projects, which were also examined for system-

atic distortions, represent both the total sample 

as well as the entirety of underlying projects. 

The 31 sample projects that remain outstanding 

are still undergoing evaluation.
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Success factor: less risk?

Each FC project is classified into one of four risk 

categories ex ante, i. e. before the project begins. 

Classification is based on the expected probabil-

ity of success at the time of project appraisal. A 

lower risk category represents a high probability 

of success and vice versa. An FC E analysis of all 

projects evaluated ex post since 1988 that were 

assigned ex ante to risk categories 1 to 4 confirms 

the quality of risk estimation at project start. 

An average of ten years later, there is a highly 

significant correlation between risk classification 

prior to project start and the ex post classifica-

tion as “successful” or “unsuccessful”. 

Despite this correlation between high risk and 

low success, it would be a mistake to concen-

trate only on projects with a minimal degree of 

risk. For one, it is the task of FC to take on risks 

in developing countries that private investors 

are unwilling to bear. Secondly, projects initially 

classified as high-risk, such as innovative pilot 

projects, could be particularly effective ex post 

if they are successfully implemented. However, 

the correlation between risk classification and 

project success shows that ex ante risk must 

be taken into account in the interpretation of 

success rates.

Is the relatively high success rate in the report-

ing period 2006-2008 attributable then to the 

lower risk of the evaluated projects? The aver-

age ex ante risk classification of the evaluated 

portfolio gives no indication of this. It approxi-

mately equals the average risk classification of 

evaluated projects in previous reporting periods.

Evaluated portfolio by sector

FC funds in % (2007/2008 sample) 

Number of projects in % (2006) 

Social infrastructure

Economic infrastructure

Financial sector 

Production sector

Suprasectoral/structural aid

33% 34% 12% 13% 8%

Number of projects in % (2007/2008 sample) 
51% 13% 18% 7% 11%

FC funds in % (2006) 
27% 44% 6% 19% 4%

44% 28% 14% 7% 7%

40% 60%20% 80% 100%0%

Are sector differences factors for success?

The sectoral breakdown of the portfolio does 

show differences compared to previous years. 

For instance, the proportion of social infra-

structure projects grew significantly. From 

1988 to 2006, they averaged about a quarter 

of all projects and in 2006 about a third. In the 

2007/2008 sample, this proportion grew to 

more than half. On the other hand, the propor-

tion of economic infrastructure projects fell 

sharply, from nearly 40% of evaluated projects 

from 1988 to 2006 to only 13% for 2007/2008 

sample projects. The focus since 2000 on the 

Millennium Development Goals, particularly 

the goal to halve poverty by 2015, has resulted 

in a major increase – both relative and abso-

lute – in social infrastructure projects. Since 

the impacts of a project can only be observed 

once it is technically completed, these efforts 

by the BMZ are reflected in the ex post evalu-

ation portfolio eight to ten years later.
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What effects could the shift toward more social  

infrastructure have on the measurement of 

project success? One thing is clear: success 

rates differ significantly from sector to sector.  

Yet these differences are less common in higher 

level sectors such as economic or social infra-

structure than in sub-sectors. Within social 

infrastructure, for instance, the education sec-

tor typically has higher-than-average success 

rates. In contrast, the agriculture and produc-

tion sectors tend to perform below average. 

The above average success rate in the report-

ing period seems likely to be down to the water 

sector. Water sector projects, which have the 

highest financing volumes within the social in-

frastructure sector, performed far better than 

the past average with an 88% success rate in 

2006 and 82.5% in the 2007/2008 sample.

Evaluated portfolio by region

FC funds in % (2007/2008 sample) 

Number of projects in % (2006) 

Sub-Saharan Africa

Asia/Oceania

Europe/Caucasus

Latin America

North Africa/Middle East

38% 35% 5% 14% 8%

Number of projects in % (2007/2008 sample) 
55% 15% 11% 8% 11%

FC funds in % (2006) 
32% 46%  3% 9% 10%

40% 24% 7% 6% 23%

40% 60%20% 80% 100%0%

Why are some sectors more successful?

Why do success rates differ among different 

sectors? And why was the water sector more 

successful during the reporting period than 

in previous years? To answer these questions, 

more in-depth analyses are needed in which 

the results of ex post evaluations from several 

years are systematically compared. 



Regional breakdown

In the 2007/2008 sample, Sub-Saharan Africa  

accounted for the largest proportion of projects:  

55% by number of projects and 40% by allo- 

cated financing volume. A statistical test shows,  

however, that in the regional breakdown for 

the reporting period, i. e. 2006 and 2007/2008 

combined, no significant deviations compared 

to previous periods can be detected. Therefore, 

higher success rates cannot be attributed to 

geographic location. In fact, success rates in 

Sub-Saharan Africa are lower than the long-

term average among other regions.

Success factor: water sector

One of the primary influencing factors behind 

the high success rate was the above-average 

performance of the water sector. However, 

longer-term and more in-depth studies will be 

required (like those discussed in the following 

section) to be certain whether this is a short-

term, coincidental development or a trend. The 

fact that additional in-depth studies are pos-

sible is due to the wealth of information and 

experience collected by KfW Entwicklungsbank 

since 1988 through ex post evaluations of over 

1,800 projects.

Total results by sector

2006 2007/2008 sample

Sectors Total* Successful Success rate Total* Successful Success rate

Social infrastructure
– Education
– Health care
–  Population policy/programmes and  

reproductive health
–  Water supply and sanitation/waste 

management
– State and civil society
– Other social infrastructure and services

310.9 
42.9 
11.8 
47.3 

167.3 
     

2.4 
39.2

255.7 
36.2 
6.0 

32.3 

147.3 

2.4 
31.5

82.3% 
84.3% 
51.1% 
68.4% 

88.0% 

100.0% 
80.4%

374.2 
78.2 
29.6 
25.7 

217.2 

- 
23.6

322.5 
78.2 
26.9 
19.3

 
179.2 

- 
18.9

86.2% 
100.0% 
90.8% 
75.1% 

82.5% 

-% 
80.0%

Economic infrastructure
– Transport and storage
– Communication
– Energy generation and supply

504.6 
137.7 
54.7 

312.2

422.5 
83.5 
54.7 

284.3

74.1% 
60.7% 

100.0% 
91.1%

236.2 
66.6 

- 
169.5

149.0 
45.3 

- 
103.7

63.1% 
68.0% 

-% 
61.2%

Financial sector
– Finance
– Trade and tourism

65.6 
65.5 

-

63.4 
63.4 

-

96.6% 
96.6% 

-%

118.6 
104.6 
14.0

116.8 
102.8 
14.0

98.5% 
98.2% 

100.0%

Production sector
– Agriculture, forestry and fisheries
–  Manufacturing, natural resources and 

mining, construction

214.1 
132.9 
81.2

177.5 
96.3 
81.2

82.9% 
72.5% 

100.0%

55.2 
55.2 

-

35.3 
35.3 

-

64.0% 
64.0% 

-%

Suprasectoral/structural aid 47.0 38.8 82.6% 59.0 51.8 87.8%

Total 1.142.2 957.9 83.9% 843.2 675.4 80.1%

* FC volume in EUR millions 
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less hesitanCe to use Condoms among youth
Cameroon: soCial marketing oF Condoms to prevent hiv/aids

Cameroon: Vendor stand with condom advertisement

In order to achieve the overall objective of 

halting the increase in the HIV infection rate 

or even decreasing it, the people of Camer - 

oon needed to be educated about the use 

of condoms to prevent the transmission of 

HIV/AIDS and supplied with affordable, high-

quality condoms. In addition a sustainable, 

private-sector distribution system needed 

to be set up. The results of the 2008 ex post 

evaluation, three years after the completion 

of the FC project in Cameroon, clearly showed 

the project to be a success. During the course 

of the project, from 2001 to 2005, a total of  

78 million condoms were sold, versus an ex- 

pected 65 million. This was just one of the 

reasons why the evaluators gave the “Social 

Marketing for the Prevention of HIV/AIDS” 

programme a rating of 1.

