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Preface

As both developing and developed economies are 
focusing on their recovery from the negative eff ects 
of the global crises and facing budget constraints, 
eff ective use of scarce development resources has 
become even more critical than before. Th e conversa-
tion within the larger development community has 
increasingly centered around “results” and “value 
for money.” Th is has especially been the case for the 
Multilateral Development Banks (MDBs) that pro-
vide the majority of offi  cial development assistance 
across sectors and countries. 

Since the publication of the 2008 Common Perfor-
mance Assessment System (COMPAS) Report, the 
MDBs have collaborated closely through the MDB 
Working Group on Managing for Development 
Results (WG-MfDR), and each has made signifi -
cant progress in improving the monitoring, measur-
ing, and reporting on results, and strengthening their 
focus on MfDR principles toward greater transpar-
ency and accountability.  

2009 and 2010 were years of intensive innovation, 
collaboration, and learning from each other for the 
MDB community. In this context, the MDBs have 
also reviewed the role of COMPAS and updated the 
indicators and its format in order to better align it 
with recent progress made in results measurement 
approaches, and on the key dimensions/principles of 
managing for results. 

On behalf of the participating institutions, the World 
Bank Group is pleased to present the 2009 COMPAS 
Report. 

Th e 2009 COMPAS includes information and analy-
sis from seven participating institutions: the African 
Development Bank (AfDB), Asian Development 
Bank (AsDB), Inter-American Development Bank 
(IADB), International Fund for Agricultural Devel-
opment (IFAD), Islamic Development Bank (IsDB), 
European Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment (EBRD), and World Bank Group (WBG). 

Th e responsibility for coordinating the COMPAS 
reporting rotates among the members of the MDB 
WG-MfDR. Th e AsDB, IADB, and AfDB produced 
the 2005, 2006, and 2007 reports, respectively. 

Th e WBG, which includes World Bank and Inter-
national Finance Corporation (IFC), led the prepara-
tion of the 2008 and the 2009 report, with the World 
Bank coordinating inputs for the public sector and 
the overall report, and IFC coordinating inputs relat-
ing to private sector operations, with participation 
from Inter-American Investment Corporation (IIC), 
Islamic Corporation for the Development of the Pri-
vate Sector (ICD), and private sector development 
arms of the other MDBs.

I would like to express my great appreciation to all 
those who contributed to this report, and for the con-
tinued spirit of learning, including in particular the 
following MDB colleagues: 

African Development Bank Group: Th omas Hurley, 
Simon Mizrahi, Tom Owiyo

Asian Development Bank: Jane Barcenas-Bisuna, 
Vanessa Dimaano, Walter A.M. Kolkma, Noriko 
Ogawa

European Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment: Yannis Arvanitis, Gary Bond, Anita Taci

Inter-American Development Bank: Amy Lewis, 
Matilde Neret, Cristian Santelices, Caroline Sipp

International Fund for Agricultural Development: 
Brian Baldwin, Florence Yu, Hisham Zehni

Islamic Development Bank Group (IsDBG):        
Intizar Hussain, Aamir Ghani Mir, Majid Sbbagh 
Kermani, Verdi Yusuf. 

World Bank Group: Ugo Amoretti and Roland 
Michelitsch (IFC), and Ingrid Bjerke and Kamal Sib-
lini (COMPAS coordinators).

Th e 2009 COMPAS aims to share, in one place, 
information on MDB practices in MfDR in an easily 
accessible manner. We hope that you fi nd the 2009 
COMPAS useful as a reference document.

Ayşegül Akin-Karasapan
Chair, MDB WG-MfDR
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Introduction 

Global context. Th e impacts of the fuel, food, and 
fi nancial crisis reverberated throughout the globe 
in 2009. As the world economy contracted, growth 
trends in developing countries stagnated and mil-
lions fell into poverty. Although the tide is turning, 
led partly by strong demand from developing coun-
tries, the recovery is slow and uncertain. In this cli-
mate, it is as important as ever to continue to focus 
on achieving results on the ground.

Role of the MDB WG-MfDR. As a management 
approach, MfDR centers around on-the-ground  
achievement of results, moving the focus from 
inputs to outputs and from anecdotal to evidence-
based decision-making. 

Th e MDB WG-MfDR was established in 2003, and 
its membership expanded over the years; members 
consist of AfDB, AsDB, EBRD, IADB, IFAD, IsDB, 
and the WBG (WB and IFC). Th e Working Group’s 
core objectives are learning from each other, improv-
ing publicly available information about member’s 
MfDR performance, and helping minimize duplica-
tion in multilateral assessments. 

Role of the COMPAS. Th e COMPAS was devel-
oped jointly by the MDBs, and the methodology 
and approach have been improved over time, to bet-
ter refl ect the improved understanding of MfDR. 
Th e COMPAS Report provides standardized infor-
mation across MDBs on the status of MfDR using 
a select set of indicators and highlights the key areas 
of progress, as well as those for further improvement.

Th e COMPAS is not designed or intended to make 
direct comparisons across institutions due to the dif-
fering circumstances and business models of each. 
However, it can be a useful tool for tracking of prog-
ress achieved by each MDB over time, presenting an 
analysis of trends. 

More importantly, COMPAS also refl ects the learn-
ing that has taken place through WG-MfDR activi-
ties and the preparation of the report; this is where 
the MDBs see the highest value added of the COM-
PAS process.

Changes in the 2009 COMPAS. In 2009, the MDB 
WG-MfDR completed a stock-taking exercise and, 
to guide this year’s changes to the COMPAS, bene-
fi tted from two assessment exercises: an independent 
evaluation of the COMPAS commissioned by the 

Evaluation Cooperation Group (in which the evalu-
ation group of each member MDB is represented), 
and a forward-looking strategic options paper on 
COMPAS commissioned by the MDB WG-MfDR. 
Th ese two exercises have provided useful insights 
resulting in several key changes to the 2009 COM-
PAS: (a) indicator categories were streamlined from 
8 to 5 and numbers were reduced, focusing only on 
those that are of higher relevance to the objectives of 
MfDR; (b) based on the progress of work made on 
MfDR, and new thinking on results measurement 
among MDBs, information on the use of standard-
ized sector results indicators by MDBs has been pro-
vided (see Appendix III); (c) given the strong focus 
on results, a topical results brief on water has been 
added to highlight MDB support of results on the 
ground in this critical sector; and d) there has been a 
better integration of the private sector development 
component with the rest of the report. Overall, with 
the consolidation of the private sector indicators and 
greater selectivity, the total numbers of indicators 
were reduced to 24 from 49 indicators used in the 
2008 COMPAS Report.

COMPAS 2008 reported on aid harmonization.  All 
MDBs are engaged in and committed to aid harmo-
nization, and still consider this a crucial element of 
the MfDR agenda. Progress towards this goal is cap-
tured in the Paris Survey but the current data avail-
able from the second Paris Survey (2007) is outdated. 
Th erefore, progress on aid harmonization will not be 
included in this COMPAS. Th e third version of the 
survey will be completed in 2011 and will be incor-
porated in the next COMPAS to report on progress. 

Th e four categories in COMPAS 2009 are: (a) coun-
try strategies and use of country systems, (b) manag-
ing for results through the project cycle, (c) corporate 
reporting, and (d) private sector development and 
operations. Each category includes a number of indi-
cators to track progress. Th e full “List of Indicators” 
can be found at the beginning of the data matrix in 
this report. For each indicator, data are presented by 
MDB in alphabetical order.

Another step taken was making COMPAS avail-
able in electronic format on the COMPAS website 
to increase accessibility. In addition, MDB-specifi c 
COMPAS reports focusing on the individual MDB 
inputs into the COMPAS are being issued electroni-
cally; this will facilitate the dissemination and use 
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of the COMPAS within each institution. Following 
this Introduction, the COMPAS report is organized 
as follows: section 1 summarizes recent progress by 
MDBs on measuring and reporting on results, fol-
lowed by a brief on MDB support to the water and 
sanitation sector and results on the ground in section 
2, with MfDR highlights from individual MDBs in 
section 3. Th e fi nal section presents the COMPAS 
Matrix of Indicators and data for each MDB. Th e 
report also includes three appendices: Appendix I 
presents the Corporate Profi les of MDBs; Appendix 
II, Institutional Profi le of Private Sector Operations 
of MDBs; and Appendix III, MDB Standard Results 
Indicators used by MDBs to capture their support to 
results on the ground. 
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Since the production of the 2008 COMPAS report, 
MDBs have made signifi cant progress in strengthen-
ing corporate-level results frameworks as a manage-
ment tool and implementing innovative ways for bet-
ter capturing and communicating results at corporate 
level. Each MDB has taken important steps in this 
direction; and as a group, MDBs are considered to be 
at the forefront within the development community. 

