
www.danchurchaid.org

evaluation policy

evaluation 
policy evaluating for 

learning and 
accoutability



why evaluate?
Evaluations in DCA are assessments of completed activities carried out by external evaluators. Evaluation serves 
two overall purposes: learning and accountability. Learning is achieved when we as an organisation adapt our future 
interventions to past experience. Accountability is achieved when evaluations credibly analyse the impact of inter-
ventions.

what to evaluate?
	Programmes: Evaluation is mandatory for all programmes at the end of the programme cycle, i.e. three to five 

years.
	Projects: The primary purpose of evaluations is learning. As such, evaluations should be carried out when the 

potential for learning is greatest, for example in innovative pilot projects. Apart from that, evaluation is manda-
tory for projects with a duration of more than three years or an annual budget above certain limits; 500,000 DKK 
for development projects and 5m DKK for humanitarian response and humanitarian mine action projects. The 
specific limits are listed in Annex 1, Mandatory evaluations – which projects? Apart from these projects, three to 
five projects are randomly selected for evaluation each year by the Programme Policy Unit.

	Finally, DCA carries out thematic evaluations, which are initiated by the Programme Policy Unit.

Making evaluations useful: 1-3-25 and the evaluation event
An evaluation consists of a process and a product. The process should involve all stakeholders and be followed by 
an evaluation event, for example a meeting where findings are presented or even a chat-session with interested 
parties. All evaluations should be followed up to ensure learning across countries and programmes. The division of 
responsibilities is spelled out on in Section 6. The product is the evaluation report. The report must follow a 1-3-25 
format. The first page must contain recommendations for future interventions, the following three pages should 
contain an executive summary and the evaluation itself should be no more than 25 pages. See Annex 2 for more 
information on 1-3-25.

How to evaluate?
In general, involvement of stakeholders including beneficiaries, implementers and managers in the preparation, im-
plementation and follow-up of evaluations is a prerequisite to learning. The crucial issue to agree on is the evaluation 
question. What question should the evaluation answer? Accountability is achieved by considering the counterfactual 
question: what would have happened without the intervention? The method of evaluation should match the ques-
tion to be answered and we welcome new methods. There is no specific DCA Evaluation Guidelines. We refer to what 
we think are good guidelines in Section 5. 

About this policy and related tools
This policy is written by the Programme Policy Unit with substantial input from Regional Offices and other units. It 
was approved by Senior Management on 5/3/2012 and by the Board on 10/4/2012. It will be revised at least every five 
years, i.e. in 2017. It was updated from an earlier version approved in 2006. See Section 8 for more information on the 
process and background. Questions regarding this policy should be directed to the Advisor on Evaluation or the head 
of the Program Policy Unit. Minor revisions are approved by the international director only.
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wHAT is evAluATion?
DanChurchAid (DCA) adheres to the OECD/DAC definition of evaluations:

An evaluation is the systematic and objective assessment of an on-going or completed 
development intervention, its design, implementation and results. In the development 
context, evaluation refers to the process of determining the worth or significance of a 
development intervention (OECD QUALITy STAnDARDS FOR DEvELOPMEnT EvALUATIOnS, OECD 

DAC, 2010).

Furthermore, evaluations in DCA are always external, i.e. carried out by people not employed 
by DCA, typically contracted consultants. 

How does evaluation relate to monitoring and reviews
Evaluations are a part of DCA’s monitoring and evaluation framework. In this respect, the 
two key defining characteristics of evaluations are that they are external, i.e. carried out 
by external consultants, and they are comprehensive in that they are assessments cover-
ing whole projects, usually several years of activities. Other parts of DCA’s monitoring and 
evaluation framework are reviews, which are internally conducted assessments to monitor 
whether a project or programme is on track and produces the immediate outputs that are 
agreed upon in the cooperation agreement and project document between the partner and 
DCA. Monitoring is a series of small, frequent assessments of implementation progress, 
made to inform day-to-day operations. Finally, evaluation is different from financial audits 
in that it may include financial information, but focuses on the activities and their results.

THe purpose oF evAluATions in DAnCHurCHAiD

Evaluations in DanChurchAid (DCA) have two overall purposes: 
learning and accountability. These two purposes are described 
below. 

To promote learning by active participation 
Everyone involved in evaluations should have learning at 
the forefront of their mind. Managers and staff should carry 
out evaluations of projects with a high potential for learning. 
Evaluators should make sure that the issues they focus on are 
formulated by the stakeholders involved and that these are 
involved in the evaluation throughout. Communication of find-
ings should be prioritized. The goal is to explore the reasons 
for the successes and failures of activities funded by DCA, and 
thus produce information that can help achieve future results 
more effectively and efficiently. The evaluation document must 

report recommendations for future actions targeted at future 
project managers, DCA headquarters and policy makers. 

