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Abstract

Development funders have an important role to play in supporting the pursuit of sustainable impact by 
the implementers of development programs, but this requires that they systematically integrate the 
objective of scaling, i.e., achieving sustainable impact at scale into their mission and their operational 
practices. Evaluation and evaluation guidelines are potentially important instruments for mainstreaming 
scaling in funder organizations. This paper provides an indicative framework for how evaluation 
guidelines could address scaling. It then reviews the OECD-DAC EvalNet evaluation guidelines, the 
OECD-DAC Peer Review methodology and the MOPAN assessment methodology, as well as publicly 
available evaluation guidelines for 18 large bilateral and multilateral official funder agencies, to 
determine to what extent and how they incorporate an explicit focus on scaling.  

For the OECD-DAC and MOPAN guidelines the paper finds that, while scaling is not entirely absent, the 
guidelines do not treat scaling effectively, let alone provide helpful guidance to evaluators on how to 
assess their agency’s approach to scaling and how to evaluate their performance on scaling for specific 
projects or programs or overall. Since many of the evaluation guidelines of the individual funder agencies 
are based on the OECD-DAC EvalNet guidelines, this represents a missed opportunity to influence and 
support the evaluation units of official funder organizations and, indirectly, to strengthen the incentives 
for funder agencies to mainstream scaling, 

The paper finds that for ten funder agencies evaluation policies or guidelines do not address scaling; for 
another four, there is some, but only very limited coverage; while for a final four agencies scaling is a 
central part of the evaluation policies or guidelines, with varying degrees of guidance provided. This last 
set of cases demonstrates that the inclusion of scaling in evaluation guidelines is possible without a 
fundamental departure from existing evaluation approaches. 

The paper then reviews 17 evaluations and assessments for four agencies: four OECD-DAC peer reviews, 
three MOPAN assessments, six IFAD program and project evaluations and four World Bank country 
program and project assessments. As would be expected, the IFAD evaluations have the most extensive 
consideration of scaling, while World Bank and OECD-DAC peer reviews pay very little, if any, attention to 
scaling. MOPAN assessments somewhat surprisingly do consider scaling to some extent, even though the 
MOPAN methodology provides little guidance on scaling to assessment teams.

The paper concludes with a summary of findings and recommendations for how scaling could be more 
systematically and effectively addressed in evaluations.

Comments on this working paper are welcome and should be addressed to Johannes F. Linn at 
jlinn@brookings.edu by 28 February 2025.
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1.  Introduction

The Scaling Community of Practice1 is undertaking an “action research” initiative on the mainstreaming 
of scaling in development funder organizations.2 The initiative aims to collect information and lessons on 
how funder organizations have or have not supported scaling of development innovations and 
interventions, and to promote more effective and systematic mainstreaming of scaling in funder 
organizations. The initiative comprises various components, including most prominently a compilation of 
case studies on how selected international development funders have mainstreamed scaling into their 
funding approaches.3 Another important component of the initiative reviews the evaluation guidelines 
and practices of selected official development funders to determine to what extent and how they 
include scaling considerations. This paper reports on the findings of this review. 

The underlying presumption for this work is that (a)  a more systematic focus on scaling by funders is 
necessary to achieve development goals; (b) this focus will only occur if and when there are institutional 
and individual incentives for scaling within development finance institutions; (c) evaluations can be an 
incentive and learning opportunity for funder organizations to improve their development effectiveness 
and in particular their focus on supporting sustainable impact at scale; and (d) including scaling in 
evaluations would also allow for learning as to how to better mainstream scaling in funder organizations 
and how to effectively support scaling with development finance.

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 sets the stage by explaining why evaluations of scaling 
matter and how to address scaling in evaluations. Section 3 reviews the evaluation guidelines and 
methodologies developed by the OECD-DAC Network on Development Evaluation (EvalNet), by the 
OECD-DAC Peer Review unit, and by the Multilateral Organizations Performance Assessment Network 
(MOPAN) in terms of their consideration of scaling. Section 4 assesses the evaluation guidelines of 18 
official international development funding organizations from a scaling perspective. Section 5 reports on 
how scaling was reflected in 17 specific evaluations and assessments of four official development 
agencies. Section 6 concludes with a summary of findings and recommendations. Annex contain 
references to and excerpts from evaluation documents.

3 For completed case studies see https://scalingcommunityofpractice.com/resources/case-studies/ 

2 The initiative is described in detail in a Concept Note: 
https://www.scalingcommunityofpractice.com/mainstreaming-the-scaling-agenda/ 

1 www.scalingcommunityofpractice.com

3

https://scalingcommunityofpractice.com/resources/case-studies/
https://www.scalingcommunityofpractice.com/mainstreaming-the-scaling-agenda/
http://www.scalingcommunityofpractice.com


2.  Setting the stage: Why evaluations of scaling matter and how to consider scaling in 
evaluations

This section addresses a number of questions to help clarify the coverage and rationale of this paper and 
offers an approach to how scaling could be considered in evaluations. 

What types of evaluations are covered in this paper?

There are broadly two types of evaluations: 
● Impact evaluations that assess the impact of specific innovations or interventions, often applying 

some form of the randomized control trial (RCT) method; these are most frequently carried out by 
specialized research institutions (such as J-PAL or 3ie) and increasingly commissioned by funder 
organizations in connection with the projects they finance; the principal purpose of these 
evaluations is to learn what is the impact of an innovation or intervention.

● Project and program evaluations of official multilateral and bilateral funders, often carried out by 
independent evaluation units reporting to the governing boards;4 these evaluations are generally 
conducted after project completion, but in some cases also as interim evaluations during project 
implementation or as evaluations of overall sectoral or organizational programs; they serve the dual 
purpose of accountability and learning; and they generally employ a mix of qualitative and 
quantitative methods, increasingly also drawing on the results of RCTs. 

This paper focuses on assessing the extent to which scaling is considered in the latter of these two types 
of evaluations for selected larger multilateral and bilateral funder organizations and refers to them as 
“evaluations.”

Why focus on evaluations? 

As noted, evaluations serve the dual purpose of accountability and learning. As such, they have both 
incentive and learning effects. Incentive effects can result from the fact that evaluations are used by 
governing bodies to track the effectiveness of the financing of their organizations and to assess and 
guide management in the execution of their tasks. In addition, evaluations can contribute to the 
understanding of funder staff and management and of recipient organizations in the design and 
implementation of projects and programs. The extent to which evaluations serve the incentive versus 
the learning function depends on many factors, including the quality and timeliness of the evaluations 
and the extent to which they are taken seriously by the governing bodies and the managements. It is 
also well known that there is a tension between the accountability and learning functions of evaluations, 
since a focus on the former may impede the latter, as management tends to focus on defending its track 
record against any perceived criticism, rather than focusing on the lessons that can be learned from 
evaluations.5

This paper is based on the presumption that evaluations are one of the tools for mainstreaming scaling 
into funder organizations: if evaluations include scaling as one of the key aspects of development 
effectiveness, they will have both incentive and knowledge effects on the funder organizations and 
support a more proactive focus on scaling. By contrast, an absence of a focus on scaling in evaluations 
signals to the organization and its managers and staff that scaling is not a relevant consideration for 
them.

5 One of the authors (J. Linn) experienced this tension first hand when he served as Vice President for the World 
Bank’s lending operations in Europe and Central Asia 1996-2003.

4 In many instances, the actual evaluation work is contracted out by the evaluation units to third party experts or 
organizations.
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It could be argued that since standard evaluation policy demands that evaluators evaluate projects 
against the objectives set at the time of project design, evaluators cannot consider scaling if the funder’s 
operational mandate and policies do not require a focus on scalability and scaling in project design and 
implementation. However, if development effectiveness requires a pursuit of sustainable impact at scale, 
as it surely does, then evaluations – and evaluation guidelines – should investigate whether or not 
funder-supported programs and projects effectively support a longer-term scaling strategy. Moreover, to 
the extent that development finance institutions increasingly include scaling among their organizational 
objectives,6 evaluation methodology needs to take account of this.

Why focus on scaling?

Scaling can be defined as follows: “A systematic process leading to sustainable impact affecting a large 
and increasing proportion of the relevant need.”7 In this paper we include under the term of “scaling” 
the analysis of scalability (i.e., whether and under what conditions scaling is advisable and possible), the 
actual scaling process or pathway from idea and pilot – or from one project to subsequent ones – to 
impact at scale, and ultimately to sustainable operation at scale.

Scaling has in the past not featured as one of the main criteria for evaluations. A group of World Bank 
experts in 2020 carried out a review of common evaluation approaches and methods for an audience of 
independent evaluation office staff of official funder organizations. Not once does that review touch on 
scaling or replication as a topic of actual or potential concern for evaluation.8 And, as our present paper 
demonstrates, the evaluation guidelines of many official funders still do not include an explicit focus on 
scaling, let alone guidance on how to assess scaling. So why worry about scaling?

Over the last fifteen years, the scaling agenda has gained prominence as a tool to achieve sustainable 
development (and, more recently, climate) impact at scale in recognition of the fact that a predominant 
focus on funding innovation and the prevalent practice of funding one-off projects (“pilots to nowhere”) 
will not achieve ambitious development (and climate) goals. Instead, funders should support scaling 
pathways in which innovation and individual projects play an important role, but where the critical 
challenge is to identify a longer-term vision of desired impact at scale, and to assess (a) which 
intervention is best suited to achieve the long-term goal, (b) who the principal actors are that will 
promote the scaling process, and (c) what the enabling conditions are that have to be put in place to 
assure that sustainable scaling happens.9 Including scaling as a key consideration in funder support for 
development programs and projects is now increasingly recognized as a priority and therefore it should 
also be an important consideration for evaluations.