MDB corporate results frameworks and score-
cards. As a result of discussions and exchange of 
experiences within the MDB community, most 
MDBs have now adopted similar corporate-level 
results frameworks and are at various stages of imple-
menting it. Th e AfDB, AsDB, EBRD, IADB, IFAD, 
IsDB, and WB/IDA corporate results frameworks 
and/or scorecards cover both development results 
and MDB performance, within a four-level struc-
ture. Th is enables the MDBs to view their perfor-
mance in the context of development results. Th e 
four levels of the framework cover the following: 
(a) high-level global or regional development prog-
ress (setting the context for remaining development 
challenges); (b) MDB contribution to development 
results through their program-related activities; (c) 
MDB operational eff ectiveness and results orienta-
tion as a building block for achieving better results, 
and (d) MDB organizational eff ectiveness. 

Measuring MDB support and contributions to 
results: Standard results indicators. In addition 
to developing frameworks for results, MDBs have 
developed new tools for data collection, aggregation, 
and sharing. 

A signifi cant step has been the adoption of a select 
set of results indicators that are standardized across 
projects, which can be aggregated at sector or corpo-
rate level. IFC introduced standard results indicators 
in 2006; over the last two to three years, WB/IDA, 
AsDB, AfDB, and IADB, have adopted standardized 
indicators, while IsDB is in the process of developing 
them. Th is has enabled better and expanded report-
ing on outcomes and outputs. Th e MDB WG-MfDR 
is also collaborating toward a greater harmonization 
of results indicators, while recognizing that variations 
among MDBs would remain given their diff erent 
business models. Th e MDBs held a learning event 
in Washington, DC, in June 2010 that served as a 
forum for sharing experiences on the use of results 
frameworks, corporate scorecards, and standard sector 
results indicators, followed by a workshop focused on 
private sector results indicators for MDBs and Euro-
pean Development Finance Institutions in July 2010. 

Reporting and communicating on results. Follow-
ing the eff orts to improve their results measurement 
systems, several MDBs are now in a better position 
to capture their support and contribution to results 
achieved by countries.

In 2009, the AfDB created a “One Bank” results 
framework, with 4 levels of results reporting, which 
includes the development progress by the African 
Continent, the AfDB contribution to the Continent’s 
development, the AfDB institutional effi  ciency, and 
its operational eff ectiveness. It also has core sector 
indicators for both private and public sectors.  

Since 2008, AsDB has used its results framework to 
measure its progress toward development outcomes in 
Asia and the Pacifi c as envisaged in its Strategy 2020. 
Using the results framework and its scorecard, AsDB 
reports its performance, as well as steps for improve-
ment through the annual Development Eff ectiveness 
Review (DEfR). So far, AsDB has published three such 
reviews covering 2007, 2008, and 2009. Th e AsDB 
also communicates its contribution to country-level 
development outcomes through the Development 
Eff ectiveness Brief series. Th e country briefs provide 
a balanced picture of AsDB eff ectiveness by using the 
results data alongside qualitative impact stories. 

1  Strengthening the Measurement of and 

Reporting on Results
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In 2009, the IADB implemented the Development 
Eff ectiveness Framework (DEF) that was approved in 
2008 and published its fi rst Development Eff ective-
ness Overview (DEO) to report on results achieved. 
Th e IADB focused on the implementation of a two-
pronged approach for increasing the accountability 
of its work: a bottom-up approach, which focuses 
on measuring the results of each development inter-
vention and was launched with the approval of the 
DEF; and a top-down one, which measures institu-
tional level results, which is refl ected in the proposal 
for a Results Framework for the GCI. Th e IIC fi ne-
tuned and improved its Development Impact and 
Additionality Scoring (DIAS) system by expanding 
the indicators for environmental and social eff ects 
and governance; and monitored for the fi rst time 
development indicators during project supervi-
sion, reporting publicly on aggregated development 
results in the 2009 Annual Report.

Th e EBRD took steps to further strengthen its Tran-
sition Impact Monitoring System, which was intro-
duced in 2004 to facilitate aggregated results report-
ing, and took measures to strengthen monitoring 
by mapping out indicators with loan covenants and 
related technical cooperation projects in order to 
study how both elements can leverage greater results.

Th e IsDB has developed a new results framework, 
which provides a mechanism for assessing organiza-
tional performance and development eff ectiveness 
at the country and regional levels.  Th e Framework 
defi nes a set of key performance indicators and speci-
fi es yearly targets to be achieved.

Th e World Bank, through use of standard results 
indicators and systematic collection of results briefs, 
strengthened its knowledge on IDA results, summa-
rized in the recent IDA Results Report; this results 
information was shared through innovative com-
munication methods. Similarly results data is being 
systematically collected for IBRD. Th e World Bank 
is adopting a corporate scorecard/results framework 
covering IBRD and IDA and preparing a Bank-wide 
results report. IFC has been using and publishing a 
corporate scorecard since 1999, and development 
impact features prominently in it, both in terms of 
results achieved and targeting its activities to areas 
where IFC expects – based on past results and the 
external environment – its development results and 
additionality to be greatest.  Th is scorecard then cas-
cades into departmental and individual objectives and 

incentives.

Supporting MfDR Capacity in member countries. 
Given that strengthening focus on results is directly 
linked to country MfDR capacity in many ways, 
MDBs continue their eff orts to building institu-
tional capacity of partner countries that would lead 
to enhanced MfDR. Th ese eff orts continue both 
through regular MDB engagements (lending and 
technical assistance) with the partner countries and 
through specifi c initiatives. For example, the AsDB 
has helped increase MfDR capacity by promoting 
learning and knowledge exchange through the Asia-
Pacifi c Community of Practice on MfDR. Similarly, 
the World Bank has supported the successful expan-
sion of the African Community of Practice on MfDR, 
and IADB has enhanced the capacity of the Latin 
America Region Community of Practice for South-
South learning. Finally, the IsDB has enhanced its 
support for capacity development in member coun-
tries through South-South cooperation initiatives.

Collective progress. Th e analysis of the data collected 
in the 2009 COMPAS shows that as a group the 
MDBs have made signifi cant progress in engaging on 
the results agenda and institutionalizing results-based 
approaches.

Th ere has been major progress in areas covered by 
COMPAS indicators, notably: (a) the increase in 
independent evaluations of country strategies, (b) the 
increase of country strategies that are receiving higher 
ratings, (c) a decrease in the recurring unsatisfac-
tory implementation of projects, (d) the increase in 
the number of scheduled project completion reports 
fi nalized, (e) the increase in the number of projects 
reporting on indicators, and (f ) an increase in the 
adherence of private sector development projects to 
evaluation guidelines.  

Th e MDBs look forward to institutionalizing further 
results frameworks, expanding on standard results 
indicators, building capacity, and operationalizing 
tools for results measurement. Th roughout, the MDBs 
will continue the dialogue together that will take the 
results agenda further. Th e COMPAS will continue to 
play a key role in focusing the debate and highlight-
ing the progress achieved. Th e MDB Working Group 
strongly believes that the focus on results is integral 
to continued progress in global development, and is 
committed to a strong collaboration in this area. 
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With a tripling of world population over the last 
century and a six-fold increase in use of water 
resources, sustainable development of the water 
sector is a critical area for MDB focus and sup-
port. Th e proper allocation of water resources for 
domestic, agriculture, and industrial use has taken 
on paramount importance in addressing key devel-
opment areas such as farming and food security, 
renewable energy, fl ood control, child mortality, 
climate change, and forests and ecosystems. Over 
the last decade MDBs have supported government 
programs for improving water resource manage-
ment, enhancing service delivery, and developing 
water resources infrastructure. In addition to proj-
ect fi nance, the MDBs have focused on improving 
country capacity to manage the sector, and moni-
tor and evaluate the results achieved. Water sector 
is chosen as an example to highlight results on the 
ground achieved through activities supported by 
the MDBs. 

In a sector that has grown rapidly over the last few 
years and with a wide and varied impact on the live-
lihood of the poor, managing results and learning 
from experiences are essential to the development 
agenda. While the results diff er depending on the 
types of interventions, they have mostly focused 
on improving water resources management and 
increasing access to water. Th e following are some 
examples of how MDBs are telling their results sto-
ries.