The programme involved the continuation and 

topping-up in 2001 of an existing campaign. 

The Cameroonian non-governmental organisa-

tion ACMS (Association Camerounaise de Mar-

keting Social) was responsible for implementing 

and operating the programme. KfW Entwick-

lungsbank invested a total of EUR 4.3 million to 

co-finance the cost of condoms, vehicles, office 

equipment, material for information campaigns 

and the expansion of the sales network as well 

as research studies on user profiles, pricing and 

the effectiveness of the distribution system. 

The results showed that condom use became 

much more widespread as a result of increased 

availability. Since 2000, the HIV prevalence rate 

in Cameroon has dropped from around 6.2% 

to 5.1% (2007). This is at least partly due to 

the project, even if a precise calculation of its 

impact is impossible. The boost to birth control 

is more a by-product of the project, as con-

dom marketing is geared solely towards HIV, 

and condoms continue to be used primarily for 

extra marital sexual intercourse. Nevertheless, 

the number of children per woman did drop 

slightly from 5.2 to 5 children. The marketing 

campaign included the “100% Jeune” youth 

initiative. Its magazine is the second most-read 

print medium in the country. The programme 

also uses youth groups, radio broadcasts, post-

ers, T-shirts and television commercials to de-

liver its message. Three additional promotional 

campaigns were intended to – and continue to – 

combat resistance against condom use. 

The impact and sustainability of this education-

al initiative are evidenced by the presence of 

commercial condom brands, indicating the suc- 

cessful opening of the condom market, also in 

rural areas. Particularly among young people, 

there is now less resistance to use condoms; as 

a result, condom usage has increased. Overall, 

this constitutes a very positive result for this  

social marketing project that has exceeded ex-

pectations. Its success is not diminished by the 

fact that the campaign – like any other form of  

health care education – requires continuous sup- 

port. Educational campaigns are characterised 

by their need to be continuously repeated for new  

generations of youth in order to make an impact. 
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hard-Fought suCCess with many oBstaCles
honduras: supporting the soCial investment Fund

Honduras: Children waiting to receive food

Standpipes for drinking water, latrines, 

small bridges and roads and, most import-

antly, classrooms for children: providing 

the inhabitants of the poorest and most 

isolated regions of the country with social 

infrastructure is the purpose behind the 

Honduran Social Investment Fund (FHIS). 

This government institution was created 

in 1990 and has been supported since its  

inception by German Financial Cooper-

ation. From 1998 to 2000, and in a second 

phase from 2000 to 2004, KfW Entwick-

lungsbank provided the FHIS with a total 

of EUR 12.8 million in funding.

The objective of the project to improve living 

conditions and income opportunities for poorer 

population groups had to be adjusted after a  

natural disaster hit the region in October 1998. 

The devastation left behind by Hurricane Mitch  

required an emergency response. Quickly rebuild- 

ing urgently needed infrastructure destroyed 

by Mitch became the top priority. Only later, in 

the follow-up project that lasted from 2000 to  

2004, did the focus shift towards providing poor 

and extremely poor people with better access 

to well-functioning social and economic infra-

structure facilities. An additional objective was 

to ensure the involvement of municipal gov-

ernments and self-help organisations for user 

groups in preparing, operating and maintaining 

the facilities. 

Three years after both phases were completed, 

KfW Entwicklungsbank evaluated the devel-

opmental efficacy of these projects. Are the 

newly built facilities being used? Have individ-

ual projects also shown lasting effects? More 

specifically, have learning conditions and learn-

ing performance among children improved? Is 

clean water still flowing from taps years after 

completion? And what is the state of health of 

the people? 

The results of the evaluation show just how thin 

the line between success and failure can be. For 

the 1998 to 2000 phase, the evaluators gave 

the project an overall rating of 3, or “satisfac- 

tory”. The subsequent phase lasting until 2004 

received only a 4, or “unsatisfactory”. The main 

reason for this difference was the unsatisfac-

tory quality of school-based education – despite 

new classrooms. 

Children were able to return to school quickly 

after the hurricane, and the number of primary 

schools during phase 2 increased significantly. 

However, this quantitative improvement, ac-

cording to the results of the evaluation, did not 

translate into better education for children, as 

the scope and quality of teaching left much to 

be desired. According to the evaluation report, 

the poor quality of teaching should have been 

recognised in advance and addressed during  

the course of the project in cooperation with the 

Honduran Ministry of Education by providing 

appropriate support. This deficiency in planning 

had a greater impact on the second phase’s 

“unsatisfactory” rating than in the first phase,  

which, given the circumstances, was more geared  

toward providing emergency aid. 

The evaluation also uncovered deficiencies in the  

maintenance and upkeep of newly built latrines 

and standpipes. In some cases, the culprit was 

a lack of funds or poor long-term training of 

maintenance and operations personnel. In prin-

ciple, however, even here some positive effects 

were seen. The new water supply facilities save 

women in particular up to two hours per day and 

family health has also improved.
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overall assessment: “Clearly inadequate”
Jordan: estaBlishing an environmental loan Fund For small and medium-sized enterprises

Jordan: Human and environmental hazards

“Environmental credit lines are a useful  

accompanying measure in implementing a 

country’s environmental policy goals, but 

only if environmental legislation is already 

in place in that country, including compli-

ance monitoring and sanctions for viola-

tions”. This conclusion from the 2007 ex post 

evaluation – albeit expressed positively for  

other projects of this type – is indicative of 

the final results of the evaluation: “In sum-

mary, we find the overall developmental effi- 

cacy of the project to be clearly inadequate”.

In 1996, KfW Entwicklungsbank gave a EUR 2.17 

million grant to the Jordanian Industrial Devel-

opment Bank (IDB) to establish a loan fund. The 

new fund was to be used to provide commercial 

enterprises with loans at favourable rates for 

investments in environmental conservation 

projects in order to reduce pollutant emissions  

and the associated hazards to people and the 

environment. The project received a rating of 5 as  

the demand for environmental loans fell far short 

of expectations. Consequently, funding com-

mitments were cut by a third to EUR 1.5 million 

and ultimately the project was discontinued. 