9 See, for example, J. Linn. “Scaling Up the Impact of Development Programs Must Complement Other Approaches 
to Achieve the SDGs and Climate Goals.” Global Summitry E-Journal, 2023. 
https://globalsummitryproject.com/special-issue-2023/scaling-up-the-impact-of-development-programs-must-com
plement-other-approaches-to-achieve-the-sdgs-and-climate-goals/

8 See J. Vaessen, S. Lemire, and B. Befani. “Evaluation of International Development Interventions: An Overview of 
Approaches and Methods”. Independent Evaluation Group, World Bank. 2020.
https://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/sites/default/files/Data/Evaluation/files/MethodsSourceBook.pdf

7 R. Kohl and J. Linn. “Scaling Principles.” Scaling Community of Practice. 2021. 
https://www.scalingcommunityofpractice.com/wp-content/uploads/bp-attachments/8991/Scaling-Principles-Paper
-final-13-Dec-21.pdf 

6 See R. Kohl, J. Linn, and L. Cooley. “Mainstreaming Scaling in Funder Organizations: An Interim Synthesis Report.” 
Scaling Community of Practice. 2024. 
https://scalingcommunityofpractice.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/FINAL-Interim-synthesis-report.pdf
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Why look at evaluation guidelines?

Evaluation guidelines (and methodologies), as their name indicates, are designed to guide the evaluators 
in the execution of the evaluations of specific projects and programs.10 An absence of scaling criteria and 
guidance in evaluation guidelines in practice means that more often than not evaluators will not 
consider the scaling dimension in their evaluations. Even where evaluation guidelines refer to scaling, a 
lack of more detailed guidance on what scaling means and how it can be assessed will likely mean that 
the evaluation of scaling aspects will be at best superficial and likely not be as sound and helpful as could 
be the case. Therefore, evaluation guidelines should not only include a reference to scaling as a criterion, 
but also provide guidance on how the criterion is to be applied. 

What should evaluation guidance on scaling look like?

At a minimum, scaling should be an explicit criterion in evaluation guidelines together with a clear 
definition of scaling. It could be combined with a sustainability criterion, since – as the above definition 
of scaling indicates – impact at scale has to be sustainable to be of lasting value.  

In the recent work on mainstreaming scaling by funder organization, an important distinction is drawn 
between “transactional” and “transformational” scaling.11 Transactional scaling focuses on “more” – 
more money, more one-off effort and impact, replication of interventions with no or only limited 
concern about sustainability and the need for adaptation to ecosystem conditions). Transformational 
scaling focuses on the pursuit of longer-term scaling pathways beyond project end and on the creation of 
the enabling systemic conditions for sustained and scalable outcomes, adapted to local conditions. 
Evaluation guidelines should reflect criteria that focus on transformational scaling, not only transactional 
scaling.

However, a mere inclusion of scaling among the evaluation criteria will not suffice, as noted above. 
Additional guidance to evaluators will be needed. A fully articulated evaluation guidance for scaling will 
depend on the organization for which it is designed. Here only some key elements are highlighted in Box 
1 in the form of questions that evaluators should address. A more detailed set of guidelines could build 
on the “Scaling Principles and Lessons”12 of the Scaling Community of Practice, adapted as may be 
appropriate to the specific characteristics of a given funder organization.

Box 1. High-level evaluation guidance questions 

Do program or project design and implementation 
● identify the development problem and a vision or longer-term target of the desired scale of impact (this vision 

or target will usually be well beyond the horizon of the specific project);
● identify how the innovation or intervention is expected to contribute to addressing the development problem 

and its expected impact during project implementation, expressed in relationship to the longer-term target 
(i.e., project impact as the numerator and longer-term target as the denominator);

● identify an indicative pathway towards the desired longer-term scale target beyond the end of the project 
(including whether the pathway is predominantly public or private sector, or hybrid);

● identify the relevant actors (implementers, intermediaries, funders, leaders and champions) and assess 
whether they have the mandate, incentives, capacity and resources to implement scaling during 
implementation and after the project is completed;

12 Scaling Community of Practice. “Scaling Principles and Lessons.” 2022. 
https://www.scalingcommunityofpractice.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/Scaling-Principles-and-Lessons_v3.pd
f 

11 See R. Kohl, J. Linn, and L. Cooley (2024), op. cit.

10 Where we could not find evaluation “guidelines,” we looked at evaluation policy and/or methodology 
documents. “Evaluation policy” documents tend to be more high level than guidelines may not fully describe the 
evaluation practice of the agency concerned.
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● consider the enabling factors (such as demand, costs and financing, policies and incentives, institutions, 
partnerships, and politics) that must be put in place to permit scaling beyond the end of the project to 
facilitate progress along the scaling pathway (i.e., has a scalability assessment been carried out); and

● include a monitoring, evaluation, learning and adaptation process that considers not only inputs and outputs 
(impact), but also assesses whether there is progress towards putting in place the enabling factors to allow 
long-term outcomes at scale to be achieved through a scaling pathway beyond the duration of the project or 
program?

Which types of funder organizations are included in this review?
This review of evaluation guidelines covers only selected large official multilateral and bilateral 
development agencies for which the most recent evaluation guideline (or policy) documents could be 
readily accessed. In addition, as noted in the introduction, the evaluation guidelines developed by DAC 
EvalNet, by the OECD-DAC Peer Review unit, and by MOPAN were reviewed and are summarized and 
assessed below. 

What is not covered in this review? 

The paper does not consider how impact evaluations (and especially RCTs) have been and can be used to 
support scaling; and the paper does not deal with monitoring practices during project or program 
implementation. Furthermore, the review of how specific evaluations of selected funders and their 
projects have addressed the scaling dimension is at best indicative given the limited number of 
evaluations and assessments that we reviewed. A more comprehensive review of project and program 
evaluations will be required to reach definite conclusions on current evaluation practices. 

3.  Assessment of evaluation guidelines and methodologies by OECD-DAC and MOPAN

In this section, we review the evaluation guidelines and methodologies of OECD-DAC and MOPAN by 
checking whether the concepts of scaling, scalability, impact at scale, replicability and replication13 
appear in the text, either among the evaluation criteria or as subsidiary considerations. We start with the 
DAC EvalNet guidelines, due to their overarching importance in shaping the guidelines of many individual 
evaluation agencies. We then consider the DAC peer review guidelines and the MOPAN assessment 
methodology. 

DAC EvalNet Guidelines

According to a recent expert analysis of the DAC’s history and role, “the DAC EvalNet is the nearest body 
there is to be the international reference point in [the evaluation] field… The normative work by the 
network – evaluation quality standards, principles, evaluation criteria – has had a very strong impact on 
evaluation policies and systems and on the conduct of evaluation, also beyond DAC members. The 
criteria are used to inform the questions to be addressed in evaluations of development programmes 
and projects by NGOs, developing countries, DAC members and multilateral agencies and banks.”14 

14 G. Bracho, R. Carey, W. Hynes, S. Klingebiel, and A. Trzeciak-Duval (eds). “Origins, evolution and future of global  
development cooperation: The role of the Development Assistance Committee (DAC)”, Studies 104, Deutsches 
Institut für Entwicklungspolitik, 2021 https://www.idos-research.de/uploads/media/Study_104.pdf. (p. 22/23)

13 Replication is one form of scaling; but replication tends to be narrower than what is often required since 
solutions generally have to be adapted to their changing environment during scaling, thus not involving mere 
replication.
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EvalNet identifies six criteria in its most recent (2021) evaluation guidelines, as shown in Figure 1.15 In 
none of these six criteria, their definition and their summary explanations does the scaling concept 
appear. However, scaling does feature in a subsidiary, optional or indirect role in the explanation of 
“Impact” and “Sustainability” criteria. 

Figure 1: OECD-DAC EvalNet evaluation guidelines

Source: https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm 

For the “Impact” criterion, the question “Is the intervention leading to other changes, including ‘scalable’ 
or ‘replicable’ results?” is included among a list of other questions that the criterion “might cover” (p. 
65). However, there is no indication that this is a core issue to be addressed and no guidance is given on 
what the terms ‘scalable’ and ‘replicable’ imply or how they should be assessed. The definition of the 
impact criterion also refers to “potentially transformative effects of the intervention” and asks the 
question “Is the intervention transformative – does it create enduring changes in norms – including 
gender norms – and systems, whether intended or not?” (p. 65) This focus on transformative effects is 
welcome as it addresses the transformational aspect of scaling16 that we stressed in Section 2 above, but 
again there is no guidance on how evaluators should assess the transformational aspects of scaling in a 
project. Finally, under the heading of “unintended side effects” there is also a reference to “whether 
there is scope for innovation or scaling or replication of the [unintended] positive impact on other 
interventions.” (p. 65)17

For the “Sustainability” criterion, the text notes that: “The lessons [from sustainability analysis] may 
highlight potential scalability of the sustainability measures of the intervention within the current 
context or the potential replicability in other contexts.” (p. 72) While this statement does not actually 
require evaluators to consider scalability or provide guidance on scalability analysis, it does imply 
correctly that sustainability and scalability analysis are closely related, since sustainability analysis 
“[i]ncludes an examination of the financial, economic, social, environmental and institutional capacities 
of the systems needed to sustain net benefits over time.” (p. 71) These are precisely the enabling 
conditions that need to be analyzed for transformational scalability analysis, albeit from a scaling 
perspective, not merely from a sustainability perspective. For example, the existing financing 

17 The “Impact” section also has a box on “Evaluating impact, diffusion and scaling-up of a comprehensive land-use 
planning approach in the Philippines” (p.65), but the text does not actually address scaling-up and the link to the 
GIZ evaluation document reference is broken.

16 We use “transformative” and “transformational” interchangeably in this paper.

15 OECD. “Applying Evaluation Criteria Thoughtfully.” 2021. 
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/deliver/543e84ed-en.pdf?itemId=%2Fcontent%2Fpublication%2F543e84ed-en&mi
meType=pdf  
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arrangements at the end of a project might allow sustaining its impact over time, but might not be 
sufficient or appropriately configured to allow scaling. 

Under the sustainability discussion, there is also a reference to exit planning. “Evaluations should assess 
whether an appropriate exit strategy has been developed and applied, which would ensure the 
continuation of positive effects including, but not limited to, financial and capacity considerations. If the 
evaluation is taking place ex post, the evaluator can also examine whether the planned exit strategy was 
properly implemented to ensure the continuation of positive effects as intended, whilst allowing for 
changes in contextual conditions as in the examples below.” (p. 72) This is an important consideration for 
an evaluation of scaling also, but again, the specific requirements for effective exit planning for 
sustainability may differ from those for scaling. Moreover, exit planning, while helpful, is not enough as a 
device to support scaling. As the scaling literature stresses, scaling has to be considered from the 
beginning of a project or program and planning for what happens at and beyond the end of a project has 
to be part of the design and implementation of the project and not relegated to the preparation of an 
exit strategy towards the end of a project.