To promote accountability by documentation
and systematization of experience
In DCA, accountability is the responsible use of power. Being ac-
countable is a process of taking into account the views of differ-
ent stakeholders and primarily the people affected by authority 
or power, as described in the standards for the humanitarian 
Accountability Partnership. In evaluation, this translates into an 
obligation to document results to all stakeholders, and is not 
limited to upward financial accountability. For evaluations to 
contribute to accountability, they must be carried out transpar-
ently and independently.
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wHAT Does DAnCHurCHAiD evAluATe?

To learn and to seek to improve constantly is a natural part of 
good practice in DanChurchAid (DCA). Evaluation is an obvious 
tool for this and thus the decision to evaluate should depend on 
the potential for learning. As such, a small pilot project might 
not require an evaluation according to the formal criteria below, 
but it should be evaluated regardless, since the potential for 
learning is high. 

All of DCA’s international work must be evaluated regularly at 
project, programme, thematic and cross-cutting levels. This in-
cludes work in long-term development, humanitarian response 
and humanitarian mine action. Since these three areas differ 
in their planning horizons and working practices, the evaluation 
approach and evaluation criteria chosen will, to some extent, 
also be different and are clarified below.

In all cases, the budget figure excludes DCA administration costs.

project evaluations
Whether or not a project evaluation is mandatory depends on 
the project’s budget and its duration. The specific criteria for 
when interventions are evaluated are outlined below. For a quick 
overview, see Annex 1, Mandatory evaluations – which projects?

The figures below describe DCA minimum requirements inde-
pendently of funding source. Back donors or other stakeholders 
may have stricter requirements. Furthermore, whenever an ACT 

agency carries out an evaluation of a DCA-funded project, the 
ACT evaluation is accepted as a DCA evaluation. For ACT Ap-
peals, which are a funding modality used for some humanitar-
ian projects, the decision about evaluation follows ACT policies 
and standards. In 2011, these stated that all projects with a total 
expenditure of more than 1 million USD must be evaluated, re-
gardless of duration.

For projects with multiple phases, the duration is the total du-
ration of all phases, as long as the activities taking place are 
similar in character. 

Dispensation from the criteria can be given in writing by the 
Development Director, the humanitarian Director or the Inter-
national Director.

Randomly selecTed pRojecTs foR evaluaTion Apart 
from the mandatory evaluations required by the tables below, 
between three and six projects are randomly selected each year 
to undergo an accountability evaluation. Projects are selected 
among a pool of finished or soon-to-be finished projects. Evalu-
ations of these projects follow the same standards as normal 
evaluations, but are initiated by DCA’s Copenhagen Office. As 
such, these evaluations are particularly focused on global learn-
ing and accountability.

humaniTaRian Response pRojecTs All projects with an average annual budget of 5,000,000 
DKK must be evaluated, regardless of duration. Moreover, projects running for three years or more 
must undergo evaluation. The details are shown below.

long-TeRm developmenT pRojecTs All projects with an average annual budget of 500,000 
DKK must be evaluated, regardless of the duration. Similarly, all projects running for three years or 
more must be evaluated, regardless of budget. For projects less than three years and budgets of less 
than 500,000 DKK the general rule is that they must be evaluated when a new phase has led to a 
total duration of activities of a similar character, for three years or more. 

A project completion report must be completed for development projects, when no evaluation takes place.

AverAge AnnuAl budget in dKKdurAtion
less thAn 3,000,000
not mandatory
not mandatory
Mandatory

3-5,000,000
not mandatory
Mandatory
Mandatory

More thAn 5,000,000
Mandatory
Mandatory
Mandatory

one yeAr or less
one or two yeArs

three yeArs or More

AverAge AnnuAl budget in dKKdurAtion
less thAn 500,000
not mandatory
Mandatory

More thAn 500,000
Mandatory
Mandatory

less thAn three yeArs
three yeArs or More
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humaniTaRian mine acTion  Evaluations of humanitarian mine action projects follow the same 
criteria as projects within humanitarian reponse, although the budget limits are somewhat different 
as shown in the table below.

Apart from the evaluations mandated by the table, external quality assurance is carried out by Un 
Mine Action Coordination (UnMAC) or a national Mine Action Coordination (nMAC) which ensures 
that national Mine Action Standards are adhered to. The UnMAC/nMAC checks DCA’s work both in 
terms of the end-product and in terms of working methods. Quality assurance reports are filed with 
DCA and faults corrected on an ongoing basis.