After nearly 10 years, only 19 environmental 

loans for emissions reduction and energy effi-

ciency had been granted to small and medium-

sized enterprises. 

The primary objective of the project, i. e. to 

promote the protection of the environment and 

resources through the new financial product 

“Loans for Investments in Environmental Pro-

tection”, was not met. There were only isolated 

positive environmental effects from individual, 

funded projects. No new structures were put  

in place and there were no high impact or even 

model projects to incite other firms make en-

vironmental investments. The project was also 

unsuccessful in implementing for the long  

term a new financial product – environmental  

finance in Jordan. Over the course of the pro-

ject, many borrowers fell significantly behind 

with their loan payments. 

As a result, the project’s performance indicator 

for proper repayment was not met. The evalu-

ators also attributed the failure to the project 

design itself. Jordan’s willingness to quickly 

implement environmental legislation had been 

overestimated. This necessary condition for 

success was established many years later than ex- 

pected. Environmental polluters went unsuper-

vised and unpenalised by the authorities. Positive 

incentives for environmental investments, such 

as tax relief, were not created. Low interest rates 

alone were not enough to encourage environ-

mental investments.



new approaChes in evaluation
making use oF quantitative methods
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20 years after KfW Entwicklungsbank began 

conducting systematic evaluations, methods 

for empirical social research are offering new  

options for evaluating the developmental im- 

pact of FC projects. Two examples from the 

practice of evaluation show how and under 

what conditions statistical methods can shed 

light on factors that escape detection even 

under critical examination.

Traditionally, impact analyses have been largely 

based on the opinions of experts who examine 

the effects of measures on the ground, collect-

ing information, comparing actual and target 

values and rating their development policy suc-

cess. However, this proven method for evaluat- 

ing success can sometimes be expanded, though 

not replaced, by applying quantitative methods 

used in social research, opening up new possi-

bilities for evaluating FC projects. By using stat-

istical techniques, the impact of measures on  

target groups can be isolated from other influ- 

encing factors and measured relatively precisely. 

However, at least one prerequisite must be ful-

filled in order for such quantitative methods 

to be used: a wealth of data or similar cases is 

needed in order to filter out which develop-

ments are attributable to the FC measure and 

which are the result of other factors such as  

political or economic conditions. This require- 

ment is rarely met. Also, in many cases, al-

though data collection would be possible, it 

would be disproportionately expensive. Expert 

opinion will thus retain its traditional role in 

future FC evaluations. The new, purely statistic-

al methods will be used supplementarily and 

only in selected cases.

India: Research conducted in a lab

The two examples below show how these 

methods can improve KfW Entwicklungsbank’s 

evaluations and lead to new findings. The first 

example involves determining the impact of the 

so-called “Africa effect” on the success of FC 

projects. It shows how statistical processes help 

bolster the wealth of information collected over 

20 years of continuous ex post evaluations of 

more than 1,800 FC measures using a standard-

ised process. 

The second example represents a current, on-

going cooperation between the evaluation unit 

of the Dutch Foreign Ministry, IOB (Inspectie 

Ontwikkelingssamenwerking en Beleidsevaluatie),  

and the evaluation department of the Federal 

Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Devel-

opment (BMZ), with participation by FC E. It in-

volves collecting large amounts of data through 

household surveys in order to measure the ef-

fects of improved drinking water and sanitation 

facilities in rural Benin.



seeing more than meets the eye
statistiCal proCesses unCover the “aFriCa eFFeCt” in FC proJeCts

Even if world poverty could be cut in half 

by 2015 – one continent would remain of 

concern: Africa. In fact, our potential for 

successfully achieving the most important 

Millennium Goal is largely based on devel-

opment in Asia. Africa, however, and Sub-

Saharan Africa in particular, continue to 

fall short of hopes and expectations despite 

all efforts. There is even isolated talk of a 

lost continent or at least a lost decade for 

Africa. A certain “Africa effect” seems to be 

hampering development.

But is there really such a thing as the “Africa 

effect”? Several Africa-specific factors have in  

fact been identified, including its colonial past, 

the effects of which continue to a limited ex- 

tent to have a bearing through today, and geo-

graphic conditions. Its raw material wealth has 

provided a greater incentive for exploiting nat-

ural resources than for promoting long-term  

economic development. The climate, which pro- 

vides favourable conditions for illnesses such 

as malaria, is also to blame. Last but not least, 

the location and topography of individual coun- 

tries, an unusually high number of which have 

no access to the sea, result in long and expen- 

sive transport routes. 

Regional constraints?

Are these factors also impacting the success 

of FC measures in Africa? Is the mere fact that 

a development project takes place in Africa an 

indicator of its limited success? A look at the 

evidence does in fact confirm the existence of 

an “Africa effect”. 

As shown in an initial analysis of all projects 

evaluated ex post from 1988 to 2008, the suc-

cess rate of FC projects in Africa is the lowest  

of any region. A statistical review confirms this  

finding: the success rate2 of FC projects in Sub-

Saharan Africa is indeed significantly lower than 

the success rate of measures in Eastern Europe 

or Asia. It is highly unlikely that the lower African 

success rate is pure coincidence.

Regional success rates (FC volumes) 1988-2008

Sub-Saharan Africa

68.0%

MENA

71.0%

Europe/Caucasus

73.8%

Asia

81.6%

Latin America

81.3%

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%0

2  The probability of success in the probit regression model used here is represented by a binary variable. Therefore, only 
two classifications are possible: 1 = “successful” and 0 = “unsuccessful”. The coefficients indicate the marginal effect 
of the explanatory variables on the probability of success.
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These results, if accurate, would be quite sober-

ing, as they imply that all development efforts  

will suffer from the negative impact of the “Af-

rica effect” regardless of whether they involve 

improving the drinking water supply, expand-

ing the road network or rural roads or building 

schools or health stations.

Another possibility is that sectors, and not re- 

gions, are associated with negative results. Could 

perhaps the make-up of the project portfolio 

be responsible for poor performance in Africa? 

The answer could be yes, as a particularly large 

number projects in Africa are implemented in 

difficult sectors such as agriculture. However, a  

more in-depth analysis, again using quantita-

tive methods, reveals that the “Africa effect” re-

mains. The sectoral make-up of African projects 

can therefore not be solely responsible for their 

significantly lower success rate.

Regions

Probability of success1 Coefficient (Standard error) Significance2

Sub-Saharan Africa -0.1105 (0.0504) **

MENA -0.2043 (0.0657) ***

Asia/Oceania -0.0564 (0.0541)

Latin America -0.0545 (0.0617)

1 Control group: Europe
2   Significance: 

* slightly significant (10% level) 
** significant (5% level) 
*** highly significant (1% level)

Interpretation: Projects in Sub-Saharan Africa tend to show a lower probability of success (about -11 percentage points)  
than projects in the control region of Europe. These results are significant at the 5% level.