DAC Peer Review Guidelines 

The DAC Peer Review is set up by mutual agreement of DAC members (i.e., bilateral official funders). 
“Through a combination of accountability and learning, DAC peer reviews seek to promote individual 
and collective behaviour change of DAC members in order to achieve improvement in their development 
co-operation policies, systems, financing and practices.”18 The intermittent peer reviews follow a 
methodology developed and agreed by DAC members and are supported by an organizational unit in the 
OECD-DAC Secretariat. The methodology builds on four “foundations” and three “pillars.” (Figure 2) 

Figure 2: The DAC Peer Review methodology

Source: https://one.oecd.org/document/DCD/DAC(2020)69/FINAL/En/pdf 

The DAC Peer Review guidelines have only one passing reference to scaling in the context of the 
Management Systems foundation under the heading of “Adaptation and innovation”, where this 
statement can be found: “The member has capabilities to introduce, incentivise and enable, measure the 

18 https://one.oecd.org/document/DCD/DAC(2020)69/FINAL/En/pdf, p.1.
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impact of, and potentially scale, innovation in its policies and programmes.” (underlining added)19 
However, no guidance is provided to peer reviewers on how they might assess an organization’s ability to 
“potentially scale innovation”. There is no reference to how a bilateral funder’s operational policies and 
procedures of project and program finance support or hinder sustainable scaling, no consideration 
whether individual interventions are effectively linked to longer-term development objectives, such as 
the SDGs, and no comment on whether monitoring and evaluation include considerations of scaling. 
There are references to important components of a scaling approach, including partnerships (p. 17/18), 
stakeholder participation (p. 21) and financial leverage (p. 22), but these references are not explicitly 
linked to scaling. 

MOPAN Assessments

MOPAN is a network of 21 member countries – among them the major funders of the multilateral 
development finance institutions – aiming “to improve the performance of the multilateral system, 
making it stronger, better and smarter.”20 The MOPAN Secretariat manages regular assessments of 
individual multilateral development finance organizations. These assessments “provide a snapshot of an 
organisation's performance by taking into account the organisation's history, mission, context, trajectory 
and journey. Assessments cover four areas of organisational effectiveness: strategic management, 
operational management, relationship management and performance management, and results.”21 The 
assessments serve not only a learning function, but also an accountability function, since MOPAN 
members use the results inter alia to help them determine the financial contributions they make to the 
multilateral organizations. The assessments are guided by a methodology which is regularly updated. The 
most recent one (MOPAN 3.1) was issued in 2020. A revision of this methodology is under preparation at 
the time of the writing of this paper.22

The MOPAN 3.1 methodology makes no reference to scaling in the main text or in the Annex dealing with 
key performance indicators (KPI) and score descriptors. As with the DAC peer review, there are elements 
in the methodology that are potentially relevant for an assessment of the organization’s approach to 
scaling, including capacity analysis (p. 63), sustainability and its enabling factors (p. 64), partnerships (p. 
65), and results-based management (p. 67). But, again as for the DAC peer review, there is no link 
between these elements and a systematic focus on scaling in the assessment methodology. 

Summary assessment

In sum, while scaling is not absent from the DAC EvalNet evaluation guidelines, evaluation of scalability 
and scaling is treated as optional, with no requirement for a systematic, in-depth evaluation of scalability 
and scaling. To the extent the concepts of scalability, scaling and replication are referenced, there is no 
definition nor guidance on how to apply these concepts. The references to transformative impact and to 
the enabling factors for sustainability provide a potential entry point for further exploration of the 
scaling aspects in evaluation, but the EvalNet guidelines do not go beyond offering mere hints to that 
effect. 

The DAC Peer Review and the MOPAN assessment methodologies, like the EvalNet guidelines, have very 
little consideration of scaling. While some elements of the methodologies are relevant for an evaluation 
with a scaling focus, that focus is currently lacking. In essence both official agency development review 

22 One of the authors of this note (J. Linn) serves as a technical adviser to MOPAN for the preparation of this 
revision.

21 https://www.mopanonline.org/assessments/ 

20 https://www.mopanonline.org/aboutus/whatismopan/ 

19 https://one.oecd.org/document/DCD/DAC(2020)69/FINAL/En/pdf, p. 23
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functions do not provide any relevant guidance on whether and how the multilateral and bilateral 
funders can support scaling through the programs and projects that they fund. 

Looking ahead, the OECD-DAC Secretariat is currently preparing a scaling guidance document. It can and 
should serve as a basis for the preparation of guidance documents by EvalNet, DAC Peer Review and 
MOPAN evaluators on how to assess the scaling aspects of organizations, programs and projects that 
they are tasked to evaluate. 
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4.  Assessment of evaluation policies, standards and guidelines of individual official funders

We searched the websites of the evaluation offices of 18 official bilateral and multilateral funder 
organizations listed in Table 1 for statements on evaluation policies, standards and guidelines.23 We 
reviewed those we found for any explicit consideration of scaling, impact at scale, scalability, replication 
and replicability. We summarize in this section our findings for the 18 organizations grouped by the 
extent to which scaling is a focus of their evaluation approaches.

Table 1: Funder organizations grouped by the extent of focus on scaling in evaluation guidance 
documents

No mention of 
scaling

Some/limited 
mention of scaling

More extensive 
treatment of scaling

Bilateral
AFD GIZ
GIDE USAID
JICA
KfW

UK (FCDO/DFID)
Multilateral

AfDB ADB GCF
EBRD World Bank Group GEF

EIB IFAD
IADB UNDP
UNEG

Funder agencies for which scaling is entirely absent in evaluation policy or guidance documents

For ten agencies – five bilateral and five multilateral – we found no mention of scaling in the documents 
that we reviewed. Most of the documents are labeled “evaluation policy” documents and focus 
predominantly on organizational process and responsibilities, rather than on evaluation criteria. Or they 
deal with “norms and standards” (as in the case of the UN Evaluation Group, UNEG). Three of the 
agencies refer to the DAC evaluation criteria (AFD, EBRD and KfW) without any mention of scaling. It is 
possible that each of the agencies listed in the first column have internal evaluation guidance documents 
that spell out evaluation criteria and approaches in greater detail, but these were not to be found in the 
publicly available online documentation. 

Funder agencies for which there is some mention of scaling in evaluation policy or guidance documents

We found four funder agencies whose evaluation policy and guidance documents referred in passing to 
scaling: two bilaterals (GIZ, USAID) and two multilaterals (ADB and the World Bank Group). As detailed in 
Box A1 in Annex 3, the references relate to the need to consider scaling and replication, assess scalability 
and the conditions supporting it, and to the use of impact evaluation in informing the scaling option. 
However, none of these references include scaling as a key criterion for assessing development 
effectiveness. None define what scale or scaling is, nor do they refer to the need to consider how 
systematically and effectively scaling is pursued. They do not contain a serious consideration of what are 
the conditions for successful scaling, what a scalability analysis consists of, or how scaling is incorporated 
in project and program monitoring and evaluation. All the guidance documents refer to the OECD-DAC 
criteria.

23 References and links to the relevant evaluation guideline and policy documents are listed in Annex 1.
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Funder agencies for which scaling is treated more extensively in evaluation policy or guidance 
documents

The evaluation guidance documents for four of the 18 funder agencies treat scaling more extensively; all 
four are multilateral funders (GCF, GEF, IFAD and UNDP).24 The details for each funder are summarized in 
separate boxes in Annex 3 at the end of this paper.  (Boxes A2-A5 in Annex 3)  

The highlights are as follows:
● Scaling is a central feature in all four guidelines, and an explicit evaluation criterion in three 

(except UNDP); scaling is specifically performance rated in IFAD evaluations.
● Scaling is linked with paradigm shift (GCF), with catalytic impact (GEF), and with transformative 

change (IFAD).
● All link scaling closely with replication and sustainability.
● Evaluation guidelines for three of the four agencies provide definitions of scaling (except UNDP).
● GCF and IFAD focus on long-term scale goals (including the SDGs or climate goals) and scaling 

pathways towards them.
● IFAD and UNDP consider the need to explicitly plan for scaling beyond project end.
● GCF and IFAD note that enabling factors for scaling and local conditions need to be considered.
● GEF and UNDP note that innovation needs to aim for impact at scale.

The fact that four agencies have evaluation guidelines that treat scaling more extensively, if not all 
comprehensively, is a signal that scaling is becoming a focus in evaluation and that including it as an 
important criterion with some guidance for its application is indeed feasible and appropriate and not too 
burdensome for evaluators. At the same time, they demonstrate the need for guidance for consistent 
and comprehensive and effective assessment of scaling in evaluation, not only to ensure that other 
evaluation agencies mainstream scaling into their evaluation criteria and guidance, but also to achieve 
some consistency and comparability in evaluation of scaling across institutions, as is provided by the DAC 
EvalNet guidance for other criteria. 

5. Review of scaling in selected evaluations by four major development finance organizations

As a final element of the assessment of how scaling is reflected in the evaluations of official funder 
agencies, we reviewed selected evaluations of four funder organizations: OECD-DAC peer reviews, 
MOPAN assessments, and evaluations of IFAD and the World Bank country program and project. In each 
case, we focused on whether the transformative scaling agenda was addressed and whether the peer 
reviews, assessments or evaluations did so in a systematic way, beyond mentioning scaling and 
replication in a pro forma manner.

Although we reviewed a total of 17 evaluations, the sample is small and can only give a broad impression 
of how scaling is treated in actual evaluations. The extent to which evaluation guidelines support or limit 
systematic consideration in evaluations can therefore only assessed in a preliminary manner. 

OECD-DAC peer reviews

We reviewed four OECD-DAC peer reviews: Germany (2021), Switzerland (2019), the United Kingdom 
(2020) and the United States (2022).25

25 See Annex 2 for references.

24 The evaluations agencies for three of these four funders also have carried out freestanding evaluations of the 
approach to scaling or transformative change by their respective funder organization (GCF, GEF and IFAD), but they 
did not include an assessment of their evaluation approaches.
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As noted in Section 4, the OECD-DAC peer review guidelines only make a passing reference to scaling and 
provide no guidance on how scaling is to be assessed. Each of the four reviews contain sporadic 
references to scaling: 3 for Germany; 5 for Switzerland; 10 for the UK; and 4 for the US. Box A6 in Annex 
3 presents relevant excerpts for each of these OECD-DAC reports.