AfDB: Between 2005 and 2009, water sector 
progress included the construction of over 725 
kilometers of drinking water transmission and dis-
tribution pipelines, an increase in drinking water 
capacity/service reservoirs capacity by 478,400 
cubic meters per day, and construction/rehabilita-
tion of 87 pumping stations and intake structures. 
Over 29 million people were provided with new or 
improved access to water and sanitation facilities. 

AsDB: Between 2005 and 2009, over 500 villages 
in Pakistan were provided with access to water; 
93,000 hectares of land are protected or improved 
in Bangladesh; cropping intensity increased by 79 
percent, farm output increased by 26 percent, and 
local household income almost tripled in Nepal’s 
lowland plains; and cases of intestinal worms and 
waterborne diseases including typhoid, dysentery, 
and diarrhea drastically reduced in Vientiane.

Resources Committed to the Water Sector

(2005 to 2009)

MDB Number of 

operations 

2005-2009

Lending commit-

ment (US$ billions) 

2005-2009

AfDB 45 1.8

AsDB 106 10.5

EBRD 40 1.0

IADB 233 6.86

IFAD 34  0.19

IFC 61 0.85

IsDB 88 1.55

World Bank 591 17.8

EBRD: Since its inception to end 2009, EBRD 
has fi nanced 78 projects to a total value of US$1.8 
billion, bringing benefi ts to millions of people and 
widespread environmental improvements. More 
than half of operations in the sector (40 projects 
totaling US$1 billion) were approved during the last 
5 years. As an example, EBRD, as part of continuing 
the sector reform in Romania, is working to support 
the regionalization of water companies in the coun-
try, which is a means to improve services in smaller 
cities and towns as well as raising fi nancial capacity. 

IADB: Since the Water and Sanitation Initiative was 
launched in 2007 and up until 2009, the IADB has 
developed projects in 112 cities, more than 2,000 
rural communities, and 21 watersheds; and has 
strengthened more than 60 water operators under 
the effi  cient and transparent utilities program. It is 
estimated that the benefi ciaries of these operations 
will total almost 4 million.

IFAD: During 2005-2009, the IFAD was engaged 
in over 230 loan operations in 85 countries. About 
two thirds of that portfolio is related to community-
based natural resource management. Th rough the 
implementation of 56 schemes, the Participatory 
Irrigation Development Programme in Tanzania has 
reached more than 25,000 benefi ciaries.

IsDB: During 2005-2009, IsDB approved 88 opera-
tions in the Water sector with fi nancing of US$ 1.55 
billion for 30 member countries, of which 12 opera-
tions were of regional scope. 

2  Water and Sanitation: MDB Support and Results
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A Water Supply Project in Cameroon off ers a good 
example of the Bank’s interventions in the sector. 
Th e project provided 22,880 people with access to 
safe drinking water. Water consumption increased by 
45.7% for household connections and 34.5% for the 
collective system. Th e water access coverage for the 
project zone increased by 11.8%, and the water pro-
duction in the region rose by 46%. As a part of the 
project, 844 new water connections were installed, a 
treatment plant was built, and 5 reservoirs were con-
structed/rehabilitated. A network of water distribu-
tion pipelines, measuring around 95.5 km, was laid 
down to connect the households with the system.

IsDB has also co-fi nanced a number of projects with 
other development partners in Water and Sanitation 
Sector. With the World Bank, it has fi nanced joint 
projects, for example, Dushanbe Water Supply proj-
ect in Tajikistan, and Taoussa Dam project in Mali.

World Bank: Over the decade (FY2000–2010), IDA-
supported programs across 74 IDA countries, pro-
vided over 113 million people access to an improved 
water source by constructing or rehabilitating almost 
500,000 improved community water points, and 
over 1.5 million piped household water connections. 
Also, IDA has provided almost 5.8 million people 
with access to 600,000 improved sanitation facilities. 
To ensure sustainability of these services, IDA also 
helped strengthen 164 water utilities. In Armenia, 
as of 2007, 75 percent of Yerevan and 50 people of 
people living in outlying areas had access to continu-
ous water supply as a result of the improved fi nancial 
performance, operating effi  ciency, and customer ser-
vices of the water utilities, supported by IDA. Th e 
World Bank’s engagement in Morocco has produced 
some signifi cant results: a rise in potable water access 
to over 87 percent in 2009 from 50 percent in 2004; 
11,022 hectares of irrigated areas rehabilitated and 
improved between 2001 and 2008; 69 water users 
associations formed between 2001 and 2008; and 
access to drinking water increased to 84.5 percent 
from 65 percent from 2001 to 2007.

Improving Water and Sanitation in Uganda:  

AfDB and World Bank joint project

A rural water supply and sanitation program in Uganda 
was jointly fi nanced by the AfDB and the World Bank, 
and supported by bilateral donors, including the Gov-
ernments of Denmark and Sweden. The objective of the 
national program was to support the Government of 
Uganda in addressing the challenge of providing basic 
water supply and sanitation services to the poor rural 
population. The project was implemented between 
2005 and 2009; and by project completion, access to 
safe drinking water had increased to 63 percent from 57 
percent. Access to improved sanitation facilities in rural 
schools and households had increased to 62 percent 
from 56 percent in the project target areas. The program 
was co-funded by donors through sector earmarked 
budget support. The Ministry of Finance and the Sector 
Executing Agency eff ectively managed the co-funding 
arrangements. Coordination with other donors, govern-
ment agencies, and NGOs was facilitated through the 
Water and Sanitation Sector Working Group forum, the 
annual sector and technical reviews, as well as the Water 
and Sanitation Sector Development Partners coordina-
tion forum.

IFC: Between 2003 and 2010, IFC provided US$1.5 
billion in investments into the global water sector, 
of which about US$1.1 billion was infrastructure 
related and the balance in agricultural water infra-
structure and demand management initiatives.  Over 
50 percent of IFC-supported projects in the water 
sector in FY09 and FY10 were in IDA or IDA-
blend countries.  As of FY10, IFC projects reached 
over 50 million people and conserved, on average, 
about 2 billion cubic meters of water per year. Th e 
IFC investment in Manila Water in the Philippines 
reached about 6 million people and has supported 
water loss reductions down to about 15 percent from 
60 percent. 

Th is section outlines the recent initiatives in manag-
ing for development results for each MDB, under-
scoring signifi cant progress achieved. 
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African Development Bank

Th e African Development Fund (ADF) Deputies 
approved an AfDB results measurement framework 
for the ADF as a guiding principle for MfDR and 
reporting on results. In the context of the AfDB Mid-
term Strategy (2008-2012), this framework has been 
expanded into a One-Bank results management frame-
work in order to facilitate Bank-wide management and 
reporting on development results at four distinct levels. 
Th e framework includes indicators common to both 
private and public sector, and allows for the aggrega-
tion of results across sectors and regions and for either 
window separately.  

Th e Quality Assurance and Results Department has 
a primary function of monitoring and reporting on 
the results of AfDB Group operations in its regional 
member countries. Th e Department leads the devel-
opment of the corporate action plan to strengthen the 
focus on results. It develops appropriate institutional 
instruments for quality assurance and results reporting 
at all stages in the project cycle.  In 2009, the AfDB 
developed a readiness review mechanism (a quality-at-
entry assessment), which has since been mainstreamed 
for all public sector investment operations. Th e addi-
tionality and development outcomes assessment tool 
was also introduced for ex ante assessment of private 
sector operations. Th e Quality Assurance and Results 
Department also develops advocacy tools, engages in 
the design of new business process tools, and helps to 
strengthen the institutional and country capacity to 
manage for results.

Th e AfDB has three types of reports on development 
eff ectiveness: ADF-11 Mid-term Review Report, 
Annual Portfolio Performance Review, and Informa-
tion Notes to the Board of Directors.

An example of one area that the AfDB has been mak-
ing strides in is their project completion report (PCR) 

reporting. At 48 percent in 2006, they dipped to 37 
percent in 2008, but have since then regained a strong 
position at 97 percent in 2009.

Asian Development Bank

Th e AsDB adopted in 2009 a new action plan to 
integrate the MfDR approach fully into its corpo-
rate management and improve support for increasing 
partner countries’ capacity to implement MfDR, in 
partnerships with other development partners. 