AverAge AnnuAl budget in dKKdurAtion
less thAn 5,000,000
not mandatory
not mandatory
Mandatory

5,000,000 - 10,000,000
not mandatory
Mandatory
Mandatory

More thAn 10,000,000
Mandatory
Mandatory
Mandatory

one yeAr or less
one or two yeArs

three yeArs or More

programme evaluations
Programmes are strategic frameworks that ensure synergy 
and cohesion among projects in a geographical area. As a logi-
cal consequence of the programme approach, focus is on pro-
gramme evaluation. This is where the bulk of resources should 
be spent and where planning takes place at country level. All 
programmes should be evaluated upon completion. here, joint 
evaluations with other funding partners are more difficult given 
the particular programme approach of DCA, but if relevant and 
if possible joint evaluations should be pursued. If practical, the-
matic evaluations of a programme type carried out across coun-
tries may supersede individual programme evaluations.

Thematic evaluations
Thematic evaluations are carried out when the examination of 
a particular topic would benefit from a cross-regional approach. 
These types of evaluations assess an issue of interest to DCA 
as an organisation. As such, they are not confined to specific re-
gions or offices, although field work may take place in a limited 
number of sites. They may for instance assess the effective-
ness of the programme approach, or the implementation of the 
cross-cutting issues such as Rights Based Commitment, Gender 
Equity, Partnership Policy or Organisational Development. 

Once a year, Senior Management discusses and decides on the 
need for thematic evaluations. Terms of Reference (ToR) are 
prepared in consultation with staff and the Board. 



7

How Does DAnCHurCHAiD evAluATe?

Even though this policy contains standards for evaluations, an 
evaluation must always be designed to maximize learning in 
its specific context. As such, methodology, scope and budgets 
may vary greatly. In many cases, it is more effective for learning 
and accountability to concentrate funds on a few very thorough 
evaluations and thus to carry out smaller evaluations in the re-
maining cases. For example, evaluations can focus on an evi-
dence-informed learning workshop where the evaluation report 
is primarily the workshop report. Or the evaluation can focus on 
careful analysis of data and communicate findings through a 
video. In all cases, the basic requirements below must be ful-
filled. 

The core of all DanChurchAid (DCA) evaluations is to determine 
whether DCA operations have achieved the intended results, 
but they should also look into any unintended results and pos-
sible side-effects. This means that the point of departure is 
always DCA’s approved documents, for example project or pro-
gramme documents, including the predefined objectives and 
their indicators, or thematic, cross-cutting global policies. 

Evaluations are preferably planned in a project’s design phase. 
In any case, evaluations must be approved during DCA’s annual 
planning process, which takes place the year before the evalua-
tion is intended to take place. Transparency and time schedules 
of planned and completed evaluations are crucial and should be 
listed in DCA’s normal planning and reporting systems such as 
the Annual Programme Reports, Global Report and the annual 
vision & Plan. Each DCA unit should plan evaluations as a group 
to share responsibility and share knowledge. 

Some simple bullets can serve as a checklist for the basic stand-
ard of the final evaluation report:
1. The Terms of Reference for the evaluation must clearly de-

scribe the context of the evaluated intervention, the evalu-
ation objective, relevant stakeholders and expected out-
puts. The format 1-3-25 should be mentioned in the Terms 
of Reference.

2. The evaluation must reflect on the five OECD-DAC criteria: 
Relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustain-
ability.

3. The evaluation report must follow the format of 1-3-25.
4. The method should be gender sensitive and it must describe 

how it fits the purpose of the evaluation. 
5. In terms of impact, the evaluation must reflect on the coun-

terfactual question: What would have happened without 
the intervention?

6. Evaluations should always assess the extent to which a pro-
ject or programme contributes to delivering DCA’s Account-
ability Framework, in particular in relation to Benchmark 
3 (Sharing information), Benchmark 4 (Participation) and 
Benchmark 5 (handling complaints).

7. The deadline for the receipt of the final project evaluation is 
six months. 

Focus on learning
DCA wants to enhance the sharing of knowledge and learn-
ing potential of all types of evaluations. Evaluations must be 
utilisation-focused in the sense that part of the responsibility 
for learning lies with the evaluator, in particular when it comes 
to identifying and involving expected users. The evaluation pro-
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cess is seen as an opportunity for DCA staff and partners to look 
back and reflect about a particular intervention, a policy or an 
approach and form conclusions about what can be learned from 
it and put to use in future. The process should be participatory 
from beginning to end and include all stakeholders including 
rights-holders and partners as well as other nGO’s and the back 
donor when relevant. 