The four reviews deal with scaling to a varying extent and focus on different aspects. The most extensive 
treatment of scaling is in the review for the UK, which notes that the UK has the capacity to achieve the 
desired breadth, depth and scale of impact at country level. It manages to leverage public and private 
resources, supports payments for results, and has had some success in bringing its innovation portfolio 
to scale. It also pursues impact at scale in its humanitarian and crisis response interventions. But the 
review also recommends “to formally build a continuum of support, ranging from early technical 
assistance to investment at scale.” (see Box A6). 

The peer review of Switzerland gives its programs credit of being longer-term in focus, with effective 
partnering in the interest of impact of scale, esp. with multilateral organizations, and in pursuing impact 
at scale for the innovations that it supports, in particular through its global programs. However, “[e]ven 
though replicability and scale-up are part of the projects’ selection criteria, … replication remains a 
challenge.” (see Box A6)

For Germany, the peer review focuses mostly on scaling up of financing, effort and engagement by the 
German development finance agencies, rather than on impact. It notes that Germany pursues 
partnerships for greater scale and has an innovation program that also supports scaling of successful 
innovations. It also observes that Germany continues to have problems in moving from support for 
small, stand-alone projects to providing multi-year program funding for its CSO partners.

The peer review for the US provides encouragement for scaling up localization (i.e., intensifying effort to 
achieve localization) and recommends that the lessons from successful systemic change under programs 
supported by the Millennium Challenge Corporation be adopted by other agencies.

Despite these references to scale, the treatment of scaling in these four peer reviews remains sporadic, 
even for the case of the UK. No effort is made to assess whether and how scaling is systematically 
pursued by the countries’ development assistance programs and whether or not the enabling 
organizational factors are in place in the funder organizations to support an effective pursuit of the 
scaling agenda.

MOPAN assessments

We reviewed three MOPAN assessments: UNDP (2021), UNICEF (2021), and the Global Fund (2022).26 

As noted in Section 4, the current MOPAN peer review guidelines make no reference to scaling. However, 
all three MOPAN assessments include significant references to scaling: 10 references each for UNDP and 
UNICEF, and 13 references for the Global Fund. Box A7 in Annex 2 presents relevant excerpts about 
scaling for each of these MOPAN reports. 

The fact that scaling is mentioned at all and that failure to support scaling sufficiently is mentioned as a 
critical element in all three reports, is encouraging in that it shows that MOPAN assessment teams are 
aware of the need for the funder agencies to focus on the scaling agenda. The reports highlight the need 
for effective exit management (UNDP assessment), pay significant attention to sustainability and 
partnerships (all three assessments; the UNICEF assessment refers even to the need for transformational 
partnerships), and note the importance of “cost-efficiency” and economies of scale (UNICEF assessment) 
– all important ingredients for successful scaling.  

26 See Annex 2 for references.
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However, a number of significant limitations of the current approach are reflected in the three 
assessments:

● Most of the references to scaling are based on the independent evaluations carried out by the 
organizations themselves. This raises the question of whether MOPAN assessment teams on 
their own would have focused on the scaling aspect or not. More assessments will have to be 
reviewed to provide a definitive answer to this question.

● The reports cite examples of more or less successful scaling with the support of the three 
agencies, but in none of the reports is there a coherent, systematic assessment of the extent to 
which a focus on scaling has been mainstreamed into the funding practices of the organizations, 
in contrast to the treatment of, say, sustainability and partnerships. 

● There is no assessment of the role of scale impact and scaling in the mission and goals of the 
organizations, nor whether scaling is an explicit factor in the funding policies and criteria, in 
project preparation and implementation modalities, in management and staff incentives, and in 
monitoring and evaluation. There is no consideration of whether or not scalability assessments 
are carried out by the agencies.

● To the extent the assessment reports critique the scaling performance of the three organizations 
there is generally no effort to explain the reasons for the shortfalls, nor recommendations what 
needs to be done to improve scaling performance.

IFAD evaluations

We reviewed six evaluations: one sub-regional evaluation for IFAD interventions in fragile states (2023), 
one project cluster evaluation for rural enterprise support (2023); three country program evaluations 
(Guinea-Bissau, Indonesia, Kyrgyz Republic; all 2023); and one evaluation of a rural market development 
project in Egypt (2023).27 28

As noted in section 4 above, IFAD’s evaluation guidelines focus on transformative scaling, esp. through 
partners. However, there is considerable variation in the way the guidelines have been implemented 
across the six evaluations. Box A8 in Annex 2 presents relevant excerpts from these evaluations.

The most substantive in its focus on scaling – and indeed exemplary for how evaluations should address 
scaling – is the subregional evaluation in fragile states. It devotes three pages to considering the design, 
implementation and evaluation in IFAD projects in the Central-West Africa region from a scaling 
perspective. It concludes its assessment with these key points: 

“Scaling-up results with governments have been very limited, with few good examples found in 
Nigeria and Niger. There is evidence of scalingup through other development partners, but IFAD’s 
monitoring systems rarely seem to pick these up. Supporting governments in defining and 
implementing strategy for scaling up is essential in the G5+1. Mixed scaling-up results achieved in 
the G5+1 contexts reflect weaknesses in terms of KM [Knowledge Management] and 
policy-engagement activities.” (p. 81)

This evaluation also has an explicit and substantive focus on sustainability.

28 IFAD’s Independent Office of Evaluation in 2016 also carried out an overall evaluation of IFAD’s approach to 
scaling which is not reviewed here. It found that IFAD made some progress with its scaling efforts but also noted 
limitations in implementation.
https://www.ifad.org/documents/38714182/39710630/Evaluation+Syntheis+on+scalingup+ApproachPaper.pdf/a8
06b4eb-c9ee-4605-b4c4-9ed5d5993d51 

27 See Annex 2 for references.
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The cluster evaluation of projects in support of rural enterprises falls into the opposite category: There is 
no separate discussion of scaling, only three scattered references to scaling (and another three to 
“scaled”). There is a discussion of the introduction and uptake of new technologies and practices and the 
factors limiting them; and of what is needed to support the creation and growth of rural enterprises. 
While these give a glimpse of scaling related issues, they do not represent a systematic evaluation of 
IFAD’s support for scaling rural enterprises.

All three Country Strategy and Program Evaluations (CSPEs) have a brief section (1/2 to 1 page long) 
dedicated to scaling, under the heading of “sustainability” or “sustainability and scaling,” usually with a 
more substantive focus on sustainability than on scaling. The evaluations tend to focus on selected 
examples of IFAD support for relatively successful scaling and note factors that have contributed to or 
impeded the scaling process, but do not assess whether and how the IFAD country strategy and portfolio 
is designed, implemented and monitored in a way that systematically focuses on supporting a scaling 
approach.  Depending on the country, scaling involves repeater projects by IFAD, hand-off to government 
and/or partnerships with other external funders. The Indonesia CSPE notes the importance of knowledge 
management (KM) for effective support of scaling and all three stress that IFAD monitoring and 
evaluation approaches do not allow systematic capture of whether or not IFAD-supported innovative 
programs were scaled up by other partners. For Indonesia and Kyrgyz Republic, the CSPEs record 
replication of particular programs and approaches in other countries with IFAD support. Scaling 
performance is rated “satisfactory” in the case of Kyrgyz Republic, “moderately satisfactory” for 
Indonesia, and “rather insufficient” (translation from French) for Guinea-Bissau. 

The project performance evaluation (PPE) of the Egypt rural market development project has a ¾-page 
section on scaling, under the heading of “Sustainability of benefits.” It credits the project with scaling up 
well-established farming and market practices, based in part on initiatives under earlier projects. But 
since the project itself is not particularly innovative nor effective, the PPE notes that the scalability issue 
was strictly speaking not relevant. Moreover, despite a timely effort to develop an exit strategy under the 
project, there was no support from the government to include relevant financing for project follow-up in 
the state budget, despite a request by the Ministry of Agriculture. It rated the project “moderately 
unsatisfactory” under the scaling metric. There is no consideration in this PPE of whether the scaling 
issue was addressed adequately in project design, implementation and monitoring.

In sum, IFAD’s evaluation practices reflect the fact that an assessment of scaling is explicitly mandated in 
its evaluation methodology. By focusing on innovation and scaling by other partners (rather than 
successive funding by IFAD), the focus of the evaluations is also generally on transformative scaling 
rather than on transactional scaling by replication. The program evaluations at regional, sector, and 
country levels also consider to what extent IFAD has supported the transfer of successful project and 
program experience from one country to other countries. The evaluations consider how system 
strengthening and knowledge management contribute to IFAD’s scaling efforts, but find these generally 
limited in scope. In particular, they note the lack of evidence on the extent to which IFAD-supported 
interventions have been scaled by others after project completion. Aside from these clear strengths, 
IFAD’s evaluations also show some limitations. The scope and depth of the scaling assessment vary 
widely across evaluations. Moreover, they tend to focus on specific examples of more or less successful 
scaling, but do not look at overall portfolios at a country level and do not consider whether scaling was 
systematically incorporated into the design, implementation and monitoring of country programs or 
projects. It is also not clear how consistently the ratings are applied under the scaling metric.
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World Bank evaluations

The World Bank’s evaluation principles mention scaling only in passing as noted in Section 4. We 
reviewed four evaluations: three country program evaluations (for Cote d’Ivoire, Pakistan, and Ukraine; 
all from 2022) and one project evaluation (for two rural development projects in Uzbekistan; 2019).29

Two of the country program evaluations (Cote d’Ivoire and Ukraine) make no mention of scaling or 
replication. The Pakistan country program evaluation notes that the World Bank supported large-scale 
projects and that a project supporting improvements in the business regulatory environment and 
capacity in Punjab was replicated in other regions of the country with Bank and IFC support. The 
evaluation also mentions that the Bank developed a “Strategy to Scale up Renewable Energy” and 
carried out analytical work on “Scaling Up Rural Sanitation and Hygiene in Pakistan.” However, there was 
no assessment of the quality or impact of these two initiatives, nor an analysis of whether and how the 
Bank supported scaling systematically and effectively in Pakistan.