At the corporate level, AsDB continued to use its Strat-
egy 2020 results framework and scorecard to measure 
performance, identify issues, and adopt actions. Th e 
framework, with the performance analysis in the 
Development Eff ectiveness Reviews, has become a 
key management tool, driving many internal reforms 
in AsDB. To improve its results management system 
further, AsDB has refi ned the results framework incor-
porating lessons and stakeholder feedback.

Th e AsDB has introduced new approaches to bet-
ter manage its country operations for development 
results. Th e new guidelines on country and sector 
results frameworks allow AsDB to sharpen further 
its results focus in planning and monitoring coun-
try operations. Th e AsDB publishes Development 
Eff ectiveness Briefs to describe its contributions to 
country’s development outcomes objectively using the 
results framework indicators. 

Th e AsDB helped increase MfDR capacity in part-
ner countries by promoting learning and knowledge 
exchange through the Asia-Pacifi c Community of 
Practice on MfDR, and supporting countries’ initia-
tives to apply MfDR to public sector management; 
and published Moving from Concept to Action on 
MfDR good practice.

At AsDB, operations departments are responsible for 
managing overall operational quality needed to achieve 
intended results. Th e Strategy and Policy Department 
coordinates aid eff ectiveness (Paris Declaration) initia-
tives. Th e Results Management Unit in the Strategy 
and Policy Department mainstreams MfDR across 
AsDB by coordinating monitoring of corporate per-
formance using AsDB results framework, preparing 
DEfRs, and coordinating AsDB assistance for country 
capacity development on MfDR. Th e Independent 
Evaluations Department evaluates the eff ectiveness 
of AsDB operations independently. Th e AsDB has 
upgraded its staff  MfDR training programs, and cas-

3  MfDR Highlights by MDB

AfDB: Percentage of projects for which a PCR was scheduled to 
be completed and for which a PCR was actually fi nalized 
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caded its results framework to department, division, 
and staff  work plans to align its performance manage-
ment closely with results.

An example of an area that AsDB has been doing 
particularly well is their number of projects indepen-
dently reviewed. From 32 percent reported in 2006 
and a low of 16 percent reported in 2008, AsDB has 
covered remarkable ground and now 89 percent of 
projects are independently reviewed.

European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development 

Th e EBRD focus on MfDR encompasses new stra-
tegic priorities that focus on building stable fi nan-
cial sectors, diversifying economies, tackling energy 
intensity and climate change, accelerating transition 
in infrastructure, and applying the lessons of the 
recent economic crisis. In that context, increased 
emphasis is being placed on monitoring, evaluation, 
and accountability. Responsibility for monitoring 
results and reporting them to the Board lies within 
the Offi  ce of the Chief Economists. In addition, 
eff ective scrutiny and control is exercised through 
internal authorization processes, backed by inde-
pendent assessment carried out by the Evaluation 
Department.

For the past seven years, each investment project has 
been assessed for its transition impact, and measured 
against the transition challenges faced by the coun-
try and sector. Th roughout 2009, eff orts have been 
made to update and streamline transition challenges 
assessment, thus improving the context in which 
results are assessed. Other recent initiatives include 
a results retrospective of the past fi ve years that fed 
into the latest capital resources review of the EBRD, 
and eff orts to link technical cooperation projects to 

investments in order to improve reporting to donors 
and the Board of Directors as part on the Bank’s 
overall accountability. 

An example of where EBRD has been doing partic-
ularly well is the percentage of project completion 
reports evaluated as satisfactory or better. Th e ratings 
have consistently been over 90 percent, starting at 
94 percent in 2006 and now at 100 percent of PCRs 
rated satisfactory or better. 

Inter-American Development Bank

A Development Eff ectiveness Framework and a cor-
porate Results Framework are the main initiatives 
IADB has undertaken to improve internal effi  ciency 
and to achieve eff ectiveness with countries. Th e 
IADB Board approved the Development Eff ective-
ness Framework in October 2008. It frames IADB’s 
activities under a logic with a greater focus on results, 
based on empirical evidence. It also enhances IADB’s 
accountability, by emphasizing evidence-based 
decision-making, and provides an environment for 
learning what works and why.

Since January 2009, all projects include a Devel-
opment Eff ectiveness Matrix (DEM) at the design 
phase. Th e application of the DEM to country strat-
egies was revised to refl ect the fact that teams work 
with strategies that are already approved. Method-
ological adjustments were made to facilitate its use 
and ensure that it addressed all key evaluability crite-
ria. For 2010, all country strategies will be rated for 
evaluability and will be submitted to the Board. 

To measure performance during the execution of 
operations, the Project Monitoring Report (PMR) 
for investment operations was rolled out in Septem-
ber 2009.

 

AsDB: Number of projects independently reviewed ex post 
during FY09, as a percentage of the average number of projects 

completed annually during the last 5 years
EBRD: Percentage of PCRs evaluated during the previous year 

as  “satisfactory and better” quality.
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A new corporate results framework was proposed to 
the Governors as part of the capital increase, to ensure 
alignment of IADB activities with strategic objec-
tives and results. Th e Operations Policy Committee 
will review progress toward achieving the lending 
targets on a quarterly basis. Progress toward other 
results framework targets will be reported annually 
through the Development Eff ectiveness Overview. 

Vice-presidencies are responsible for ensuring that 
interventions are designed and executed according 
to good practice standards and that self-evaluations 
are conducted on time. Vice-presidents establish 
delivery schedules for completion reports, which are 
the self-evaluation reporting tool for interventions. 
Th e Strategic Planning and Development Eff ective-
ness Department, reporting directly to the Executive 
Vice-President, supports the self-evaluation function 
across interventions, including the development and 
application of evaluation guidelines and standards, 
and the identifi cation of problems.

Th e Development Eff ectiveness Overview is the 
reporting instrument through which the IADB will 
provide the Board with the overall assessment of 
compliance with the development eff ectiveness stan-
dards; analyze the outcomes achieved at an aggre-
gate level; report on the results achieved through its 
interventions; present lessons learned through self-
evaluation; and assess the IADB contribution to the 
region’s development goals.

An example of an area that the IADB has made 
particular progress is in increasing the percentage 
of projects that have PCRs completed in the year 
scheduled.

Th e Inter-American Investment Corporation (IIC) 
uses two tools to track the development results of its 

operations: 1) Th e Development Impact and Addi-
tionality Scoring (DIAS) system, introduced in 2008, 
estimates the potential development impact at the 
outset and throughout the life of a project; 2) Th e 
Expanded Annual Supervision Report (XASR), in use 
since 2001,  measures a project’s development outcome 
and assets the IIC’s investment outcomes, work quality, 
and additionality. DIAS and XASR share many of the 
same indicators; however, the indicators are assessed at 
diff erent times along a project’s life cycle. 

In 2009, the DIAS was fi ne-tuned and improved 
by expanding the indicators for environmental and 
social eff ects and governance. Since 2009, invest-
ment offi  cers monitor development indicators dur-
ing project supervision in the same way as they do 
for fi nancial indicators. Information collected is 
included in Annual Supervision Reports. Th e IIC 
started to produce an Annual Report fully integrating 
development results reporting in 2009. In addition, 
summary information on the IIC website includes 
results on development outcome and additionality.

International Fund for Agricultural 

Development 

Th e IFAD has adopted a MfDR approach to focus 
the organization on achieving and measuring devel-
opment results. Th e approach is underpinned by (a) 
clearly defi ning and stating IFAD strategic objectives 
in the Strategic Framework; (b) focusing all systems, 
processes, and resources (human and fi nancial) on 
achieving those strategic objectives; (c) ensuring that 
all systems, processes, and resource uses are consistent 
and aligned with each other; (d) closely monitoring 
progress in achieving the strategic objectives, and using 
this information in decision-making and learning; and 
(e) creating an MfDR culture across the organization.

Th e IFAD Result Management Framework indica-
tors provide targets and measure the internal man-
agement results tracked and handled in the IFAD 
results-based management system, encompassing 
program development, project design and project 
implementation support. Overall, IFAD perfor-
mance relative to the quality of both country strat-
egy (and project design (i.e., projects-at-entry) is 
improving from already high levels. Some targets for 
2012 have already been surpassed (COSOP qual-
ity and eff ectiveness of thematic areas), and others 
are clearly on track to be achieved in 2012. Th e area 

 

 
 

  

IADB: Percentage of projects for which a PCR was scheduled 
to be completed in FY09, for which a PCR was actually fi nalized 

in FY09
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of innovation, learning, and scaling-up in project 
design, while slightly behind the target for 2012 (at 
83 percent, compared to a 2012 target of 90 per-
cent), has been improving very rapidly and will 
be boosted by the results of a corporate evaluation 
(innovation) and a development partnership with 
the Wolfensohn Centre of the Brookings Institute 
(scaling-up). Th e Result Management Framework 
also measures IFAD performance at the level of sup-
port for project implementation. Th e IFAD is now 
supervising approximately 90 percent of the projects 
in the portfolio and plans to directly supervise about 
85 percent of new projects. Th e impact of the shift to 
direct supervision is already evident in the improved 
project results. 