The main opportunities for learning in the evaluation process 
are: 
	involving relevant stakeholders in designing the ToR. This 

includes partners and DCA staff locally and in hQ, as well as 
ACT sister agencies and back donors when relevant. These 
must be mentioned by name in the Terms of Reference.

	identifying one key evaluation question;
	ensuring meaningful contact with rights-holders, DCA staff 

and other stakeholders during field visits;
	an evaluation event, for example a debriefing session in-

country, a meeting with all stakeholders or a video confer-
ence with all relevant DCA staff. In-country this could take 
place at Programme Platforms. It could also include a public 
event;

	DCA’s response to the recommendations and formulation of 
follow- up plan;

	using lessons learned in designing new projects, programmes 
or policies; 

	including lessons learned in the annual report and other re-
ports.

See the Utilization-Focused Evaluation (U-Fe) Checklist link in 
the resource section.

Attribution of impact: 
The counterfactual question
Any good evaluation considers the following question: What 
would have happened in the absence of our project or pro-
gramme? This counterfactual question is essential in answer-
ing the questions about impact, effectiveness and efficiency 
mentioned below and is used to establish attribution of impact 
to a project’s activities. There are several methods of answer-
ing the question and no one method fits all situations. In some 
situations, an evaluation might trace the process of impact in 
sufficient detail to establish what would have happened in 
the absence of the project. In other situations, the progress of 
project participants might be compared to a non-participating 
control group in which case it is key to ensure as much similarity 
in the participating and the control group as possible, for exam-
ple by selecting the group in the same way participants were 
selected or by randomly selecting people or project sites for par-
ticipation. The latter will only be possible in certain cases and 
extreme care has to be taken to ensure ethical procedures are 
followed. Such projects must be approved by the International 
Director and will usually involve a separate impact assessment. 
See the list of resources in the section on “Other resources” for 
more information.

Regardless of the specific methodology applied, all project eval-
uations must include data creation or data collection among the 
final beneficiaries or rights-holders, the method used must be 
gender sensitive, i.e. pay specific attention to the role of gender 
and present disaggregated data wherever possible.

Making evaluation reports readable
The final evaluation report should follow a 1-3-25 format: One 
page of main messages directed at future implementers and 
decision makers; three pages containing an executive summary; 
and the evaluation findings in no more than 25 pages of text. 
Adoption of a standard format was recommended by a review 
of DCA’s evaluation practice carried out in 2009 in order to en-
hance learning. See Annex 2 for more information.

Quality in project evaluations
For evaluations of development and humanitarian projects, DCA 
applies the five basic criteria defined by OECD/DAC and applied 
widely everywhere in international aid.

Relevance 
	Are the development interventions relevant to DCA and 

partners’ development policies, goals and strategies?
	Is the activity relevant in relation to the needs and priorities 

of the intended beneficiaries? 

effecTiveness
	have the primary objectives identified been achieved?
	have the planned or expected results been achieved, includ-

ing whether the intended population was reached?

efficiency
	how economically have resources/inputs (funds, expertise, 

time, etc.) been converted to results?
	Are the investment and recurrent costs justified?
	Could the same results have been achieved with fewer re-

sources?

impacT
	What positive and negative, primary and secondary long-

term effects have been produced by a development inter-
vention, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended?

susTainabiliTy
	What is the probability of long-term benefits?
	Will the intended benefits continue when development co-

operation is terminated?
	Is local ownership established?

For humanitarian assistance projects, due consideration must 
be given to the specific issues relevant in this context, for ex-
ample difficult access to key informants due to the disruption 
caused by the crisis and rapid turnover in staff; an often po-
larised perspective on the same event due to ongoing conflict; 
missing indicators due to hasty planning and in general a rapid 
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change in circumstances meaning that many assumptions 
about normal social and physical conditions may no longer be 
justified. 

Furthermore, the following issues should be considered in eval-
uations of humanitarian response, together with the Sphere 
Standards:

appRopRiaTeness 
In the case of evaluation of DCA’s humanitarian assistance, 
relevance is often supplemented with the criteria “appropriate-
ness of the intervention”. Although an intervention is relevant 
at macro level, it may not be appropriate in terms of activities 
selected. Appropriateness is tailoring the intervention to local 
needs, increasing ownership, accountability and cost-effective-
ness accordingly. Cultural appropriateness should also be con-
sidered.