Underlying conditions as an inhibiting factor

What, then, leads to the poor performance of 

measures in Sub-Saharan Africa? Perhaps it is 

not regional specifics that hamper success but 

the region’s lower developmental state in itself, 

as manifested in lower per capita income, lower  

life expectancy and frequently also higher birth  

rates. In order to get a clear view of the base-

line conditions in a country, be it in Africa, Asia,  

Latin America or Eastern Europe, the body of  

data must be significantly expanded. This means  

adding relevant country-specific data on fac-

tors such as living conditions, the economic and 

political situation and democratic participation 

that, alongside the regional data, may have an 

impact on project success.

Regions and sectors

Probability of success1 Coefficient (Standard error) Significance2

Sub-Saharan Africa -0.1353 (0.0493) ***

MENA -0.2032 (0.0649) ***

Asia/Oceania -0.0643 (0.0532)

Latin America -0.0855 (0.0631)

Social infrastructure -0.1168 (0.0558) **

Economic infrastructure -0.1385 (0.0490) ***

Production sector -0.2893 (0.0605) ***

1 Control group: Europe, projects in the suprasectoral/structural aid sector
2  Significance: 

* slightly significant (10% level) 
** significant (5% level) 
*** highly significant (1% level)

Interpretation: Projects in the social infrastructure sector have an approximately 11.7% lower probability of success than 
projects in the suprasectoral/structural aid control sector. Regions outside of Europe, particularly MENA and Sub-Saharan 
Africa, continue to show a much lower success rate.



Senegal: Mobile communications
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The “Africa effect” is disappearing

The results show that the “Africa effect” is dis-

appearing. Differences from the success rates of 

other regions are not significant and therefore 

non-conclusive. The alleged “Africa effect” is 

limited to factors that are only – if at all – indir-

ectly related to geography. The success rates of 

measures in Latin American or Asian countries 

do not differ significantly from those of African 

countries of equal developmental status. What 

can be learned from this in terms of designing 

Financial Cooperation measures? There is no 

specific “Africa effect”, but there probably is a 

significant negative impact on project success 

caused by the precarious living conditions of 

the population. However, in positive terms, this 

also means that the developmental successes 

that we achieve amid difficult underlying con-

ditions simultaneously create a basis for future 

developmental successes.

Regions and sectors including development stage

Probability of success1 Coefficient (Standard error) Significance4

Sub-Saharan Africa 0.0571 (0.0682)

MENA -0.0841 (0.0759)

Asia/Oceania 0.0802 (0.0526)

Latin America -0.0119 (0.0673)

Social infrastructure -0.1345 (0.0569) **

Economic infrastructure -0.1421 (0.0493) ***

Production sector -0.2855 (0.0618) ***

GDP per capita 0.0002 (0.0000) **

Life expectancy 0.0081 (0.0025) ***

Fertility2 -0.0196 (0.0474)

Political rights3 -0.0229 (0.0081) ***

Excerpt from: “Econometric Analysis of Success Factors behind FC Projects”

1 Control group: Europe, projects in the suprasectoral/structural aid sector
2  The quadratic effects of fertility were also considered. 
3 T he “political rights” variable is an index that classifies the existence of political rights on a scale of 1 to 7,  
with 1 being the highest possible score.

4  Significance: 
* slightly significant (10% level) 
** significant (5% level) 
*** highly significant (1% level)

Interpretation: The additional, non-project-related variables represent the developmental state of a country. When used 
to explain the success of a project, the degree of influence of the Sub-Saharan Africa and MENA regions drops sharply. 
Both regions now prove to be no longer significant in terms of probability of success.

This section contains excerpts from “Econometric 

Analysis of Success Factors behind FC Projects”. 

The complete analysis, written by Gunhild Berg, 

a PhD candidate in the FC evaluation unit, and 

conducted under the academic supervision of  

Prof. Dr Eva Terberger, studies the impact of 

different factors on the success of FC projects 

with a focus on factors outside the projects 

themselves. The complete analysis is available 

upon request.
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what are the BeneFits oF a water pump in Benin? quantitative 
guest ContriBution By proF. dr isaBel günther, swiss Federal institute oF teChnology (eth), zuriCh

methods For impaCt analyses in development Cooperation

Prof. Dr Isabel Günther

Benin: Analysing water quality

“Has our aid been effective and significant?”  

That is one of the questions posed by an im- 

pact analysis. In the analysis presented here, 

the primary question is: “How have the con- 

struction of wells and the installation of water 

pumps improved the living conditions of the 

population?” A simple “before and after” 

comparison does not provide the answer. 

The evaluation concept behind a large-scale 

analysis being conducted in rural Benin – a 

collaboration between the BMZ evaluation 

department , with participation by FC E and 

the evaluation unit of the Dutch Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs, the IOB – shows how the 

impact of a water pump on development  

can be isolated using quantitative methods.

Since 1998 the BMZ, in cooperation with other 

bilateral and multilateral donors, has sup-

ported the Government of Benin in improving 

rural water supply. The BMZ provides an aver- 

age of EUR 8 million per year for this purpose 

through KfW Entwicklungsbank. The PADEAR 

drinking water programme in rural Benin is 

now being evaluated to assess the effective-

ness of this support. The programme uses 

village pumps or public taps to better sup-

ply the rural population with drinking water. 

The installation of community water pumps 

is intended to improve access to clean, safe 

drinking water and increase its consumption, 

ultimately helping improve the health and 

quality of life of the population.
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guest ContriBution By proF. dr isaBel günther, swiss Federal institute oF teChnology (eth), zuriCh

what are the BeneFits oF a water pump in Benin? quantitative methods For impaCt analyses in development Cooperation

Impact evaluations

What impact does the construction of wells, 

including installation of water pumps, have on  

the population of Benin? How many more people 

now have access to drinking water as a result? 

How have water quality and quantity been im- 

proved? How much time is being saved, particu-

larly for women in Benin, who must often set 

aside several hours a day to reach the nearest 

water source? How many children have the 

chance to attend school as a result? How many 

cases of diarrhoea can be prevented with the 

new wells, and how many human lives are being 

saved thanks to this actually quite simple meas-

ure? These questions are all part of the impact 

analysis of a project. Impact-based evaluations 

do not focus on the question of “Was a water 

pump built (through an efficient use of funds)?” 

but on the developmentally relevant effects of 

the well. At the centre of this lies the question 

of “How has the pump improved living condi-

tions for the population?” However, how can it 

be proven beyond doubt which changes in living 

conditions are a direct result of the installation 

of wells and water pumps as part of the PADEAR 

programme? The difficulty of an impact ana-

lysis lies in proving causal relationships between 

interventions and improved living conditions for 

the population.

Benin‘s national water strategy

This small, West African country 

with a population of 8 million 

people is one of the world’s poor-

est countries. In 2007, one third  

of the population lived on less 

than USD 1 per day. The mortal-

ity rate of children under five was 

14.8%. Although most villagers 

 in the south of the country do at  

least have access to sufficient  

water, poor water quality is a prob- 

lem affecting the entire nation. 