The evaluation of the two rural development projects in Uzbekistan paid some attention to scaling, since 
one of the projects supported a rural enterprise support effort covering 88 districts in seven regions of 
the country, based on the experience and capacity that had been created in connection with a preceding 
pilot project that supported interventions in five districts, also with financing from the World Bank. The 
evaluation notes that the follow-on project “benefited from the capacity built under the [pilot project] 
implementation in terms of the experience, incorporated lessons, and existing central project 
implementation unit structure within [the national agency].” (p. 31/32) The evaluation also reported that 
the beneficiaries of the project highly valued the scaling up process and especially its highly participatory 
nature. This attention to the scaling aspects of one of the projects covered by this evaluation is notable, 
but the evaluation does not comment on whether and how the Bank supported scaling under the second 
project covered (a water resource management project). Moreover, the evaluation does not identify 
whether the (scaled-up) rural enterprise support project fully covered the needs of the country, or 
whether further scaling was needed;  and, in the latter case, how the project supported the further 
scalability of the approach beyond its lifetime. The evaluation does note that sustainability of the project 
benefits is at risk.

In sum, World Bank evaluations generally do not address scaling in a significant way, if at all. The 
exception in the case of a project that specifically was designed to scale up a prior pilot project.

6. Conclusions and recommendations 

This paper explained why evaluation and evaluation guidelines are potentially important instruments for 
mainstreaming scaling and provided an indicative framework for how evaluation guidelines could 
address scaling. It then reviewed the publicly available evaluation guidelines for OECD-DAC (the EvalNet 
guidelines for evaluation and the DAC Peer Review methodology), for MOPAN, and for 18 large bilateral 
and multilateral official funder agencies. Its analysis concluded with a review of scaling in 17 program 
and project evaluations for four funder organizations.

For the OECD-DAC guidelines and the MOPAN methodology, the paper finds that while there are 
occasional references to scaling, the guidelines do not focus effectively on this important aspect of 
development effectiveness, let alone provide helpful guidance to evaluators on how to assess an 
agency’s approach to scaling and its performance on scaling for specific projects or programs. This 
represents a missed opportunity since it leaves the funder organizations and their governing bodies 
without information on whether and how they support scaling. It also means that OECD-DAC and 

29 See Annex 2 for references.
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MOPAN fail to influence and support the evaluation units of official funder organizations and, indirectly, 
the efforts of the funder agencies to mainstream scaling, since many of the evaluation guidelines of the 
individual funder agencies are based on the OECD-DAC guidelines.

Our analysis further found that for ten funder agencies, evaluation policies or guidelines do not address 
scaling; for another four, there is only limited coverage; while for another four agencies, scaling is a 
central part of the evaluation policies or guidelines, with varying degrees of guidance provided. Overall, 
it appears that multilateral funders, and in particular vertical funds (funders focused on narrowly defined 
sectoral or thematic objectives), have been more progressive in focusing their evaluations on impact at 
scale, compared to bilateral funders. However, even the evaluation guidelines for the four agencies that 
focus more on scaling do so in highly differentiated ways, lacking comprehensiveness and detail on how 
to assess the scaling approaches of their agencies.

The paper then reviews 17 actual evaluations of four official funder organizations and finds a wide 
variety of practices. The experience is mixed: IFAD, not surprisingly given its formal guidance to 
evaluators, has the most detailed treatment of scaling, but even its evaluations deal with scaling in a less 
systematic and effective manner than would be appropriate. MOPAN assessments surprisingly frequently 
refer to scaling, even though the methodology makes no reference to scaling. In the case of OECD-DAC 
peer reviews and World Bank evaluations, scaling plays a very limited role, if any.  In all cases, the 
evaluation practice would need to be significantly redesigned for it to focus systematically and effectively 
on scaling.

If evaluation guidelines do not provide guidance on how to evaluate scaling and if scaling is not a focus of 
evaluations in practice, then management and staff of donor agencies who design and implement 
projects are offered no learning opportunity and have little incentive to integrate scaling into those 
projects. This perpetuates the existing bias of projects towards confining their impact solely to what can 
be achieved within the time frame and resources of a project, rather than simultaneously creating the 
foundations for future scaling, catalytic change and transformational impact.  In the aggregate, the lack 
of incentives for scaling from evaluations contributes to the inability of each donor’s portfolio to achieve 
greater impact, and for the sector as a whole to achieve its goals in general, and the SDGs in particular.  

Assuming that OECD-DAC and MOPAN members are interested in achieving greater sustainable impact at 
scale, integrating scaling into their evaluation guidelines can itself be catalytic in incentivizing scaling.  To 
achieve that goal, based on the findings of this paper, we recommend: 

1. The OECD-DAC EvalNet and Peer Review units, as well as MOPAN, develop guidance documents 
that focus on scaling in project and program evaluations, with key details on how scaling or 
potential for future scaling, replication and sustainability can be effectively evaluated. This 
should include not just questions, but also guidance on how to answer them.30

2. In preparing these evaluation guidance documents, the OECD-DAC and MOPAN secretariats 
should draw on the scaling guidance document currently under preparation by the OECD-DAC 
innovation team.

3. The evaluation offices of individual funder agencies should review their evaluation policies and 
guidelines with a view to integrating scaling more systematically and effectively. 

4. In preparing these guidance documents, the available literature on scaling and the new 
OECD-DAC scaling guidance document should be consulted31 and special attention should be 

31 The “Scaling Principles and Lessons” of the Scaling Community of Practice (op. cit.) provides a summary of 
available evidence on scaling from literature and practice.

30 The Monitoring and Evaluation Working Group of the Scaling Community of Practice stands ready to support the 
process of developing evaluation approaches that reflect the scaling dimension.
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paid to the approach and experience of the four funder agencies that have integrated scaling 
into their evaluation guidelines (especially GCF, GEF and IFAD).

5. More research needs to be done on whether and how evaluations in fact address scaling, with or 
without appropriate guidelines; what the incremental cost of comprehensively evaluating scaling 
is on top of other established criteria; and whether and how the incentives and learnings 
provided by evaluations can be used more directly to support mainstreaming of scaling in funder 
organizations.
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Annex 1: Sources for the official documents of official funder organizations

AFD (Agence Française de Développement), 2013: 
https://www.afd.fr/en/ressources/evaluation-afds-evaluation-policy 

GIDE (German Institute for Development Evaluation), 2018: 
https://www.deval.org/fileadmin/Redaktion/PDF/03_Methoden/DEval_Methods_and_Standards_2018.
pdf 

JICA (Japanese International Cooperation Agency), 2014: 
https://www.jica.go.jp/english/our_work/evaluation/tech_and_grant/guides/c8h0vm000001rfr5-att/gui
deline_2 

KfW (Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau), n.d.: 
https://www.kfw-entwicklungsbank.de/International-financing/KfW-Development-Bank/Evaluations/Eva
luation-criteria/ 

UK, 2022: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/110
7762/FCDO-Evaluation-Policy.pd 

AfDB (African Development Bank), 2019:  
https://idev.afdb.org/sites/default/files/Evaluations/2020-06/Revised%20AfDB%20Evaluation%20Policy
%20EN.pdf 

EBRD (European Bank for Reconstruction and Development), 2013: 
https://www.ebrd.com/what-we-do/evaluation-policy.html 

EIB (European Investment Bank), 2019:

https://publications.iadb.org/publications/english/viewer/Evaluation_Policy_Framework_IDB_Group_en
.pdf 

IADB (Interamerican Development Bank), 2019: 
https://publications.iadb.org/publications/english/viewer/Evaluation_Policy_Framework_IDB_Group_en
.pdf 

UNEG (United Nations Evaluation Group), 2016: http://unevaluation.org/document/detail/1914 

GIZ (Gesellschaft für international Zusammenarbeit), 2022: 
https://www.giz.de/en/downloads/giz2022-en_GIZs-evaluation-system-basic-aspects.pdf; 2018: 
https://reporting.giz.de/wp-content/uploads/sites/8/2019/03/GIZ_EVAL_EN_evaluation-policy.pdf 

USAID, 2020: 
https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/2022-05/Evaluation_Policy_Update_OCT2020_Final.pdf 

ADB (Asian Development Bank), 2016: 
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/32516/guidelines-evaluation-public-sect
or.pdf 

World Bank Group, 2019: 
https://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/sites/default/files/Data/reports/WorldBankEvaluationPrinciples.pdf 

GCF (Green Climate Fund), 2023: 
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/gcf-evaluation-guidelines-web.pdf 

GEF (Global Environmental Facility), 2020: 
http://web.undp.org/evaluation/guideline/documents/GEF/TE_GuidanceforUNDP-supportedGEF-financ
edProjects.pdf 

IFAD (International Fund for Agriculture and Development), 2022. Volume 1: 
https://ioe.ifad.org/documents/38714182/45756354/IFAD-2022-IFAD-EVALUATION-MANUAL-COMPLETE
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https://reporting.giz.de/wp-content/uploads/sites/8/2019/03/GIZ_EVAL_EN_evaluation-policy.pdf
https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/2022-05/Evaluation_Policy_Update_OCT2020_Final.pdf
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/32516/guidelines-evaluation-public-sector.pdf
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/32516/guidelines-evaluation-public-sector.pdf
https://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/sites/default/files/Data/reports/WorldBankEvaluationPrinciples.pdf
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/gcf-evaluation-guidelines-web.pdf
http://web.undp.org/evaluation/guideline/documents/GEF/TE_GuidanceforUNDP-supportedGEF-financedProjects.pdf
http://web.undp.org/evaluation/guideline/documents/GEF/TE_GuidanceforUNDP-supportedGEF-financedProjects.pdf
https://ioe.ifad.org/documents/38714182/45756354/IFAD-2022-IFAD-EVALUATION-MANUAL-COMPLETE-def.pdf/05bd1a53-26ee-c493-b1a0-2fc3050deb80


-def.pdf/05bd1a53-26ee-c493-b1a0-2fc3050deb80;  Volume 2: 
https://ioe.ifad.org/documents/38714182/45756354/IFAD-2022-02-PART-EVALUATION-MANUAL-COMPL
ETE-ENG-04_FINAL.pdf/07534c51-37ca-9b43-f870-3915f5e1f795 