coveRage 
This includes targeting and involves determining who was sup-
ported with assistance and protection proportionate to their 
needs and why. The Code of Conduct from International Red 
Cross and Red Crescent Movement that DCA adheres to stipu-
lates clearly that aid is given regardless of race, creed or nation-
ality and devoid of any extraneous political agenda. Under the 
coverage criteria the evaluator should look at targeting and pay 
attention to possible inclusion/exclusion bias. 

connecTedness 
Sustainability may not be as important given the often short 
duration of the assistance. But instead the intervention should 
be evaluated for its connectedness – or it’s linking of relief, 
rehabilitation and development. Connectedness refers to the 
need to ensure that humanitarian assistance activities of a 
short-term nature are carried out in a context that takes longer-
term and interconnected problems into account. An evaluation 
should look at the existence of a sound exit strategy, examine 
how local capacity is supported and developed and analyse the 
nature of partnerships supporting connectedness.

All evaluations in DCA must live up to the following internation-
al standards. They must be independent, impartial, transpar-
ent, participatory, feasible, cost-efficient, accurate, and fair and 
must not single out individuals for judgement. Additionally, the 
standards set out in the DCA Partnership Policy such as mutual 
ownership, accountability to all stakeholders, equality, harmoni-
zation and alignment must be applied. 

DCA’s approach to project evaluations must live up to the val-
ues stipulated in DCA’s Partnership Policy, which means that 
DCA wants to ensure that all project-specific evaluations also 
contain information and observations about the relationship 
between DCA and the partner, the relevance and effectiveness 
of the partnership, and mutual learning aspects regarding the 
project. 

Quality in programme evaluations
Programme evaluations focus on DCA’s capacity as a partner 
and the capacity to achieve its own strategic goals as set out 
in vision and Plan and approved programme documents. The 
partners are involved through the Partner Platforms where they 
contribute to the design of the entire evaluation exercise. Part-
ners are requested to comment on the ToR and to make sure 
that (what they see as) key issues at the programme level are 
included in the ToR. By default they are also key informants dur-
ing the exercise and they participate in the debriefing and the 
final workshop, where the follow-up on the recommendations 
is decided upon. 

Key documents in programme evaluation include:
	context analyses 
	programme strategies 
	programme budgets 
	programme overviews 
	programme review reports 
	programme logical frameworks. 

Programme evaluations must not become only the sum of find-
ings from project evaluations, but must also assess the extent 
to which:
	the project portfolio is relevant to the programme objectives; 
	DCA gets added value; 
	the programme approach has improved synergy and achieved 

results at output, outcome and (to the extent possible) im-
pact level; 

	DCA’s capacity as a partner in the development process is 
validated;

	the programme is contributing to the achievement of the 
strategic objectives as defined in vision and Plan.

 
Cross-programme and cross-country learning is particularly im-
portant in the case of programme evaluations. Therefore, all 
programme evaluations must have a follow-up plan that spells 
out how the lessons from that particular evaluation will be used 
in other programmes and countries.

Making evaluations public
To ensure accountability and transparency, all evaluations are 
public, unless specific precautions need to be taken regard-
ing the safety of partners and DCA staff, or the effectiveness 
of a strategy or advocacy campaign. Specifically, programme 
and thematic evaluations along with DCA’s response are made 
public on DCA’s website by the Programme Policy Unit. Project 
evaluations are only available upon request, due to the vast 
number of reports. Whether the programme and thematic re-
ports should be published in the form of printed reports will be 
considered on a case by case basis. 

Harmonisation, alignment and budget support
DCA is committed to enhancing development effectiveness 
through harmonisation, alignment and budget support. In DCA, 
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harmonisation is when a group of agencies agree on a common 
set of requirements. In evaluation, this could mean agreeing on 
following common standards for evaluation. Alignment is when 
DCA follows partner’s standards. When DCA provides budget 
support to partners, no specific project is supported. All three 
modalities require evaluation to be done differently, but this 
should not prevent DCA from promoting them. 

In the case of harmonisation and alignment, DCA might choose 
to follow partners’ or others’ evaluation standards. As with 
other exceptions to the policy, this should be approved by In-
ternational Management in writing and communicated to the 
Programme Policy Unit.

When it comes to budget support, an organisational assess-
ment should take place before the budget support agreement 
and an organizational audit, i.e. an organizational assessment 
focused on tracking organisation level results, should follow at 
least every three years. Guidelines and terms for organisational 
audits can be found in DCA’s Partner Development Guideline. 
Again, approval of a budget support agreement from Interna-
tional Management serves as derogation from the present pol-
icy. however, the organisational assessment should involve the 
Regional Representative and the relevant staff in Programme 
Policy Unit. 