In 2006, more than half the rural 

population (53%) obtained its 

drinking water from watering holes, 

streams and traditional wells. To 

change this, the Government of 

Benin adopted a national strategy 

in 1992 to improve rural drinking 

water supply. One of the pro-

grammes within this strategy is 

PADEAR (Programme d’Assistance 

au Développement du Secteur de  

l‘Alimentation en Eau Potable et de 

l’Assainissement en Milieu Rural).

Methodical approaches to the impact 

analysis –“before and after” or “with versus 

without”?

One obvious option for obtaining a result is to 

conduct a “before and after” or “with versus 

without” comparison. In the first case, for ex- 

ample, health statistics prior to installing a pump 

are compared with health statistics after instal- 

lation. The main problem here is that other in-

fluencing factors, such as rising food prices, can 

simultaneously impact the health of the popu-

lation. In the second case, villages with pumps 

are compared to those without one. Here, the 

problem is that villages that work actively with  

development organisations on water supply may  

be more active in other areas as well, such as  

hygiene. Neither method is able to clearly distin- 

guish the impact of a village pump from other 

influencing factors, making erroneous conclu-

sions possible. 

In order to measure the precise impact of wells 

and water pumps, a comparison would really 

need to be made of the same population at the 

same point in time both with and without a 
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pump. However, since this is not realistically pos-

sible, various quantitative methods can be used 

to approximate this counterfactual scenario as 

closely as possible. To do this, two things are 

needed: a sufficient amount of development-

relevant data and the selection of a suitable 

control group of maximum similarity but with- 

out a water pump. Based on this control group, 

changes resulting from the construction of a 

water pump in a village can be measured rela-

tively precisely.

Benin: Water pump

From medical research: the randomised 

experiment

The best procedure for finding a suitable con-

trol group would be a randomised experiment. 

It assigns villages randomly to either the de-

velopment project (in our case, the installation 

of a pump) or to a control group that receives 

no pump. If the principle of random sampling 

is followed and the number of test and control 

groups is large enough, the impact of a pump 

– on the health of the population, for example –  

can be directly determined by comparing aver-

age values for villages with and without a pump. 

This principle is borrowed from clinical studies. 

In order to test the efficacy of new medications, 

patients are randomly assigned to either a treat- 

ment or a placebo. Randomised experiments, how- 

ever, are not suitable for all development projects, 

as often specific (and not random) population 

groups need to be reached. They are also only 

suitable for those development programmes 

that represent a clear intervention at individual 

or community level. Political, ethical or logistical 

considerations can also make the random allo-

cation of a development measure inappropri-

ate. Several quasi-experimental procedures are 

available as alternatives. For one, these are in-

tended to ensure that enough data are collected 

during a programme to allow for statistically 

robust conclusions. Secondly, they are meant to  

guarantee that comparison villages that will ul- 

timately be used to draw specific conclusions 

regarding the impact of a measure are as similar 

as possible to the project villages.

Evaluation design in Benin

To analyse the impact of the PADEAR pro-

gramme in rural Benin, one such quasi-experi-

mental design was selected. Not all villages that  

applied for the installation of a community water 

pump can be immediately equipped with a well 

and pump. Based on this fact, a suitable, very 

similar control group could be selected. 300 vil- 

lages were chosen, of which half were to receive 

a water pump in 2009, the other half in 2010. 

The 2009 villages are the so-called interven-

tion group, while the 2010 villages were defined 

as the control group. By the beginning of 2010, 

the 2009 villages will already have drinking  

water connections but the 2010 villages will not, 
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allowing the latter to serve as the control group 

for data collected at the start of 2010. They are 

comparable with intervention villages because 

both village groups applied for a water pump at 

the same time and both have a similar interest 

in improving the infrastructure of their villages.  

Care is also taken to ensure that villages to be 

analysed at a later date have a similar popula-

tion size and structure, a comparable geograph-

ic location and infrastructure as well as similar 

baseline economic conditions. 

Development-relevant data are collected both 

before the intervention (baseline study) and  

after (follow-up study) in both intervention and 

control villages. This double collection is neces-

sary in all villages in order to filter out other 

factors that could have improved water quan-

tity, water quality, the health of the population, 

etc. The contribution of a water pump toward 

improving quality of life can then be calculated 

in accordance with the “double difference” 

method, in which – following double data col-

lection – the changes observed between 2009 

and 2010 among control groups are subtracted 

from those found among intervention villages. 

In June 2008, a questionnaire was drawn up 

with the help of our partners in Benin focusing  

on questions regarding water quantity and 

quality, water costs, the use of different water 

sources as well as water transport and stor-

age, project satisfaction, sick days and health 

care costs. Ten households per village were 

surveyed. In all, 3,000 households were studied 

across three important regions of Benin. 

Baseline data collection took place in February 

2009. The Institut Régional de Santé Publique 

of the Université d’Abomey-Calavi in Benin 

was responsible for carrying out the survey in 

co oper ation with 60 students. Biological and 

chemical water analyses on household water 

sources and water containers were conducted 

by the Laboratoire IMPETUS in Parakou, Benin. 

The Swiss Federal Institute of Technology (ETH) 

in Zurich and the Amsterdam International 

Institute for Development (AIID), contracted 

by the Dutch and German evaluation units, are 

in charge of management and data analysis. A 

follow-up survey will be conducted in February 

2010. The results of the study should be avail-

able in July 2010.

Recommendations for future projects

By using the evaluation concept described above, 

we expect reliable answers to questions such 

as “Was the project effective?” (“Did it have a 

positive impact?”) and “Were the results sig-

nificant?” (“How extensive was this impact?”). 

It is, however, at least equally important to 

understand why a water pump was or was not 

effective and under which circumstances a big-

ger or smaller impact was seen. In order to an-

swer the questions of “why” and “under which 

circumstances”, besides relevant development 

target figures, data on more than 50 additional 

socio-economic factors (such as education or 

household hygiene practices) and environmen-

tal factors (such as precipitation or population 

density) were collected. By using this informa-

tion, we can examine the extent to which the 

impact of well drilling and pump installation 

depends on these factors. Based on the results 

of this study, we can then deduce how future 

interventions in the water sector can be more 

effectively designed.

Learning for the future – our conclusion

Impact analyses also involve accountability for 

development measures. However, the focus is  

on learning how future measures should be de-

signed in order to ensure even greater impact.  

Quantitative impact analyses are more costly 

and time-consuming than evaluations based pri- 

marily on data from the project itself as well as 

on interviews. However, given the learning pro-

cess that can be set in motion by impact ana-

lyses and the resulting improved use of funds in 

future projects, it is a worthwhile investment.
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annex
key Criteria For ex post evaluation

Benchmarks and standards

The ex post evaluation of an individual project 

is the last step in the FC project cycle. All ex 

post evaluations have a standard, methodical 

approach: actual project impact values are sys-

tematically compared to target project impact 

values expected at the time of appraisal. 

However, in many cases, the discussions on tech-

nical and developmental issues have evolved. 

Therefore, additional benchmarks derived from 

the current, sectoral and suprasectoral pro-

motional concepts of the BMZ and the partner 

country as well as from general development 

policy criteria and standards are included. The 

current “state of the art” is always a deciding 

factor in evaluation. 