UNDP (United Nations Development Program), 2021: 
http://web.undp.org/evaluation/guideline/documents/PDF/UNDP_Evaluation_Guidelines.pdf 

Annex 2: Sources for program and project evaluations of selected official funders

OECD-DAC Peer Reviews

Germany: 
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/oecd-development-co-operation-peer-reviews-germany-2021_bb
32a97d-en.html 

Switzerland: 
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/oecd-development-co-operation-peer-reviews-switzerland-2019
_9789264312340-en.html 

United Kingdom: 
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/oecd-development-co-operation-peer-reviews-united-kingdom-2
020_43b42243-en.html 

United States: 
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/oecd-development-co-operation-peer-reviews-united-states-202
2_6da3a74e-en.html

MOPAN Assessments

UNDP: 
https://www.mopanonline.org/assessments/undp2020/MOPAN%20Assessment%20UNDP%20report%2
0web%20[for%20download].pdf 

UNICEF: 
https://www.mopanonline.org/assessments/unicef2020/MOPAN%20Assessment%20UNICEF%20web%2
0[for%20download].pdf 

Global Fund: 
https://www.mopanonline.org/assessments/globalfund2021/MOPAN_2022_GlobalFund_PartI_FinalWe
b.pdf

IFAD: 

Subregional evaluation of countries with fragile situations in West and Central Africa: 
https://webapps.ifad.org/members/ec/119/docs/EC-2022-119-W-P-4.pdf 

Rural enterprise development: 
https://ioe.ifad.org/documents/38714182/47789549/Project+cluster+evaluation+on+rural+enterprise+d
evelopment/4a23dbc8-1e46-3a25-07ae-fb995a4667ba

Guinea-Bissau: 
https://ioe.ifad.org/documents/38714182/48400197/Guinea-Bissau+CSPE+Report/205d304a-713b-aa7d
-202d-2cfdafe2a323

Indonesia: 
https://ioe.ifad.org/documents/38714182/47184008/Indonesia+Country+Strategy+and+Programme+Ev
aluation/5eaf6068-b15c-760d-7e38-a863cde5b754
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https://ioe.ifad.org/documents/38714182/47184008/Indonesia+Country+Strategy+and+Programme+Evaluation/5eaf6068-b15c-760d-7e38-a863cde5b754


Kyrgyz Republic: 
https://ioe.ifad.org/documents/38714182/48972120/Kyrgyz+Republic+CSPE+Report/432d02c9-9792-6b
f8-c12b-6fb79b5c563f 

Promotion of rural incomes through market enhancement: 
https://ioe.ifad.org/documents/38714182/47836227/Promotion+of+Rural+Incomes+through+Market+E
nhancement+Project/77cfe0b9-56e0-0a23-3ccb-94a80ba29951

World Bank

Cote d’Ivoire: 
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/099165001252324868/pdf/BOSIB0e6f4f0ae0e10aa0401
9934a6733b4.pdf 

Pakistan: 
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/265831497751223503/pdf/PAKISTAN-PLRNEW-0524201
7.pdf 

Ukraine: https://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/evaluations/world-bank-group-ukraine-2012-20 

Uzbekistan water and irrigation projects: 
https://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/sites/default/files/Data/reports/ppar_uzbekistanirrigation.pdf 

Annex 3. Excerpts on scaling from evaluation guidance documents 

Box A1: Scaling up in the evaluation policy and guidance documents of ADB, GIZ, USAID, and the World 
Bank Group*

ADB: ADB’s Guidelines for the Evaluatiom of Public Sector Operations has a strong statement on the need to assess 
the scalability of projects: “In particular, an assessment should also include the potential for scaling-up projects 
with innovative features. A project’s approach to addressing an identified development constraint should be 
assessed relative to existing good practice standards. Innovative and transformational project design is a necessary 
but not sufficient condition for a highly relevant rating.” (p. 6) It further notes that “[[t]he assessment can also 
include a discussion of any efforts to scale up and replicate successful features of the project that were not 
previously evident in other projects in the country or in communities that have been made during or after project 
implementation.” (p. 24) The document notes that the evaluation approach is based on OECD-DAC evaluation 
principles.

GIZ: GIZ’s Evaluation Policy document refers twice to scaling: first, by noting that evaluations can help “to analyse 
the conditions required for … scaling up” (p.5) and, second, by observing that ”[p]rojects often have to deal with 
‘wicked problems’ for which there is no effective, long-term, scalable solution. They therefore need to find creative 
and flexible solutions for adapting to the context and to the problem in hand.” (p.12). GIZ’s Evaluation System 
document notes that projects are selected for in-depth evaluation if, inter alia, they offer “the potential … for 
widescale replication.” (p. 12)  The same document also highlights that RCTs can provide the basis for decisions “as 
to whether scaling up would be effective, and if so in what form.” (p. 15) This document also mentions that GIZ 
evaluations apply OECD-DAC evaluation criteria.32

USAID: USAID’s Evaluation Policy document notes that “[e]valuations that are expected to influence resource 
allocation should include information on the cost structure and scalability of the intervention, as well as its 

32 In 2016 the GIZ evaluation office also published a corporate strategy evaluation of scaling up in GIZ entitled “The 
Pathway: Scaling Up; the Goal: Large Impact.” While this evaluation assesses the scaling approach and impact in 
GIZ-supported projects, it does not review the GIZ’s own standard evaluation methodology from a scaling 
perspective. J. Linn served as an adviser for this evaluation.
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effectiveness.” (p. 8) It further requires that “[e]ach Mission and Washington Operating Unit must conduct an 
impact evaluation, if feasible, of any new, untested approach anticipated to expand in scale or scope through U.S. 
Government foreign assistance or other funding sources (i.e., a pilot intervention).” (p. 10) The document mentions 
that it is based on OECD-DAC evaluation principles and guidance.

The World Bank Group: The World Bank Group’s Evaluation Principles document notes that “independent 
evaluations and demand-driven self-evaluations should be prioritized by learning needs as determined by (among 
others) the innovative nature of the intervention, existing knowledge gaps, and the potential for replication or 
scaling up.” (p. 12) This document also refers to the OECD-DAC evaluation criteria. 

* Note: For document references see sources for Annex 1.
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Box A6: Excerpts from OECD-DAC peer review reports

Germany
“Innovation and adaptation: Capabilities exist to introduce, encourage, measure and scale up innovation in 
development co-operation. (Yes) First steps undertaken towards building a culture and capabilities across BMZ, KfW 
and GIZ. Innovation could be introduced more firmly on the political agenda of conversations with partner 
countries.” (p. 75)
“The plans for starting a new DigiLab fostering multi-stakeholder arrangements to scale-up existing innovations and 
jointly develop new innovations are a promising approach …. Yet, it will be important that innovation is promoted 
beyond digitalisation, which will require a holistic approach across the German system — from incentivising 
individual staff to spot and scale up innovations and fostering an innovation mindset, institutional structures and 
work atmosphere to strategic planning, procurement and engaging in new partnerships to engage in radical 
thinking and approaches.” (p. 77)

Switzerland
“An overall budget planned for four years, excellent forecast information, and multi-year funding agreements 
provide implementing partners with the necessary predictability to design and execute long-term projects. In 
addition, programming and budgeting are flexible enough at the country and project levels to adapt to evolving 
needs and focus on achieving long-term results in countries …. Switzerland also provides seed funding for 
innovative projects with the private sector. Global programmes are a useful tool to further scale-up innovation.” (p. 
18)
“Switzerland is partnering with a broad range of actors. While some partnerships are strategic, presenting synergies 
with the different funding channels, others tend to be more instrumental in the sense that they are focused on 
implementing Switzerland’s projects. This represents a missed opportunity to leverage each actor’s added value to 
reach higher-level objectives….The objectives of multilateral co-operation are clear: they aim at complementing 
bilateral co-operation, while scaling progress and creating global norms.” (p. 41)
“Switzerland has tools to foster and scale up innovative ideas, whether in terms of new partnerships, funding 
mechanisms or technologies… Even though replicability and scale-up are part of the projects’ selection criteria, 
both within the global programmes and the REPIC Platform, replication remains a challenge.” (p. 62)

United Kingdom
A powerful combination of funding instruments, expertise, and political and technical networks allows the United 
Kingdom to achieve breadth, depth and scale in its partner countries and to draw on its country programmes to 
bring about broader reforms.” (p. 18)
“There is scope to better communicate the United Kingdom’s full offer to the private sector and to formally build a 
continuum of support, ranging from early technical assistance to investment at scale.” (p. 48)
“DFID was one of the first donors to advocate for new solutions to development challenges, backed by some of the 
first challenge funds. Its innovation portfolio has now reached significant scale, breadth, depth and maturity and a 
number of ideas, such as mobile finance, have been brought to scale with impressive results.” (p. 66)
“Finally, results are at the core of the United Kingdom’s partnerships with multilateral organisations. In 2016, DFID 
committed to ‘follow the outcomes’ by further developing and scaling up the use of payment by results approaches 
when engaging with partners.” (p.85)
“In its ambition to improve the international humanitarian system, DFID provides flexible, predictable and 
multiannual funding, helps its partners respond more effectively to emergencies, supports innovation and delivers 
a cash-based response at scale.” (p. 99-100)

United States
“As a leader on localisation, the United States should ensure that principles of development effectiveness are 
central to how it delivers on its objectives, in particular by:…supporting more effective partnerships to implement 
localisation at scale – with all its partners – and notably through increasing support to partner governments and 
more core support to local civil society.” (p. 11)
“Embedding programmes within national systems can provide a powerful route to sustainability as well as systemic, 
scalable change beyond the project level… The MCC@20 process could be used not only by MCC but across the 
interagency to consider the hard questions of how to scale up a successful development model that puts country 
ownership at its core so that it is a system fit for the challenges of tomorrow.” (p. 38-39) 

Note: For links to the review reports see Annex 2.
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Box A7: Excerpts from MOPAN assessment reports