Although IFAD only joined COMPAS recently 
and thus only has two data points, it can see some 
marked improvements, such as in the quality of proj-
ect completion reports.

Islamic Development Bank 

Under its Medium-Term Business Plan, IsDB has 
introduced a new results framework and corporate 
scorecard and has put in place a system to moni-
tor, assess, and strengthen its internal and external 
performance. At the IsDB Group level, there is 
now an increasing emphasis on strategic and opera-
tional planning, operational quality monitoring, and 
results. Under the on-going institutional reforms, 
the IsDB has introduced signifi cant organizational 
changes for maximizing Group synergy, enhancing 
client responsiveness, and creating a performance 
and team culture.
Th e IsDB has enhanced its support for capacity 
development in the member countries with the aim 
of increasing effi  ciency through eff ective use of tech-
nology, skills enhancement, and strengthening of 
statistical systems for managing development results. 

Th e capacity development operations of the IsDB 
Group are supported through its various windows, 
which are based on South-South cooperation model. 

Th e IsDB has reformed its organizational structure 
in line with its new strategic objectives. A new Chief 
Economist Complex has been added to the IsDB 
structure to further strengthen capacity for economic 
data, research, and policy, and knowledge generation 
for transforming IsDB into a knowledge-based bank. 
Th e new structure is providing an enabling envi-
ronment for enhancing operational quality, results, 
and overall development eff ectiveness. In August 
2009, the IsDB Operations Evaluation Offi  ce was 
upgraded to a full-fl edge Group Operations Evalua-
tion Department (GOED), directly reporting to the 
Board of Executive Directors. Th e GOED, in addi-
tion to strengthening its project-level independent 
evaluations, is expanding its role for higher-level 
evaluations, including country assistance evaluations 
and sector and thematic evaluations. Th e IsDB is 
empowering its regional offi  ces with the objective of 
enhancing its fi eld presence and bringing the IsDB 
Group closer to its member countries. Th is will sup-
port its increased eff orts for eff ective delivery of assis-
tance and to have greater development impact. 

Th e Annual Report of the GOED of IsDB provides 
an overview of the impact of its development assis-
tance. Th e report outlines the key fi ndings on out-
comes of the assistance and lessons learned and rec-
ommends actions for both strategic and operational 
improvements. Th e Report also provides a synthesis 
of the assessments of the IsDB Group’s operations, 
country assistance, special programs, and sector work.

An area that the IsDB has been doing particularly 
well in is independent reviews of completed projects.

IFAD: Percentage of PCRs evaluated in FY09 
as “satisfactory and better” quality

IsDB: Number of projects independently reviewed ex post 
during FY08, as a percentage of the average number of projects 

completed annually during the last 5 years
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Th e Islamic Corporation for the Development of the 
Private Sector (ICD) is currently in the process of 
developing its results framework which aims to assess 
its performance both internally and externally. It is 
reviewing various approaches and best international 
business practices to assess and report on the eff ec-
tiveness and outcomes of its operations.

Th e framework will be based on the set of indica-
tors which are derived from the IsDB Group Strat-
egy. ICD is currently in process of developing its 
results framework which aims to assess its perfor-
mance both internally and externally. It is reviewing 
various approaches and best international business 
practices to assess and report on the eff ectiveness and 
outcomes of its operations. ICD is also developing 
the ex-ante and ex-post methodology for assessing 
the development impact of its interventions in sup-
porting private sector development and in enhanc-
ing the effi  ciency and deepening of Islamic fi nancial 
industry.

World Bank Group

For the past several years, the World Bank has 
focused on results in its operations and policies 
as a critical strategic basis for development. Th e 
World Bank is at the forefront for innovative MfDR 
approaches. All country assistance strategies (CAS), 
sector strategies, and projects have results frame-
works; and the outcomes are assessed by staff  and 
validated independently by the Independent Evalu-
ation Group (IEG). In order to systematically learn 
from operations to strengthen results, in 2009 the 
Bank launched the Development IMpact Evaluation 
Initiative, for a more eff ective use of, and system-
atic learning from, impact evaluations. In July 2009, 
the Bank introduced Core Sector Indicators for IDA 
operations, allowing the Bank to capture, aggregate, 
and report on project-level output and outcome 
data for operations under implementation. Th e use 
of core sector indicators is now being expanded to 
IBRD operations and additional sectors. Th is has 
been complemented by approximately 300 qualita-
tive results briefs at the country, sector, thematic, 
and project level. In addition, since 2009, the Bank 
regularly conducts a 100 percent quality assessment 
of the project results framework design, relevance of 
indicators, and institutional and capacity challenges 
addressed at the project design stage.

Th e Bank has expanded and refi ned the IDA Results 
Measurement System by moving from a two-tier 
to a four-tier framework which monitors (a) global 
development results for IDA countries; (b) devel-
opment outputs and outcomes achieved with IDA 
support and measured primarily through core sector 
indicators; (c) IDA operational performance; and (d) 
IDA organizational performance – the latter two as 
part of the “IDA Report Card”. Th e Results Mea-
surement System will also be used as a management 
tool since it now provides added incentives to focus 
on results. Communications on development results 
will be further enhanced, and ways will be developed 
to capture the impact of IDA support for institu-
tional development and public sector governance. 

Based on the experience with the IDA Results 
Measurement System, the Bank is now adopting a 
Bank-wide corporate scorecard, which also combines 
results and performance. Th e Bank will be releasing 
its fi rst Annual Results Report in 2011 document-
ing country results achieved through Bank support 
to both IDA and IBRD countries. 

Going forward, the Bank’ results agenda will move 
to the next level on four fronts: (a) measurement for 
results, (b) management for results, (c) openness for 
results, and (d) learning for results.

Focus on building country MfDR capacity remains 
a priority for the Bank. All Bank operations work 
through and therefore aim to strengthen country sys-
tems, including the use of impact evaluations, pro-
curement, fi nancial management, and monitoring 
and evaluation. Th ese are complemented by policy 
dialogue and knowledge sharing to support country 
institutions and reforms. In addition, the Bank has 
a number of initiatives and partnerships focused on 
improving country MfDR capacity such as the CAP-
Scan for MfDR and support to the African Com-
munity of Practice and Statistics for Results Facility. 

Periodically, the Bank also produces retrospective 
reports on CAS outcomes; retrospective assessment 
reports on its Development Policy lending, as well as 
IDA retrospective and mid-term reviews. 

An example of an area that the WB has done particu-
larly well in is percentage of MDB Country Strate-
gies which were rated “satisfactory or better” in an 
independent evaluation.
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In October 2009, IFC launched Development Out-
come Tracking System 2 (DOTS2). DOTS2 allows 
IFC to measure its development performance more 
quickly and accurately by further standardizing indi-
cators across regions and industries, and by signifi -
cantly enhancing the indicators themselves. DOTS2 
also enables IFC to compare actual results against 
the original baselines and expectations – and do it 
faster and more accurately. Th anks to an interactive 
module, DOTS2 also permits tracking, monitoring, 
and reporting on IFC additionality in projects in 
terms of risk mitigation, policy setting, knowledge 
and innovation, and standard-setting, which in turn 
allows IFC to better analyze and articulate the value 
and unique benefi ts provided through IFC activities. 
Faster feedback to management will better inform 
strategy, operations, and incentives.