In order to evaluate the developmental efficacy 

of a project, it is analysed with regard to the 

five key criteria agreed upon by the internation-

al donor association DAC (Development Assist-

ance Committee): relevance, effectiveness, 

efficiency, overarching developmental impact 

and sustainability.

Evaluation scale

Unsuccessful

The project is 
useless; the 
situation has 
worsened

Successful

123456

Clearly  
inadequate

Unsatis-
factory

Satisfactory Good Very good
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The first four key criteria are individually evalu-

ated by KfW Entwicklungsbank using a six-level 

evaluation scale. Levels 1 to 3 constitute a “suc-

cessful” evaluation, while levels 4 to 6 are con-

sidered “unsuccessful”. There are four evaluation 

levels for sustainability. Sub-ratings for the five 

key criteria are then combined in accordance 

with a project-specific weighting method into 

an overall rating. This overall assessment allows 

us to identify at a glance whether a project was 

successful or not successful and how highly the 

success of the project can be classified. 

While the first four assessment criteria relate to 

the actual situation at the time of the evalu ation, 

estimated sustainability is based on expect ations 

regarding the project’s future development and 

the associated opportunities and risks.

Relevance

The relevance criterion is used to evaluate the 

extent to which the project focuses on an im-

portant development bottleneck (development 

priority) and whether a clear causal relationship 

exists between the project and its development 

policy objectives (validity of the impact chain). 

Also examined are the extent to which the in-

tervention is in line with the (sector) policies 

and strategies of the partner country (national 

plans, poverty reduction strategy) and partner 

institutions as well as the goals and guidelines 

of the BMZ and international standards (inter-

national conventions, Paris Declaration, etc.).

Effectiveness

The effectiveness criterion indicates the actual 

results of a project in terms of its direct bene-

fits. The intended positive effect is reflected 

in the project objectives. In order to evaluate 

effectiveness, project objectives must be ex-

pressed as specific production and supply levels 

and acceptable limits must be set for expected 

negative side effects. For example, in a com-

munity water supply project, the effectiveness 

indicator would look something like this: upon 

completion of the project, 80% of the popula-

tion of a small city will have year-round access 

to drinking water that meets WHO limits in at 

least 95% of regular water tests. In the event of 

unintended (positive or negative) effects, these 

are included in the effectiveness evaluation in 

the same way as intended effects.

Efficiency

The efficiency criterion centres on cost-effective-

ness. The issue here is whether the operational 

and economic input involved in producing the 

goods and services and achieving the results is 

appropriate. Important key figures for efficiency 

include individual and overall economic returns.

Overarching developmental impact

Above the project objectives lies the so-called 

overarching developmental impact, in other 

words, the primary developmental impact that 

was sought in supporting the project. In the 

case of a water supply project, for example, the 

main issue is not how much water the target 

group consumes (direct benefit), but rather 

the impact on the group’s health as a result of 

improved water supply. 

Sustainability

Sustainability is one of the most ambiguous 

terms in the debate over international develop-

ment policy. The sustainability criterion is met 

when the project executing agency or target 

groups can, once external financial, organisa-

tional or technical support has ended, carry  

on with the project activities independently 

and generate positive results for an appropri-

ate period of use.

July 2009
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Ex post evaluations 2006

Country Project name FC contribution
(EUR m)

Rating

Social infrastructure – education

Bolivia Education Reform Programme 6.7 4

Burundi Primary School Construction in Ngozi and Muyinga Provinces 2.0 3

Côte d’Ivoire Primary and Secondary Methodist Church Schools I 3.8 3

El Salvador Vocational Education and Counselling Centre – CITT 3.3 3

Vocational Education and Counselling Centre – CITT II 2.7 3

Malawi Primary Education Programme I 6.1 3

Primary Education Programme II 7.0 3

Mali Support for Primary Schools in the 5th Region 2.0 3

Niger Primary Education 9.2 3

Social infrastructure – health care

El Salvador Basic Health Care Programme in the Oriente Region 6.0 2

Mali Basic Health and Family Planning 5.8 4

Social infrastructure – population policy

Côte d’Ivoire CP Family Planning and HIV Prevention I 11.0 1

Guinea National Family Planning Programme 2.6 4

Social Marketing of Contraceptives 5.6 2

Pakistan Second Family Health Programme 15.7 3

Philippines Women’s Health and Family Planning 12.4 4

Social infrastructure – water supply and sanitation/waste management

Bolivia Sanitation/Drinking Water Supply Sucre II 18.0 2

Brazil Basic Sanitation Services Bahia II 8.7 3

China, People’s Republic Water Supply Zunyi 3.7 2

Water Supply Anshun 5.5 4

Ghana Sector-Based Programme for Rural Water Supply I 7.5 2

Rural Water Supply II 2.6 2

Jordan Sanitation Greater Irbid 41.0 3

Madagascar Water Supply Mahajanga 10.2 3

Mali Water Supply in the 2nd Region 5.1 2

Water Supply North 10.4 2

Morocco Drinking Water Supply Guelmim and Tan Tan 14.6 2

Water Supply Youssoufia-Chemaia 13.6 2

Pakistan Drinking Water Supply/Sanitary Measures,  
Northern Mountain Region

3.7 3

Palestinian Territories Water Supply Hebron 5.7 5

Peru Drinking Water Supply/Sanitation Arequipa II 8.8 4

Zambia Rural Water Supply Eastern Province 7.7 2

East Timor Reconstruction Aid East Timor (Water Supply) 0.6 3



Social infrastructure – state/civil society/other

India HDFC IV (Earthquake Aid Gujarat II) (Low-Interest Loans) 4.1 1

Namibia Low-Cost Housing Construction II (Secondary Cities) 5.6 3

Low-Cost Housing Construction III 4.9 3

Nicaragua Social Investment Fund Programme (FISE) IV 16.9 3

Sierra Leone National Demobilisation Programme Support I and II 2.4 2

Uruguay Low-Cost Housing Construction CREDIMAT 7.7 4

Economic infrastructure – transport

Cape Verde Fogo and Brava Ports 11.3 2

Montenegro Road Rehabilitation Podgoriza–Kula I 5.1 2

Road Rehabilitation Podgoriza–Kula II 2.0 2

Mozambique Road Rehabilitation Following Catastrophic Flooding 7.4 1

Labour-Intensive Road Repairs I 2.7 2

Power Supply Maputo Harbour 9.8 3

Papua New Guinea Airport Equipment II 3.6 4

Airport Equipment III 3.1 3

Transportable Air Traffic Control Tower 1.3 3

Peru Rural Road Construction in the Jaén Region 7.7 4

Zimbabwe Rural Road Construction Programme III 9.2 5

Rural Road Construction Programme IV 20.5 5

Rural Road Construction Programme V/VI 7.7 5

Rural Road Construction Programme VII 3.2 5

Erosion Protection (Rural Road Network) 2.4 5

Uganda Road Maintenance Programme Eastern Uganda 11.8 3

Road Programme IV Eastern Uganda 29.2 3

Economic infrastructure – communications

Laos Rural Telecommunications III 2.5 2

Rural Telecommunications IV 4.5 2

Rural Telecommunications V 7.6 2

Mali Rehabilitation and Expansion of Studio Facilities for  
Mali Radio

4.2 3

Mongolia Telecommunications I 6.2 2

Telecommunications II 12.8 2

Telecommunications III 9.2 2

Mozambique Wide-Area Telecommunications Network Maputo–Nacala I 7.7 2

Economic infrastructure – energy

Azerbaijan Power Transmission Rehabilitation Programme I 15.3 3

China, People’s Republic Thermal Power Plant Yang Shu Pu 55.2 2

Thermal Power Plant Rehabilitation Beijing 27.4 2

Turbine Modernisation Programme 12.9 2

Power Plant Rehabilitation Banshan 26.6 2

Power Plant Rehabilitation Chongqing 26.7 1

Coal-Fired Power Plant Yang Liu Qing 64.3 1
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Haiti Small Hydropower Plant Délugé-Lanzac I 3.6 5