UNDP
“As found in the evaluation of the Strategic Plan 2018-21, UNDP’s capacity to embed, leverage and scale up 
innovation is constrained by limited risk appetite, lack of stakeholder support, inadequate financial resources, 
insufficient flexibility in rules and regulations, and shortcomings in its monitoring and evaluation and knowledge 
management functions.” (p. 32)
“UNDP has yet to ensure the use of the captured lessons to improve results, catalyse and scale up success and 
innovation, and accelerate the achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals.” (p.157)
“A main and recurrent source of criticism in most country-level evaluations regards UNDP’s fragmented portfolios, 
rendering it difficult to move from short-term, small-scale, one-off stand-alone downstream interventions to 
scalable, transformative longer-term solutions and/or upstream policies.” (p.173)

UNICEF
“UNICEF’s global strategic partnerships are both a challenge and an opportunity. Its operating model depends on 
partnerships with other UN entities, businesses, civil society, and children and young people. But its approach to 
partnership has often focused on its own programme implementation, fundraising and advocacy, rather than on 
leveraging resources for children and catalysing large-scale changes for children. To this end, UNICEF has prioritised 
global strategic partnerships with transformative potential to accelerate global progress towards SDG targets, on 
health (e.g., Gavi, the Vaccine Alliance), education (Global Partnership for Education, Education Cannot Wait), and 
nutrition (Scaling up Nutrition Movement). As mentioned above, it has also developed global strategic partnerships 
aimed at transformational change with UNDP, WHO, WFP and UNHCR..” (p. 37)
“There are some examples … of low- cost unit interventions that have been scaled up to reach several 
beneficiaries, including through the implementation of networks of volunteers and a training the trainer approach.” 
(p. 69)
“While the DER Development Effectiveness Review] found that UNICEF has successfully brought programmes to 
scale, it also identified the need to ensure medium to long-term financial sustainability through leveraging 
sustainable financing from governments, the private sector and civil society.” (p.69)
“In Eastern and Southern Africa (ESARO), for example, UNICEF is looking to engage with the private sector beyond 
fundraising to partnerships for innovation and scaling up innovation. However, it is not fully achieved.” (p.96)

Global Fund
“While the Global Fund’s Strategy 2017-22 does list the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) to which it 
contributes along with the disease-specific objectives with which it is aligned, the explicit linkages between its 
internal measures and the SDGs are still being developed. … Along with the SDGs, the strategy also notes its 
alignment with global disease-specific objectives such as:
• for HIV/AIDS: rapidly reduce HIV mortality and incidence through scaling up universal access to HIV prevention 
and treatment in line with the UNAIDS Fast Track and WHO Global Strategy; 
• for TB: rapidly reduce TB, TB-HIV and multidrug-resistant TB incidence and related mortality through universal 
access to high-quality care and prevention in line with the End TB Strategy and Global Plan to End TB;
• for malaria: scale up and maintain interventions to reduce malaria transmission and deaths and support countries 
to eliminate Malaria, in line with the Global Technical Strategy and Action and Investment to Defeat Malaria).
However, the direct and precise links between the Global Fund’s results and these greater goals are not yet clearly 
or completely defined. Key informant interviews reveal that those linkages will be developed in the next iteration of 
supporting documents for the 2023-28 strategy, which will include the development of an overarching M&E 
framework.” (p. 14)
“The TRP [the Global Fund’s Technical Review Panel] also considers if the proposed interventions will scale up 
programmes needed to improve access to prevention, care, and treatment services among the key and vulnerable 
populations disproportionally affected by the three diseases.” (p. 63)
“There have nonetheless been gains in scaling up service coverage, including for those who face discrimination 
and/or other structural barriers, in part facilitated by Global Fund support for technology and service innovations 
and interventions targeted at KPs [key populations]. However, the factors driving observed inequities often do not 
receive sufficient attention in grant and programme design, and wide variations in health service access and health 
outcomes still exist within and across countries.” (p. 114)

Note: For links to the assessment reports see Annex 2.
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Box A8: Excerpts from IFAD evaluations

Subregional evaluation of countries with fragile situations in IFAD-WCA (West-Central Africa)
“Key evaluation question: To what extent have achievements and/or results been sustained and upscaled in these 
fragile contexts, and which lessons are relevant to IFAD’s future engagement in this subregion?” (p. 7)
“Supporting beneficiaries and decision makers to prioritize effective NRM [Natural Resource Management] 
practices and preventive measures, over ex post restoration of depleted or destroyed natural assets, can lead to 
transformative capabilities toward resilience. Among the most prominent examples are the internalization of SWC 
[Soil and Water Conservation] and of natural assisted regeneration in Niger, which is being scaled up in a national 
programme supported by the Government and other partners (including the World Bank).” (p. 46)
“Review of design documents reveals that scaling up is not reflected in the theories of change of programmes and 
projects. Here, the SRE is answering the key question related to the extent to which achievements and/or results 
have been upscaled in these fragile contexts, and lessons learned that are relevant to IFAD’s future engagement in 
this subregion.” (p. 79)
“Evidence confirms that scaling up of results has been very limited with governments. Good examples are found in 
Nigeria and Niger.” (p. 79)
“Experience suggests that supporting the governments in defining and implementing strategies for scaling up is 
essential in the G5+1 [Central-West Africa]. The case of Niger provides a good example of IFAD’s support to a 
government for scaling up, from practices to policy. In Mali, PAPAM (2011-2018) was designed for policy 
engagement and scaling up, both horizontally and vertically. Its coordination unit was embedded in the Ministry of 
Agriculture, and it pursued a sector-wide approach. The idea was that each funding partner (EU, IFAD, the World 
Bank) would care for  those activities they respectively supported, but learn from each other. However, this did not 
fully work out because of the following barriers: i) the political crisis that started during the implementation of the 
project; ii) the lack of experience of the government-led central coordination unit; iii) the withdrawal of a large part 
of the European Union (EU) funds as a result of these challenges; and iv) poor communication and coordination 
between the funding partners.” (p. 79-80)
“There is more evidence of scaling up through other development partners, but IFAD’s monitoring systems rarely 
picked these up.” (p.80)
“The SRE [Sub-Regional Evaluation]also found no indication that governments are taking actions to scale up pilot 
results demonstrated by few IFAD projects (e.g. in Chad and Mauritania).” (p. 83)
“Key Points on Scaling Up: Scaling-up results with governments have been very limited, with few good examples 
found in Nigeria and Niger. There is evidence of scaling-up through other development partners, but IFAD’s 
monitoring systems rarely seem to pick these up. Supporting governments in defining and implementing strategy 
for scaling up is essential in the G5+1.Mixed scaling-up results achieved in the G5+1 contexts reflect weaknesses in 
terms of KM [Knowledge Management] and policy-engagement activities.” (p. 81)

Project Cluster Evaluation Rural Enterprise Development
“The introduction of new technologies and practices was effective in improving the performance of existing 
enterprises through improved productivity, both on- and off-farm (e.g. new seed varieties, soap-cutting 
equipment). The level of uptake was influenced by observable benefits in a short cycle; their affordability and the 
profiles of entrepreneurs; and access to finance, among other factors. In some cases, enterprises that were unable 
to implement new practices due to a lack of access to finance did not grow. There were also missed opportunities 
to link technology promotion to enterprise development. For example, there were cases where inputs and services 
associated with new/improved technologies were provided by project implementing partners, rather than being 
turned into enterprise opportunities (e.g. input suppliers or service providers in the case of PACE in Bangladesh). 
Across the projects, the adoption of new or improved routine management practices (e.g. record-keeping) was 
lower than the adoption of technical practices.” (p. vi)
“Creating and growing enterprises requires systematic, longer-term support using a mixture of business 
development services and financial services, together with longer-term monitoring of attrition and growth and the 
reasons for changes. Support for start-up enterprises requires well-sequenced approaches that include intensive 
and continuous support, taking into consideration entrepreneurship  potential when identifying participants. There 
are trade-offs between being able to provide sufficient support and reaching large numbers of people, particularly 
over dispersed geographical areas or across different sectors.” (p. xi)

Guinea-Bissau: Country Strategy and Program Evaluation (CSPE)
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“Conclusion on scaling up. Performance for this criterion is considered rather insufficient. Indeed, there has been 
replication from one project to another, rather than scaling up. Results have been achieved, such as the community 
approach supported by the FDIL, but for which there is no evidence of their scaling up by other TFPs, which would 
nevertheless be probable. Furthermore, there is no government programme that integrates project activities.” 
(Google translation of French original; p. 48)

Indonesia: Country Strategy and Program Evaluation (CSPE)
“There was little evidence of attempts to create synergies by working in alliance with agricultural-development 
programmes, which were supported by other funding agencies rather than formal partnership arrangements. … 
However, interviewees indicated that there was a need for regular platforms for sharing experiences and plans, and 
working out complementarities in agricultural development. Without extensive knowledge of the work of various 
actors in the sectors, potential synergies are missed – such as providing innovation for others to take to scale, or 
taking to scale innovations developed by small-scale actors.” (p. 23)
“KM (Knowledge Management) is addressed too late and is seen as an add-on rather than the driving force it 
should be. Even where KM products proliferate (e.g. CCDP) there has been no evaluation of their user interface, 
usability or influence… KM constitutes the pivotal link between investments on the ground and scaling up (and) 
will be a major driver of IFAD’s new operating model in Indonesia and of IFAD’s role as a source of expertise for 
promoting inclusive rural transformation.” (p. 25)
“The Government and the World Bank scaled up CCDP’s integrated and proactive approach to marine conservation. 
CCDP began development of a replication plan to extend successful elements to at least 12 additional districts. 
Technical support was provided by the project management office, with funds from the Japan Fund for Poverty 
Reduction, and managed by the ADB. This piloting effort provided valuable lessons on how to support replication 
after project completion.” (p. 59)
“IFAD supported governments in other countries with scaling up the approaches initiated by CCDP. IFAD’s fisheries 
specialist facilitated the loan project in the fisheries sector in Kenya, to adapt the KM system designed and used by 
CCDP. The value-addition technology of CCDP and the community resource-based management was adopted by 
the IFAD-funded projects FishCORAL in the Philippines and ProPESCA in Mozambique. The IFAD-funded, 
post-tsunami, community sustainable livelihood project implemented in Tamil Nadu, India, adapted the commercial 
approaches taken by CCDP.” (p. 59)
“Weaknesses of IFAD’s country strategy and programme in Indonesia during the period covered by the CSPE 
include:  Poor measurement and documentation of evidence of achievements across the board, which is especially 
concerning given the emphasis on testing innovations for scale-up that is at the heart of Government’s 
expectations of IFAD.” (p. 69)
“Overall, the CSPE rates Scaling up as moderately satisfactory. There are successes with scaling up, including uptake 
by the Government and another financing agency, and follow-up projects by IFAD in other countries. However, as a 
programmatic approach (supported by a robust KM and M&E system as elaborated under Coherence) has not been 
adopted, there are only two significant successes of scaling up documented.” (p. 59)