Th e Development Impact Department is responsi-
ble for measuring, monitoring, and reporting on the 
development results of IFC investment operations 
and advisory services activities. DOTS measures the 
development eff ectiveness of investment and advi-
sory operations. IFC operational staff  using DOTS 
identify clear, standardized, and monitorable indica-
tors with baselines and targets at the outset of a proj-
ect. Staff  then track performance against these targets 
during supervision for feedback into the operations

IFC has reported on the development results of its 
portfolio along with its fi nancial results in its annual 
reports since 2007 with the results being assured by an 
external assurance provider. An external fi rm reviews 
the application of its methodology and results, as 
part of the assurance for nonfi nancial aspects of its 
reporting. IFC also publishes the Annual Portfolio 
Performance Review. In addition, the Independent 
Evaluation Group publishes annually an Indepen-

dent Evaluation on IFC Development Results; the 
Biennial Report on Operations Evaluation in IFC; 
and specifi c country, sector, and thematic evalua-
tions. Building on this experience, IFC started to 
develop corporate development goals – access targets 
designed to measure IFC clients’ increased outreach 
in priority sectors as a result of IFC support.  Th ese 
goals, currently in the implementation-testing phase, 
are expected to drive strategy and will help IFC reach 
a double-bottom line of fi nancial sustainability and 
development impact at a time of fi scal constraints.

WB: Percentage of MDB Country Strategies which received 
“satisfactory or better” ratings in an independent evaluation
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Matrix of Indicators

Category A:  Country Strategies

Category B:  MfDR through the Project Cycle

Category C:  Corporate Results Reporting

Category D:  Private Sector  Development and Operations 
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LIST OF INDICATORS

A.  Country Strategies

1. Number and percentage of MDB country strategies that have been subject to an independent evalua-
tion in FY09.

2. Number and percentage of MDB country strategies in 1 which received “satisfactory or better” ratings.
3. Number and percentage of MDB Country Strategies approved in FY09 with explicit baseline data, 

monitoring indicators, and clearly defi ned outcomes to be reached.

B.    Managing for Development Results through the Project Cycle

Project Design and results frameworks
4. Number and percentage of projects approved in FY09 that have explicit baseline data, monitoring indi-

cators, and clearly defi ned outcomes to be reached.
5. Number and percentage of projects approved in FY09 whose design quality was reviewed at an arms’ 

length basis (e.g., quality-at-entry reviews).
6. Number and percentage of projects in 5, which received “satisfactory or better” ratings.

Implementation performance
7. Number and percentage of projects in execution at the end of FY09 with unsatisfactory implementation 

progress and with development objectives not likely to be achieved.
8. Number and percentage of projects that were unsatisfactory in FY08 and that became satisfactory in 

FY09.
Project completion reporting and evaluation

9. Number and percentage of projects for which a Project Completion Report was scheduled to be com-
pleted in FY09, and for which a PCR was actually fi nalized in FY09.

10. Quality of PCRs: Number and percentage of PCRs evaluated during FY09 as “satisfactory or better” 
quality.

11. Number of projects independently reviewed ex post during FY09, as a percentage of the average number 
of projects completed annually during the last 5 years.

12. Number and percentage of projects in 11, which received “satisfactory or better” ratings with respect to 
achievement of development objectives.

C.  Corporate Results Reporting

13. Number and names of sectors where MDBs are reporting on output and outcome (i.e. results) indica-
tors.

14. Does data collection take place during project implementation, post project completion, or both?

D.  Private Sector Development and Operations

Private sector business environment
15. Number (%) of MDB country strategies approved in the last year that includes an explicit strategy to 

promote private sector development.
16. Number (%)  of MDB country strategies approved in the last year that have been informed by an inde-

pendent evaluation of the MDB private sector activities.
Private sector investment projects: ratings, standards & criteria

17. Provide the latest compliance score with good practice standards (GPS) for evaluation of private sector 
investment operations. Describe gaps and how they are being addressed.



16

Multilateral Development Banks’ Common Performance Assessment System

18. Reported share of success ratings (%) in the latest published annual evaluation reports for development 
/transition outcome and ratings on all four GPS criteria (fi nancial performance, economic performance, 
environmental & social performance, and private sector development impact).

Private sector investments, advisory services, and technical assistance: results tracking through the proj-
ect cycle

19. Number (%) of investment projects for which clear development objectives (according to the GPS evalu-
ation framework) are: (i) defi ned at approval; (ii) tracked during supervision; (iii) assessed at evaluation.

20. Number (%) of projects for which additionality – defi ned as the benefi t or value addition, not otherwise 
available, an MDB brings to a client – is: (i) assessed at approval; (ii) tracked during supervision; (iii) 
evaluated.

21. Number (%) of portfolio projects: for which either (i) annual environmental and social monitoring 
reports were reviewed or (ii) were reviewed in the fi eld by an environmental/social specialists.

22. Number (%) of technical assistance (TA) and advisory services projects for which clear development 
objectives are: (i) defi ned at approval; (ii) tracked during supervision; (iii) assessed at evaluation.

Reporting on private sector development results
23. Comprehensiveness of external results reporting (Check all that apply).
24. Validation mechanism for external reporting and tracking of portfolio development outcomes.
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1.   Number and percentage of MDB country strategies that have been subject to an independent evaluation in FY09.1 
MDB # % Comments Policy

AfDB
3 n/a

Three Country Assistance Evaluations (CAE) 
were carried out by OPEV in 2009: Uganda, 
Cape Verde and Cameroon. During the 
period 1996-2008, AfDB prepared a total 
of 171 Country Strategy Papers (CSP) for 51 
out of the 53 regional member countries, 
and OPEV has conducted CAE for 10 coun-
tries, each covering multiple cycles of CSPs. 
This leaves 41 countries which could be 
considered as potential candidates for CAE 
in 2009. The three countries were selected 
purposively.

AfDB currently does not have an explicit policy that 
enforces OPEV to undertake evaluations of country 
strategies. Hence the question of compliance to the 
policy is not applicable here. The AfDB has started 
preparation of CSP Completion Reports, and OPEV is 
in the process of preparing a methodology to evalu-
ate the CSPs. However, as part of the CAE, which is an 
OPEV product, the respective country strategies and 
AfDB assistance to the strategic pillars are evaluated. 
Purposive sampling is used to select countries for CAE. 
The priority considerations include: (a) need to pro-
vide inputs for the CSP preparation; (b) availability of 
background studies (e.g. project performance evalua-
tion reports); c) countries where CAES were not carried 
out before; (d) relative size of the portfolio; and (e) dis-
tribution of countries across borrowing eligibility (ADF 
only, ADB only or Blend), regional distribution etc.

AsDB 4 100

During 2009, AsDB completed all four 
planned country assistance program 
evaluations: Bangladesh, Cambodia, 
Nepal and Vietnam. The evaluation 
serves as input in preparing new country 
strategies for these countries. 

Country assistance program evaluations (CAPE), 
conducted by the Independent Evaluation Depart-
ment (IED) assess AsDB strategy and assistance to 
a country. All country partnership strategies are 
subject to independent evaluation or completion 
report validation in their last year. 

EBRD n/a n/a
The EBRD Independent Evaluation 
Department (IED) provides input on past 
experience for new strategies but does 
not evaluate them.

Country strategies are not covered by policy.

IADB 7 n/a

The country strategies for Belize, Para-
guay, Bahamas, Brazil, Venezuela, Gua-
temala, and Trinidad and Tobago were 
evaluated by OVE (Offi  ce of Evaluation 
and Oversight).

Each time there is a change in Government; OVE is 
required to conduct an evaluation of the existing 
IADB Country Strategy under implementation.

IFAD 9 100

Chad, Congo, Haiti, Malawi, Pakistan, 
Peru, Philippines, Syria and Sudan.

Once a draft COSOP is available, it would be sub-
mitted for in-house review. While not compulsory, 
in some cases this could imply peer review at 
the divisional level. In all cases the draft report 
would be discussed at a Programme Manage-
ment Department meeting and at an Operational 
Strategy and Policy Guidance Committee meet-
ing. Comments from these meetings would be 
addressed in the fi nalization of the COSOP report.

IsDB 2 100

The IsDB has undertaken studies related to 
the Country Assistance Strategies (CAS) for 
25 countries over the past years. In FY 2009, 
the Group Operations Evaluation Depart-
ment (GOED) has carried out two Country 
Assistance Evaluations (CAEs) for Indonesia 
and Mali. Also, it has fi nalized CAEs for 
Pakistan and Burkina Faso, which were initi-
ated in FY 2008. The Country Department 
of IsDB has undertaken Country Portfolio 
Reviews, which also comment on country 
strategies. 

The GOED of IsDB has broadened the scope of its 
evaluation work to cover higher-level evaluations 
at country, sector and thematic levels. It selects 
countries for evaluation based on (a) size of coun-
try portfolio (b) outcomes of the program and (c) 
suggestions made by the IsDB Group members. 