As harmonisation, alignment and budget support become more 
prevalent in DCA, guidelines to ensure accountability and learn-
ing will be expanded, building on experience.

other resources
DanChurchAid has no specific guidelines for how to carry out 
an evaluation, since these depend on the context and are avail-
able elsewhere. We recommend the following guides and re-
sources and most of them are available free online or via DCA’s 
intranet.

geneRal guidelines
Patton, M.Q., 1997, Utilization-focused evaluation, 3rd edition. 
Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, Calif.

Patton, M. Q. 2006, Utilization-Focused Evaluation (U-Fe) Checklist

OECD/DAC 2010: The DAC Quality Standards for Development 
Evaluation

OECD/DAC 2010: Summary of Key norms and Standards - Sec-
ond Edition

ALnAP 2006: Evaluating humanitarian action using the OECD-
DAC criteria - An ALnAP guide for humanitarian agencies

Spencer et al 2003: Framework for Assessing Qualitative 
Evaluations, Government Chief Social Researcher’s Office, 
London

World Bank 2011: Writing Terms of Reference for an Evaluation: 
A how-To Guide

World Bank 2004: Monitoring and Evaluation Tools, Methods 
and Approaches

guidelines foR RepoRTing
TREnD Statement: Transparent Reporting of Evaluations with 
nonrandomized Designs (TREnD)

eThics of evaluaToRs
UK Evaluation Society Good Practice Guidelines

sTandaRds
humanitarian Accountability Partnership’s Standards
SPhERE Standards

Randomized conTRol TRials
Duflo, E., Glennerster, R. and Kremer, M., 2007. Using randomi-
zation in development economics research: A toolkit. handbook 
of Development Economics, 4, 3895-3962.
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wHo is responsiBle For THe evAluATion proCess?

The Programme Policy Unit (PPU) is the central evaluation function and has the responsibil-
ity for managing thematic evaluations, supporting project and programme evaluations, and 
promoting organizational learning by ensuring the dissemination of evaluation findings.

Responsibilities for evaluations are summarised in the following table

projects other

developMent

Programme 
Coordinator
(or Regional 

Representatives 

if no PC)

Implementing 
partners

Programme 
Officer in 
Regional Office

Programme 
Coordinator
(or Regional 

Representatives 

if no PC)

huMAnitAriAn
response

head of 
humanitarian 
Response Unit

Relevant 
humanitarian 
Response Advisor

Program 
Policy Unit, 
Relief Officer at 
Regional Office 

head of 
humanitarian 
Response Unit

huMAnitAriAn
Mine Action

head of 
humanitarian 
Mine Action Unit

humanitarian 
Mine Action 
Team

n/A

humanitarian 
Mine Action Unit

progrAMMe
evAluAtions

International 
Directors

Programme Officer 
in Regional Office

Program Policy 
Unit team

Programme 
Officer in 
Regional Office

theMAtic
evAluAtions

Senior 
Management

Program Policy 
Unit team

The Board

International 
Directors

ensure thAt 
evAluAtions 

tAKe plAce

drAfting the tor 
And hiring 

consultAnts

who Must be 
consulted 
on the tor

who is 
responsible 

for follow-up
(see The nexT seCTon)

project evaluations
For evaluation of all projects under approved programmes, 
staff at DanChurchAid’s (DCA) Regional Offices has the initia-
tive and responsibility for ensuring that these evaluations are 
conducted. Funding for project evaluations must be included in 
the project budget when the project is negotiated and designed 
together with the partner(s). The funds allocated to project 
evaluation are transferred to the partner, to ensure the part-
ner’s complete ownership of the process. DCA staff should be 
consulted on the design of the evaluation exercise, the selection 
of the consultant, the scope of the evaluation and the discus-
sion related to the implementation of the recommendations. 
In case of limited capacity, the partner can decide to let DCA 
facilitate and manage the budget and process for an external 
evaluation. The partner and DCA staff responsible for projects 
must ensure that evaluations are jointly planned and financed 
with other donors when relevant. Partners with similar projects 
can decide to undertake an evaluation jointly, possibly using the 
Partner Platform as the coordinating body. 

programme and thematic evaluations
To ensure independence and follow-up action on the evalu-
ation recommendations, the decision-making related to all 
programme evaluations, both long-term development and hu-
manitarian response, lies with the International Directors. This 
includes the approval of the TOR and DCA’s response to the 
findings and recommendations of specific evaluations. The re-
sponsibility for the plan for thematic evaluations and response 
to the recommendations lie with the Senior Management team. 
Main findings, recommendations and planned follow-up action 
to programme evaluations are submitted to the Board for infor-
mation through the annual report on vision & Plan. Thematic 
evaluations are also submitted to the Board separately. The 
Board is consulted on topics for thematic evaluations.