Kyrgyz Republic Country Strategy and Program Evaluation (CSPE)
“One approach that began as a pilot by IFAD and has been successfully scaled up is GALS [Gender Action learning 
System]. It was introduced with IFAD support on a small scale within the JP-RWEE. In Kyrgyzstan, the GALS 
methodology was translated and adapted into the local context by a national NGO (CDA) that was the key 
implementing partner for the JP-RWEE. CDA is including GALS in its own projects.
“UN agencies working in Kyrgyzstan, especially UN Women, started to integrate GALS in their interventions building 
on the CDA capacity; as did USAID. CDA was also invited to support GALS application within the framework of the 
EU-funded Spotlight Programme in Tajikistan, implemented by several UN agencies.
“Given the investment portfolio with national coverage, there was little room for scaling up by other actors in the 
country; instead, scaling up was in the form of the Government and other partners institutionalizing the 
approaches and practices promoted. AISP supported interventions for community-based pasture management to 
implement the 2009 Pasture Law, as well as veterinary service delivery in all rural municipalities, covering all 
PCs/PUUs in the country. LMDPs and the World Bank-funded PLMIP continued to work with all rural municipalities. 
The fact that many of the approaches and innovations have hinged upon and been supported by the policy and 
institutional changes, and improvement has served as an effective scaling up pathway.
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“It is worthwhile highlighting that a number of approaches and practices supported by IFAD are replicated and used 
in other countries. Community-based pasture management and the Pasture Law have influenced similar processes 
in Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Mongolia, Armenia and Georgia - in some cases, but not only, facilitated by 
IFAD (see also paragraph 126). Curriculum development (with innovative subjects and teaching methods supported 
by IFAD and OIE) is being replicated internationally by the Kyrgyz National Agrarian University, particularly in CIS 
countries.” (p. 52)
“In sum, the country strategy and programme evaluation (CSPE) rates the criterion on … scaling up as satisfactory 
(5).” (p. 57-58)

The Arab Republic of Egypt Promotion of Rural Incomes through Market Enhancement Project [PRIME]: Project 
Performance Evaluation
“The project developed an exit strategy well before closure, but did not obtain political backing through the 
Government of Egypt's commitments for continued incremental funding, or develop concrete plans and 
operational manuals for extending its work and institutional structures such as the GPCUs. A request by MoALR to 
include selected PRIME activities for marketing support under the State Budget was not approved (PCR).” (p. 27)
“The PCR [Project Completion Report] saw potential for scaling up the concept of FMAs [Farmers’ Marketing 
Associations], such as through the earlier mentioned GIZ agricultural innovation project, and of replicating the 
marketing outlets that, however, already faced sustainability problems. It noted the limitations of scaling up PRIME 
rural finance for target groups, due to the missing agreements on revolving funds. For the PPE [Project 
Performance Evaluation], the question of scaling up PRIME was not very relevant at project completion, since the 
project failed to sufficiently demonstrate the innovativeness and effectiveness of its supported instruments and 
institutions…
“In many ways, the project's principal achievement was to scale up well-established activities such as horticultural 
production technologies, and some market mechanisms introduced by earlier projects (such as the FMA concept), 
and the scaling of credit in rural finance, without adding much innovative content. Many instruments applied by 
PRIME require further testing, revisions and fine-tuning before they can be scaled up. The environment for further 
developing PRIME project approaches and mechanisms is good. IFAD and the Government of Egypt are about to 
start a new project with similar objectives as PRIME - the Sustainable Transformation for Agricultural Resilience in 
Upper Egypt programme. This programme also aims to develop rural institutions, capacity development and access 
to finance; it has already applied lessons learned from PRIME experiences. The Government also adopted several 
policy reforms, unrelated to PRIME, which enable MAs and cooperatives to enter into direct agreements with the 
private sector.
“Summary - scaling up. There is not much evidence of scaling up PRIME project interventions, except for enhanced 
new communication technologies. PRIME did not add much innovative content that showed results to be scaled up. 
There is, however, continuity of services that were already scaled up under PRIME. This is the case for both 
agriculture (including production and marketing support) and rural finance (and its regular lending activities). On 
balance, the PPE evaluation assesses scaling up as moderately unsatisfactory (3).” (p. 29)

Note: For links to the evaluation reports see Annex 2.

31


	Cover Pages
	Evaluation Guidelines of Official International Development Funders December 2024
	It could be argued that since standard evaluation policy demands that evaluators evaluate projects against the objectives set at the time of project design, evaluators cannot consider scaling if the funder’s operational mandate and policies do not require a focus on scalability and scaling in project design and implementation. However, if development effectiveness requires a pursuit of sustainable impact at scale, as it surely does, then evaluations – and evaluation guidelines – should investigate whether or not funder-supported programs and projects effectively support a longer-term scaling strategy. Moreover, to the extent that development finance institutions increasingly include scaling among their organizational objectives,6 evaluation methodology needs to take account of this.
	The DAC Peer Review guidelines have only one passing reference to scaling in the context of the Management Systems foundation under the heading of “Adaptation and innovation”, where this statement can be found: “The member has capabilities to introduce, incentivise and enable, measure the impact of, and potentially scale, innovation in its policies and programmes.” (underlining added)19 However, no guidance is provided to peer reviewers on how they might assess an organization’s ability to “potentially scale innovation”. There is no reference to how a bilateral funder’s operational policies and procedures of project and program finance support or hinder sustainable scaling, no consideration whether individual interventions are effectively linked to longer-term development objectives, such as the SDGs, and no comment on whether monitoring and evaluation include considerations of scaling. There are references to important components of a scaling approach, including partnerships (p. 17/18), stakeholder
	MOPAN Assessments
	MOPAN is a network of 21 member countries – among them the major funders of the multilateral development finance institutions – aiming “to improve the performance of the multilateral system, making it stronger, better and smarter.”20 The MOPAN Secretariat manages regular assessments of individual multilateral development finance organizations. These assessments “provide a snapshot of an organisation's performance by taking into account the organisation's history, mission, context, trajectory and journey. Assessments cover four areas of organisational effectiveness: strategic management, operational management, relationship management and performance management, and results.”21 The assessments serve not only a learning function, but also an accountability function, since MOPAN members use the results inter alia to help them determine the financial contributions they make to the multilateral organizations. The assessments are guided by a methodology which is regularly updated. The most recent one (MOPAN
	The MOPAN 3.1 methodology makes no reference to scaling in the main text or in the Annex dealing with key performance indicators (KPI) and score descriptors. As with the DAC peer review, there are elements in the methodology that are potentially relevant for an assessment of the organization’s approach to scaling, including capacity analysis (p. 63), sustainability and its enabling factors (p. 64), partnerships (p. 65), and results-based management (p. 67). But, again as for the DAC peer review, there is no link between these elements and a systematic focus on scaling in the assessment methodology. 
	Summary assessment
	The DAC Peer Review and the MOPAN assessment methodologies, like the EvalNet guidelines, have very little consideration of scaling. While some elements of the methodologies are relevant for an evaluation with a scaling focus, that focus is currently lacking. In essence both official agency development review functions do not provide any relevant guidance on whether and how the multilateral and bilateral funders can support scaling through the programs and projects that they fund. 
	Looking ahead, the OECD-DAC Secretariat is currently preparing a scaling guidance document. It can and should serve as a basis for the preparation of guidance documents by EvalNet, DAC Peer Review and MOPAN evaluators on how to assess the scaling aspects of organizations, programs and projects that they are tasked to evaluate. 
	4.  Assessment of evaluation policies, standards and guidelines of individual official funders
	Table 1: Funder organizations grouped by the extent of focus on scaling in evaluation guidance documents
	For ten agencies – five bilateral and five multilateral – we found no mention of scaling in the documents that we reviewed. Most of the documents are labeled “evaluation policy” documents and focus predominantly on organizational process and responsibilities, rather than on evaluation criteria. Or they deal with “norms and standards” (as in the case of the UN Evaluation Group, UNEG). Three of the agencies refer to the DAC evaluation criteria (AFD, EBRD and KfW) without any mention of scaling. It is possible that each of the agencies listed in the first column have internal evaluation guidance documents that spell out evaluation criteria and approaches in greater detail, but these were not to be found in the publicly available online documentation. 
	AFD (Agence Française de Développement), 2013: https://www.afd.fr/en/ressources/evaluation-afds-evaluation-policy 
	GIDE (German Institute for Development Evaluation), 2018: https://www.deval.org/fileadmin/Redaktion/PDF/03_Methoden/DEval_Methods_and_Standards_2018.pdf 
	JICA (Japanese International Cooperation Agency), 2014: https://www.jica.go.jp/english/our_work/evaluation/tech_and_grant/guides/c8h0vm000001rfr5-att/guideline_2 
	KfW (Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau), n.d.: https://www.kfw-entwicklungsbank.de/International-financing/KfW-Development-Bank/Evaluations/Evaluation-criteria/ 
	UK, 2022: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1107762/FCDO-Evaluation-Policy.pd 
	AfDB (African Development Bank), 2019:  https://idev.afdb.org/sites/default/files/Evaluations/2020-06/Revised%20AfDB%20Evaluation%20Policy%20EN.pdf 
	EBRD (European Bank for Reconstruction and Development), 2013: https://www.ebrd.com/what-we-do/evaluation-policy.html 
	EIB (European Investment Bank), 2019:
	https://publications.iadb.org/publications/english/viewer/Evaluation_Policy_Framework_IDB_Group_en.pdf 
	IADB (Interamerican Development Bank), 2019: https://publications.iadb.org/publications/english/viewer/Evaluation_Policy_Framework_IDB_Group_en.pdf 