Small Hydropower Plant Délugé-Lanzac II/ 
Distribution Network Rehabilitation St Marc

3.3 5

Small Hydropower Plant Caracol 2.9 5

Hydropower Plant and Power Distribution Jacmel 1.9 4

Mongolia Emergency Long-Distance Heating System Choibalsan I 11.5 3

Mozambique Switching Station Repairs in 3 Cities 7.7 2

Pakistan Transformer Station Muzaffargarh 8.6 2

Tanzania Hydropower Plant Kihansi 16.3 4

Thailand Power Transmission and Distribution Improvements 16.1 2

Flue Gas Desulphurisation Plant Mae Moh 11.9 2

Financial sector

Armenia Promotion of the Private Sector IV 5.0 1

Loan Programme for Private SME Promotion III 5.1 1

Bangladesh Promotion of the Private Sector II 5.1 3

Income-Generating Measures through RDRS 6.1 3

Haiti Microcredit Line MCN 2.5 1

Morocco Industrial Environmental Fund 9.2 2

Macedonia, Former Yugoslav Republic Macedonia Microcredit Bank I (THB) 1.5 1

Mozambique Small Enterprise Promotion (GAP I-III) 3.3 3

Peru Small and Microenterprise Promotion I 5.1 1

Sri Lanka NDB Development Bank IV 7.7 2

Uruguay Small and Medium-Sized Industry Promotion/BROU IV 2.2 4

Vietnam Revolving Credit Fund for Self-Help-Based Poverty  
Reduction III

5.1 3

Economic Reintegration of Returnees II 5.1 3

Loan and Savings Programme in Rural Areas 2.6 3

Suprasectoral/structural aid

Uganda Murchison Falls National Park 7.9 3

China, People’s Republic Reconstruction Aid Inner Mongolia 4.1 2

Ghana Secondary Cities 8.2 4

Nepal Urban Development Programme I 4.9 3

India HDFC IV (Earthquake Relief Gujarat I) 9.1 1

Mali Emergency Programme for Northern Mali (Agetipe) 3.2 3

Emergency Programme for Northern Mali II 2.4 3

Emergency Programme for Northern Mali III 2.0 3

Sierra Leone National Demobilisation Programme Support 5.1 2

Production sector – industry/mining/construction

India Modernisation of Rourkela Steel Plant 81.2 3



43

Production sector – agriculture/forestry/fisheries

China, People’s Republic Reforestation Yanqing County 2.0 4

Reforestation Hebei (Three North Protective Forest Programme) 5.9 3

Reforestation Anhui (Yangtze Protective Forest Programme) 6.1 3

Reforestation Yangtze (Yunan, Hubei) 12.1 3

Reforestation Ningxia (Three North Programme) 6.1 2

Reforestation Shaanxi I 6.6 3

Ghana Village Infrastructure 5.2 4

Mali Irrigation N’Debougou II 11.9 1

Office du Niger II, N’Debougou Sector 20.4 2

Senegal Delta Drainage System 8.9 4

Irrigation Boundoum 20.5 4

Tunisia Rural Development in Forest Areas I 6.9 2

Rural Development in Forest Areas II 6.6 2

Forestry Project Gouvernorat Jendouba 5.9 2

Resource Conservation/Pasture Improvement in the  
Gouvernorat Kairouan

7.7 2
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Ex post evaluations from the 2007 and 2008 populations (sample projects in grey)

Country Project name FC contribution
(EUR m)