The responsibility for planning, design and management of pro-
gramme evaluations lies with the Regional Offices. The Region-
al Representative updates the evaluation plan annually in the 
Annual Programme Reports and they are filed in DCA’s intranet. 
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Follow-up

Due to the huge number of project evaluations compared to 
programme and thematic evaluations, DanChurchAid (DCA) has 
different procedures for the follow-up process.

project and programme evaluations 
At the conclusion of a project or programme evaluation, a work-
shop or meeting must be held with partners and other involved 
and interested stakeholders at country level. Follow-up on rec-
ommendations and conclusions from project evaluations is, un-
der normal circumstances, dealt with at country level. In the case 
of any particularly critical conclusions, the Regional Representa-
tive must also inform his/her superior in DCA headquarters.
 
Follow-up on conclusions and recommendations from pro-
gramme evaluations is the responsibility of the Regional Repre-
sentative. PPU is expected to invite all relevant stakeholders for 
a meeting in headquarters for learning purposes, for example 
Programme and Policy Unit, Global Funding Unit, ProLog, Inter-
national Directors, Global Advocacy and Strategy Unit, Interna-
tional Finance Unit
 
In all the above-mentioned cases, a follow-up memo including 

a DCA comment box will be prepared to record the decisions 
made in relation to findings, recommendations, actions and 
time frame. 

The Regional Representative is responsible for forwarding the 
follow-up memo including the DCA comment box in English and 
Danish the Programme and Policy Unit no later than one month 
after the external evaluation has been finalised.

Thematic evaluations
Follow-up on global thematic evaluations is the responsibility 
of Senior Management, but will normally be discussed in the 
Management Forum where they jointly identify the response to 
the recommendations and how to implement it. 

Program Policy Unit is responsible for coordination of the “DCA 
comment box” from the Management of the International De-
partment prior to publication. 

The head of the responsible unit reports annually on the follow-
up through the usual channels e.g. programme reports, reports 
to Danida, Global report etc. 

photo M
iKKel østergA

Ard
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BACkgrounD

This evaluation policy is the guidance and the structural frame-
work for DanChurchAid’s (DCA) project, programme and the-
matic evaluations at the different organisational levels of DCA. 
The purpose of this policy is to promote good practice in evalu-
ations of DCA’s international work. 

This policy has been developed in the spirit of harmonization 
and alignment with other likeminded nGOs and reinforces best 
practice in the field, in particular ICCO, Christian Aid and ACT 
international.

DCA and partners have a long tradition of evaluating projects. 
Before 1988, project evaluations were carried out on a more or 
less ad hoc basis and did not provide sufficient knowledge, ei-
ther for DCA or for partners. DCA’s first evaluation guideline was 
approved in 1988 and internal assessments of DCA’s evaluation 
practice in 1994, 1997, 2006 and 2011 have facilitated gradual im-
provements, including continued revisions of DCA’s evaluation 
policy, guidelines and tools. A key finding in the 1997, 2006 and 
2011 reviews was that project evaluations were not in a format 
that facilitated sharing of lessons learned, in particular regard-
ing lessons applicable to others than project participants. The 

most important changes in the current policy compared to earli-
er policies are the emphasis on 1:3:25 to facilitate cross-country 
learning as well as a separate section on attribution of impact 
to the intervention. Moreover, this policy is the first to include 
humanitarian Response and humanitarian Mine Action.

During the last decade DCA’s international work has changed 
in several important areas, where the most significant change 
has been the decentralisation process that marks a shift from 
a project to a programme approach, increased partner partici-
pation and influence, and a growing number of staff in DCA 
Regional Offices. Furthermore, several organisational changes 
in DCA headquarters have been implemented to accommodate 
these changes such as internal coordination, financial and pro-
gramme support functions, advocacy, as well as management 
of a growing financial turnover in DCA. Parallel to these internal 
changes, DCA is also involved in external changes such as the 
new ACT Alliance, certification of DCA’s work to meet interna-
tional standards, for example the humanitarian Accountability 
Partnership, and active involvement with back donors and pub-
lic supporters regarding new reporting requirements. 
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MAnDATory evAluATions – wHiCH projeCTs?

annex 1

general requirements
The figures below describe DCA minimum requirements, independent of funding source. Back donors or other stakeholders may 
have stricter requirements. Dispensation from the requirement below should be given in writing by the Development Director, the 
humanitarian Director or the International Director. For projects with multiple phases, the duration is the total duration of all phases, 
as long as the activities taking place are similar in character. 