Category A: Country Strategies

1 

1 COMPAS 2008, indicator 2Bi
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1 

2 COMPAS 2008, indicator 2Bii

1.   Number and percentage of MDB country strategies that have been subject to an independent evaluation in FY09.1 
MDB # % Comments Policy

WB

17 
CASs

3 
CAEs

100

n/a

17 CAS Completion Reports have been 
reviewed and validated by the Indepen-
dent Evaluation Group (IEG) in FY09. 
Interim Strategy Notes and Transitional 
Support Strategies are not required to 
have an independent review. Additionally, 
IEG completed 3 CAEs in FY09. 

All Bank CASs are results-based (100%). Results-based 
CAS cover 3-4 years of the Bank’s engagement in a 
respective country. The country teams produce a CAS 
Progress Report at midterm and a CASCR at the end of 
the CAS period. While the CASCR is a self-assessment, 
all CASCRs are reviewed, validated, and rated by IEG. 
Furthermore, IEG conducts independent CAEs for a 
few selected countries, assessing the Bank’s program, 
usually over a 10-year period (covering 3 CASs).

2. Number and percentage of MDB country strategies in 1, which received “satisfactory or better” ratings.2 

MDB # % Comments

AfDB 3 100

As explained in 1 above, the compliance to policy is not applicable here. All the three evalua-
tions of country assistance received satisfactory or better ratings. Regarding the rating system, 
the CAE for Uganda, which was a joint evaluation with the IEG (World Bank), contains assess-
ments of the quality at entry of the country strategy and the program results in relation to 
its objectives. The country program outcomes were rated for each pillar or set of strategic 
goals (and sub-pillars) set out in the AfDB strategy, for their relevance, outcome, institutional 
development impact, sustainability and the AfDB performance, on a six-point scale (Highly Sat-
isfactory, Satisfactory, Moderately Satisfactory, Moderately Unsatisfactory, Unsatisfactory and 
Highly Unsatisfactory). The main strategic pillars included: Governance, Growth and Human 
Development. Country Assistance Evaluations of Cape Verde and Cameroon used a four-point 
scale (Highly Satisfactory, Satisfactory, Unsatisfactory and Highly Unsatisfactory). 

AsDB 3 75

Of the four country partnership strategies evaluated, three were rated “successful” (Bangla-
desh, Cambodia and Viet Nam) and one was rated “partly successful” (Nepal). The Independent 
Evaluation Department rates the results to which AsDB contributes to each country’s overall 
development performance using a set of criteria: relevance, effi  ciency, eff ectiveness, sustain-
ability, and impacts of the assistance programs. The CAPEs analyzes country results both as a 
whole and with reference to its major component parts; and used a combination of top-down 
and bottom-up approaches to assessing performance. 

EBRD n/a n/a

IADB n/a n/a

OVE protocol does not include rating country strategies. However, in the evaluation of the 
seven country strategies (mentioned in Indicator 1) it was found that the strategies results 
frameworks could be improved to better monitor implementation progress. Most of the 
country strategies identifi ed in Indicator 1 did not yet have a DEM (Development Eff ectiveness 
Matrix); however country strategy evaluability and quality is expected to improve as a result of 
DEM implementation.

IFAD 9 100

All results-based-COSOPs prepared in 2009 underwent an at-entry process of quality assur-
ance prior to presentation to the Executive Board, and all were rated moderately satisfactory or 
better overall, surpassing the Results Management Framework target of 90 per cent.

Ratings are through the IFAD quality assurance system adopted in 2008, which consists of 
internal and external peer reviews of result-based COSOPs involving IFAD, the World Bank, and 
the FAO Investment Centre. 

Criteria led by assessment of the likelihood of each project meeting its development objectives 
and includes: eff ectiveness of thematic areas; projected impact on poverty measures; innova-
tion, learning and scaling up; and sustainability of benefi ts

IsDB 2 100

The GOED of IsDB has applied the following standard evaluation criteria for CAEs undertaken 
for Indonesia and Mali in 2009: (a) performance of the economy, (b) status of IsDB country port-
folio, and (c) development outcomes and impacts of completed projects. The CAEs have found 
that IsDB country assistance is broadly aligned with its strategic objectives and development 
priorities of the member countries. 

WB

14 
ASCR

2 CAE

82

66.6

IEG has an “objective-based” approach where outcomes are evaluated against CAS objectives. 
The rating refl ects the extent to which the stated objectives in the CAS were achieved. The assess-
ment is done on a six-point scale rating system: Highly Satisfactory, Satisfactory, Moderately Sat-
isfactory, Moderately Unsatisfactory, Unsatisfactory and Highly Unsatisfactory. 

Of the 17 CASCR evaluations done in FY09, 14 were rated moderately satisfactory or higher.
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3. Number and percentage of MDB country strategies approved in FY09 with explicit baseline data, monitor-
ing indicators, and clearly defi ned outcomes to be reached.3 

MDB # % Comments Policy

AfDB 11 69

This fi gure refers to the number and percent-
age of country strategies that meet all the 
three requirements. 

AfDB is undertaking appropriate reforms to 
improve on the baseline data, monitoring indi-
cators and outcomes and outputs for Country 
Strategy Papers, Project Completion Reports and 
Project Appraisal Reports.

AsDB 6 100

All country partnership strategies endorsed 
by the Board in 2009 were results-based, 
with results frameworks containing baseline 
data, monitoring indicators, and outcome 
statements. 

All country partnership strategies include a results 
framework. AsDB strengthened the country results 
frameworks as part of its streamlining of business 
processes in 2009. The country results framework 
shows how AsDB intends to contribute to a coun-
try’s development objectives in line with Strategy 
2020 priorities. 

EBRD n/a n/a
The EBRD’s independent evaluation depart-
ment provides input on past experience for 
new strategies but does not evaluate them.

Country strategies are not covered by policy.

IADB 3 n/a

3 country strategies were approved in 2009, 
all of them results-based. Management 
assessed that all of them included clearly 
defi ned outcomes to be reached and moni-
toring indicators.

The fi rst country strategy has 23 monitoring 
indicators of which 19 (82%) have explicit 
baselines 

The second country strategy has 23 monitor-
ing indicators of which 5 (22%) have explicit 
baselines 

The third country strategy has 18 monitoring 
indicators of which 13 (71%) have explicit 
baselines

As part of the DEM-CS design process, the DEM 
was applied on a pilot basis to country strate-
gies. Based on the results of this pilot, the DEM 
was adjusted. Results from the three DEM-CS 
cannot be aggregated because diff erent pilot 
instruments were used in each case. 

In 2009, The Offi  ce of Strategic Planning and 
Development Eff ectiveness designed the devel-
opment eff ectiveness matrix (DEM-CS) to estab-
lish the evaluability of country strategies at entry 
(before their approval by the Board of Directors). 

Beginning in 2010, all country strategies are 
required to have a DEM. The DEM-CS examines 
three key dimensions of country strategies: stra-
tegic relevance, eff ectiveness, and risk manage-
ment.

OVE’s policy is to conduct a Review of the Evalu-
ability of all the country strategies approved in a 
given year. 

IFAD 9 100

The need for a Baseline Poverty Analysis in 
IFAD Results-based COSOP’s arises from the 
fact that a key aspect of the specifi city of IFAD 
assistance is the directing of its benefi ts in 
support of the socio-economic development 
of poor, especially very poor, rural women and 
men. A second major reason for preparing 
the Baseline Poverty Analysis is to establish 
the starting point (baseline) for the COSOP to 
enable measurement of IFAD impact over the 
COSOP implementation period.

COSOPs have a targeting strategy and Baseline 
Poverty Analysis to focus activities on specifi c 
sub-groups within the rural poor or less-favoured 
regions including the intended targeting 
approaches to be applied. 

COSOPs also include details on the indicators 
that will be used to measure achievement of the 
selected strategic objectives and the process of 
annual reporting on selected indicators by staff  
during implementation. 

The selection of the strategic objectives can be 
seen as the highest-order change in behavior 
that an IFAD project or other activity can hope to 
directly infl uence. It may be considered as equiva-
lent to a purpose-level objective in a logframe 
and is similar to the “outcomes” that are used in 
other donor results frameworks.

1 

3 COMPAS 2008, indicators 2Ai and 2Aii
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3. Number and percentage of MDB country strategies approved in FY09 with explicit baseline data, monitor-
ing indicators, and clearly defi ned outcomes to be reached.3 

MDB # % Comments Policy

IsDB 6 50

In FY 2009, IsDB has established Cooperation 
Framework Agreements with the Govern-
ments of Mauritania, Niger, and Senegal. 
It has also prepared three Country Poverty 
Assessments (CPAs) for Bangladesh, Tajiki-
stan and Uganda, which will feed into the 
Country Strategies for these countries. 