Rating

Social infrastructure – education

Egypt Construction of Primary Schools IV 15.3 3

Construction of Primary Schools V 15.3 3

Ethiopia Primary School Construction in Tigray 4.4 2

Rehabilitation of Teacher Training Centres in Oromia 4.3 3

Bangladesh Primary Schools/Cyclone Shelters 13.9 2

Bolivia School Infrastructure 11.8 3

Eritrea Primary Education Promotion 2.6 2

Ghana Primary Education-Teacher Training Centre Rehabilitation I 7.7 3

Primary Education-Teacher Training Centre Rehabilitation II 10.7 3

Primary Education-Teacher Training Centre Rehabilitation III 1.5 3

Namibia Primary Education Infrastructure in Rural Areas I 4.1 3

Primary Education Infrastructure in Rural Areas II 8.2 3

Tanzania Joint Social Services (Education Sector Programme) 2.8 2

Chad Primary Schools 7.7 3

Social infrastructure – health care

Côte d’Ivoire Basic Health Programme 3.6 3

Guinea Health Care Forecariah 2.7 4

Kyrgyzstan Tuberculosis Control Programme I 2.6 2

Tuberculosis Control Programme II 2.6 2

Madagascar Basic Health Mahajanga Region 2.0 3

Basic Health Mahajanga Province II 2.0 3

Nepal Basic Health Programme I 4.6 3

Tanzania Health Reform Basket Fund I 5.1 3

Uganda District Health Programme 6.4 3

Social infrastructure – population policy

Côte d’Ivoire Family Planning and HIV Prevention II 9.7 2

Cameroon Social Marketing for HIV Prevention 3.3 1

Social Marketing for HIV Prevention II 1.0 1

Lesotho Family Planning and HIV Prevention I 2.7 3

Namibia Family Planning/HIV Prevention 2.8 3

Family Planning/HIV Prevention II 2.6 3

Chad Family Planning/HIV Prevention I 3.6 4

Family Planning/HIV Prevention II 2.6 4

Family Planning/HIV Prevention III 3.8 4

Social infrastructure – water supply and sanitation/waste 

Benin CP Rural Water Supply I 2.6 3

CP Rural Water Supply II 3.8 3



China, People’s Republic Water Supply/Sanitation Haikou 15.2 1

Water Supply in 3 Cities 11.7 3

Guinea Rural Water Supply Fouta Djallon I 15.5 2

Rural Water Supply Fouta Djallon II 12.6 2

Yemen Water Loss Reduction Programme 7.7 4

Water Supply/Sanitation II (Continuation in Amran and Yarim) 5.1 3

Water Supply/Sanitation in Provincial Cities 52.7 3

Kenya Sewage Disposal Eldoret 13.3 4

Malawi Water Supply Mangochi District I 5.1 2

Water Supply Mangochi District II 5.5 2

Mali Water Supply Koulikoro II 3.4 3

Mauritius Sewerage Baie du Tombeau 3.2 2

Palestinian Territories Sewage Disposal Al-Bireh 9.9 3

Sewage Disposal Al-Bireh II 3.9 3

Rwanda Water Supply Bugesera South 17.0 4

Zambia Water Supply Solwezi 2.8 3

Water Supply North West Province 14.3 3

Water Supply North West Province II 10.2 3

Senegal Water Supply in 6 River Cities 13.6 2

Tanzania Water Supply Hai II 4.1 1

Water Supply Hai III 5.1 1

Turkey Water Supply Kayseri 9.8 2

Water Supply Adana 40.9 2

Wastewater Disposal Isparta 13.6 2

Waste Disposal Denizli 9.1 2

Social infrastructure – state/civil society/other

Burkina Faso Public Projects and Job Creation 10.7 3

Guatemala Basic Infrastructure Programme FONAPAZ 4.7 4

Honduras Social Fund (FHIS) IV 5.1 3

FHIS V Programme 7.7 4

Yemen Employment Programme for the Poor 3.0 3

Economic infrastructure – transport

Benin Road Expansion Cotonou–Porto Novo 18.8 3

Côte d’Ivoire Transport Sector Adjustment Programme 7.7 5

Indonesia Securing Shipping Routes 8.1 2

Passenger Ferry 23 37.3 3

Passenger Ferries II 76.6 4

Sector-Based Programme Passenger Ferries 14.7 4

Material Packages for Small Passenger Ferries 11.7 5

Cambodia Flood Damage Repair to Rural Roads 7.7 2

Expansion of Rural Roads I 4.1 3

Expansion of Rural Roads II 4.1 3

TRIP III 5.1 3

Kenya Road Expansion Amala-River-Narok 22.5 2



Malawi Road Maintenance Programme III 4.5 2

Peru Road Rehabilitation Corral Quemado–Rio Neva 42.4 3

Road Rehabilitation Olmos–Corral Quemado I 10.2 3

Vietnam Floating Dredger 13.7 4

Economic infrastructure – energy

Egypt
Rehabilitation of Transformer Stations II (Heliopolis and  
Wadi Hoff)

55.6 4

India Expansion of Mine and Power Station Neyveli I 85.5 2

Rehabilitation of Mine and Lignite Power Station Neyveli I 13.2 2

Mozambique Rehabilitation of Power Supply Facilities 5.1 2

OMVS Energy Project Manantali 40.8 3

Manantali Dam 84.6 4

Deforestation Measures Manantali Dam 10.2 4

Philippines Transmission Line Sucat–Balintawak 46.2 2

Financial sector

Egypt Environmental Loan Facility for State-Owned Industrial Companies 25.1 3

BCIE – Central American  
Development Bank

Regional Microfinance Line via BCIE (Low-Interest Loans) 2.5 1

Bolivia Financing of Micro and Small Business Entrepreneurs II 5.1 3

Bosnia and Herzegovina Assistance with the Establishment of a Deposit Insurance System 5.1 2

Assistance with the Establishment of a Deposit Insurance System II 2.6 2

Jordan IDB Development Bank IX (Loan Fund) 1.8 5

Kyrgyzstan Kyrgyz Investment and Credit Bank (KICB) 2.6 2

Kyrgyz Investment and Credit Bank (KICB) II 5.4 2

Philippines Loan Fund for Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises I 5.3 3

Credit Line for Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises I (DBP) 17.9 3

Serbia Interest Grants for Untied Financial Credits (Low-Interest Loans) 7.7 3

Sri Lanka DFCC IV – Promotion of the Private Sector 5.1 2

Fund for the Development of Infrastructure in the Private Sector 2.4 5

South Africa Community Infrastructure 13.8 2

Community Infrastructure II 12.5 2

Community Infrastructure III 14.6 2

Uganda Payment Processing System Development 1.0 3

South-East Europe Loan Programme for Crisis Regions 4.5 1

SME Promotion via the Financial Sector 3.9 1

Promotion of Housing Construction Programme (MEB) 1.5 1

European Fund for Financial Sector Promotion 3.0 1

SME Promotion III (Montenegro) 3.6 1

Microloan Programme for Srebrenica Region 1.0 1

Combating Poverty: Granting Loans to Small and Microenterprises 2.8 1

SME and Housing Construction Promotion 3.0 1

SME Promotion via the Financial Sector II 5.0 1
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APEX Fund for SME Promotion 3.7 2

Housing Construction and SME Loan Programme  
(anticipated appraisal) 

4.9 2

German Contribution to the Trade Promotion Programme EBWE 2.2 2

Suprasectoral/structural aid

Guatemala Protection of Archaeological Sites in El Petén I 1.0 2

Protection of Archaeological Sites in El Petén II 0.8 2

Protection of Archaeological Sites in El Petén III 1.3 2

Indonesia Sector-Based Programme for Integrated Fire Management 5.7 4

Malawi Resource Conservation Nyika and Vwaza Marsh 6.4 3

Resource Conservation Nyika and Vwaza Marsh (Access Road) 1.1 4

Burkina Faso Community Investment Fund I 2.6 4

Community Investment Fund II 3.6 4

Ecuador Urban Development Babahoyo 24.7 2

Ghana District Towns I 8.7 3

Jordan Poverty-Based Infrastructure Projects 12.8 2

Malawi Expansion of Secondary Centres IV/V 6.4 3

Expansion of Secondary Centres VI 4.9 3

Mauritania Labour-Intensive Infrastructure Programme I 2.6 3

Labour-Intensive Infrastructure Programme II 1.0 3

Macedonia, Former Yugoslav Rep. Reconstruction of Homes Damaged by War 2.3 3

Serbia Emergency Aid Programme for Energy 15.3 3

Production sector – agriculture/forestry/fisheries

Bangladesh Erosion Protection Test Programme on the Jamuna 19.1 4

Burkina Faso Logistics Bam I 4.8 2

Logistics Bam II 1.0 2

Logistics Bam III 5.4 2

Colombia Erosion Protection Checua River II 5.1 2

Laos Support for Vientiane Forestry College 2.1 2

Mauritania UNCACEM Development Bank IV 0.8 4

Fisheries Monitoring I 4.1 2

Fisheries Monitoring II 12.8 2

Philippines Community Forest Management Quirino 2.6 4

Senegal Irrigation N’Galenka 17.4 3

In 2007/2008, in addition to sample projects, other projects were included in the evaluation portofolio. This was the 
case if they were part of the population of all evaluable projects and if they were closely associated to other sample 
projects (e.g. similar design and results chains, same implementing agency). In individual cases, additional projects 
were also evaluated where the findings were of particular interest. 

 Grey highlights: e x post evaluations from sample  
(see page 18, 2007/2008 sample)

Ex post evaluations 2006/2007/2008; valid as of: April 2009
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