Whenever an ACT agency carries out an evaluation of a DCA-funded project, the ACT evaluation is accepted as a DCA evaluation. For 
ACT Appeals, the decision on evaluation follows ACT policies and standards. 

Evaluations are assessments of activities carried out by external evaluators, for example consultants. 

For all development projects

AverAge AnnuAl budget in dKKdurAtion
less thAn 500,000
not mandatory
Mandatory

More thAn 500,000
Mandatory
Mandatory

less thAn three yeArs
three yeArs or More

For development projects, a project completion report must be completed when no 
evaluation takes place.

Apart from the evaluations mandated by the criteria, humanitarian Response Unit will 
evaluate at least one project funded by Danida emergency response funds annualy..

For humanitarian response projects

For humanitarian mine action projects

AverAge AnnuAl budget in dKKdurAtion
less thAn 3,000,000
not mandatory
not mandatory
Mandatory

3-5,000,000
not mandatory
Mandatory
Mandatory

More thAn 5,000,000
Mandatory
Mandatory
Mandatory

one yeAr or less
one or two yeArs

three yeArs or More

AverAge AnnuAl budget in dKKdurAtion
less thAn 5,000,000
not mandatory
not mandatory
Mandatory

5,000,000 - 10,000,000
not mandatory
Mandatory
Mandatory

More thAn 10,000,000
Mandatory
Mandatory
Mandatory

one yeAr or less
one or two yeArs

three yeArs or More
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sTAnDArD ForMAT For evAluATion reporTs 

annex 2

Making reports user-friendly: 1-3-25 
A good evaluation report prepared for DCA should follow the 
standard format: 
	start with one page of main messages
	follow that with a three-page executive summary
	present findings in no more than 25 pages of writing, in a 

language that a bright, educated, but not research-trained 
person would understand.

one page: recommendations
On the first page of an evaluation report, you should present 
your report’s recommendations for future action. Recommen-
dations should have specific target audiences, e.g. some recom-
mendations for future project managers, others for programme 
managers and yet others for policy makers. Don’t confuse them 
with a summary of findings. you have to go one step further and 
tell your audience what you think the findings mean for them. 
The messages, per se, may not even appear in the text. They 
are what can be inferred from your report. This is your chance, 
based on your evaluation, to tell future project managers and 
decision-makers what implications your work has for theirs. 
how should you formulate them? Set aside your text and focus 
on expressing clear conclusions based on what you’ve learned. 
Consider your audience - who are they, and what do they need 
most to know about what you’ve learned? Say your evaluation 
shows that too little attention was given to gender equality. 
The target group was treated as homogenous, instead of tak-
ing into consideration the roles of women and men separately. 
That’s the problem. The actual main message you write may be 
that baseline data should be disaggregated by gender. An eval-
uation showing that project procurement was too slow might 
recommend that procurement courses are held early on. Writing 
main messages can be difficult for evaluators to do, because 
they focus on success and failures in the project or programme 
under evaluation, but it has to be done if evaluation is to be of 
real use to future project implementers and decision makers. 
And remember - if you don’t do it, you’re leaving your work to 
be interpreted by someone else, who probably won’t have your 
insight. Be as concrete as you can.

Three pages: executive summary
The next three pages are for your executive summary. These are 
your findings condensed to serve the needs of the busy project 
manager or decision maker, who wants to know quickly wheth-
er the report will be useful. Start by outlining what issues you 
were looking at, using language and examples a local project 
officer or donor will understand; sum up the answers you found. 
An executive summary is not a descriptive abstract; it’s much 
more like a newspaper story, where the most interesting stuff 
goes at the top, followed by the background and context and 
less important information further down. This is not the place 
for more than a line or two about your approach, methods and 
other technical details. Concentrate on getting the essence of 
your evaluation across succinctly but not cryptically.

25 pages: The report
A good evaluation uses maximum 25 pages for the complete 
report of your work. There might be another length you’re more 
comfortable with, but remember that a consistent format will 
make it more likely that others will actually read your report. 
Don’t hesitate to use anecdotes, quotes from rights-holders or 
stories to get your point across. To make sure your writing suits 
the busy project manager and regional representative, who is 
probably intelligent and interested, but also a practical person, 
consider their preferences. What do they find most useful and 
interesting? how do they find your language and style? As a 
guide, but not as a requirement, the following chapters can be 
included: introduction; background; findings and conclusions; 
recommendations; and annexes. 

needless to say, the numbers 1, 3 and 25 are maximums. 
shorter sections are fine. The 1-3-25 is inspired by The Cana-
dian health services Research Foundation’s reporting format 
guideline.
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