In FY 2009, IsDB introduced an initiative for pre-
paring Member Country Partnership Strategy, 
which include comprehensive results framework 
monitoring indicators and clearly defi ned out-
puts and outcomes. The CPAs, undertaken so far, 
also have baseline data, monitoring indicators 
and defi ned outcomes.

WB 22 100

In FY09, the Bank prepared 22 results-based 
Country Assistance Strategies (RBCAS). The 
Bank also produced 10 CAS Progress Reports 
(CASPR) at midpoint of CAS implementation. 
In addition, Interim Strategy Notes were 
delivered in 7 cases where CASs could not be 
prepared due to country circumstances. 

In FY09, the Bank issued the fourth Ret-
rospective Report on Country Assistance 
Strategies. The report took stock of current 
practice in CAS products, analyzed its evolu-
tion over the past few years, and summarized 
future developments in CAS products to 
strengthen the results focus of CASs.
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1 

4 COMPAS 2008, indicator 4Bi

Project design and results frameworks

4. Number and percentage of projects approved in FY09 that have explicit baseline data, monitoring indica-
tors, and clearly defi ned outcomes to be reached.4 

MDB # % Comments Policy

AfDB 25 51

In 2009, AfDB approved 164 projects out 
of which 49 were public sector investment 
operations and were the target of the pilot 
phase of the quality at entry review process. 
Out of this number, 25 projects fulfi lled all the 
three requirements. 

The QAE review process is a new procedure that 
was in its pilot phase in 2009 with public sector 
investment operations. It is being mainstreamed in 
2010 to cover all public sector operations. 

AsDB
106 90

All 106 sovereign operations approved in 
2009 had a design and monitoring frame-
work. Out of a sample of 53 projects reviewed, 
close to 90% had well-defi ned outcomes and 
outputs. Some weaknesses were observed in 
the areas of using appropriate indicators and 
targets. AsDB continues to address this issue 
by strengthening staff  capacity in preparing 
design and monitoring frameworks.

AsDB requires all projects to have a design and 
monitoring framework, which is a matrix containing 
a hierarchy of results (impact, outcome, outputs) 
and the means to produce them (activities and 
inputs); performance targets and indicators; data 
sources and reporting mechanism; and assump-
tions and risks covering external events and actions 
that infl uence project success but are outside the 
project’s direct control. 

EBRD 313 100

All Board-approved projects have explicit 
baseline data, monitoring indicators, and 
clearly defi ned outcomes to be reached.

Ex ante project assessment and the building of moni-
toring indicators and clearly defi ned outcomes to 
be reached is undertaken by the Offi  ce of the Chief 
Economist (OCE), which has a commitment to review 
all Board-approved projects. OCE’s “assessment of 
transition challenges” provides a baseline and back-
drop against which ratings are set and indicators 
devised. Thereafter OCE reviews all projects.

IADB 37 32

32% of sovereign-guaranteed operations 
approved in FY09 had all of the following 
characteristics: explicit baseline data, moni-
toring indicators, and clearly defi ned out-
comes to be reached. 
According to Management, the number and 
percentage of projects that met each of the 
characteristics are:
Baseline data: 62/114 (54%)
Monitoring indicators: 52/114 (46%)
Outcomes: 95/114 (83%)

Every indicator should have a baseline value or a 
predetermined starting point for subsequent com-
parison of performance. 
At least one indicator should be identifi ed for each 
impact/outcome/output. Indicators are SMART 
(specifi c, measurable, achievable, relevant and 
time-bound).
The desired improvements (eff ects) as a result 
of the project are clearly stated. The outcome(s) 
should describe what is expected to be diff erent as 
a result of the delivery of project outputs; not what 
the project is going to do.
OVE has a diff erent methodology for measuring 
evaluability. A preliminary report is under review by 
Management at the Board.

IFAD 33 100

All project documents include the project 
goal and main development objective(s) con-
sistent with the logical framework are stated 
and amplifi ed.
Includes milestones or criteria to be used in 
deciding key onward steps in implementa-
tion, e.g., to move into a second phase. Refer-
ences to stakeholders’ matrix/project actors, 
their roles, and link to logical framework.

Results-oriented: maximize the likelihood of the 
project achieving impact in terms of enabling poor 
rural women and men to overcome poverty, and 
ensure that the sustainability of impact is given 
explicit attention from the outset.

IsDB 24 38

In FY2009, IsDB has approved 63 projects (OCR 
and Loan), of which 24 have comprehensive 
logframes with monitoring indicators, base-
line data, and clearly defi ned outputs and 
outcomes.

Since FY2009, IsDB has made it compulsory for all 
non-concessional operations to have logframes, 
which have clear objectives, monitoring indicators, 
baseline data, and clearly defi ned outputs and 
outcomes. The IsDB is increasing its emphasis on 
improving the quality of baseline data and monitor-
ing output and outcome indicators. 

Category B: MfDR through the Project Cycle
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4. Number and percentage of projects approved in FY09 that have explicit baseline data, monitoring indica-
tors, and clearly defi ned outcomes to be reached.4 

MDB # % Comments Policy

WB 141 87

Of 162 IDA/IBRD Specifi c Investment Lending 
Operations reviewed in FY09, all (100%) proj-
ects have results indicators and project out-
comes specifi ed in the results framework in 
Project Appraisal Document as well as in the 
Implementation Status and Results Reports, 
and 87% (141 projects) have explicit baseline 
data for the outcome indicators in the results 
framework.

All lending operations are required to have a results 
framework in PAD, which defi nes project devel-
opment objective, intermediate outcomes, and 
associated outcome indicators with baselines and 
targets established. 

5. Number and percentage of projects approved in FY09 whose design quality was reviewed at an arms’ 
length basis (e.g., quality-at-entry reviews).5 

MDB # % Comments Policy

AfDB 49 100

 As indicated in Q4 above, the quality at entry 
review process was in its pilot phase in 2009 
during which the target was public sector 
investment operations. All the 49 public sector 
investment operations approved in 2009 were 
subjected to the quality at entry process. 

 The quality and entry review process is being main-
streamed for all public sector operations 2010. This 
will henceforth include policy based lending proj-
ects. 

AsDB 39 26

AsDB reviewed 33 out of 139 sovereign opera-
tions (this includes 33 projects fi nanced by 
funds administered by AsDB, not covered 
under the 106 operations referred to under 
Q4) and 6 out of 12 non-sovereign operations 
approved in 2009. 
The results of the QAE assessment will be dis-
cussed in the 2010 Development Eff ectiveness 
Review to be published in 2011.

Every two years, AsDB forms an interdepartmental 
working group to review QAE of projects—sover-
eign and non-sovereign—approved in the previous 
two years. The QAE ratings are monitored through 
AsDB results framework and are reported through 
the Development Eff ectiveness Review. 

EBRD 313 100

All projects are reviewed by EBRD Internal 
Operations Committee before being pre-
sented to the board.

All projects go through a design quality review on 
an arms-length basis by EBRD Internal Operations 
Committee. The Committee is formed by Senior 
Management and has a veto right with regards to 
proceeding to the Board of Directors for approval.

IADB 114 96

Five SG operations did not have a Develop-
ment Eff ectiveness Matrix (DEM) review 
because they were approved in Jan/09, when 
the DEM had not yet been implemented.

The policy requires all (100%) SG operations to have 
a DEM rating prior to their submission for Board 
approval.
The DEM for SG operations measures strategic 
alignment, evaluability, and additionality of IADB 
intervention.
The DEM is initially prepared by the project team 
members. The Offi  ce of Strategic Planning and Devel-
opment Eff ectiveness (SPD), situated in IADB strategic 
core, provides comments and validates the team score 
or makes changes according to the application of the 
DEM criteria. The OSPDE-validated DEM is presented 
to the Board as part of the loan proposal.

IFAD 32 100

32 projects reviewed. 

Overall results during the past two years point 
to substantive improvements in the quality of 
project design and indicate that, by and large, 
the QE/QA processes are having the desired 
eff ect on project quality.

The quality assessment review process has three 
objectives: 

(a) Clearing designed projects for loan negotia-
tions and submission to the Executive Board, with 
emphasis on the appropriateness of project design 
with regard to IFAD policies and guidelines;

(b) Determining the rating for results indicators 
under IFAD corporate Results Management Frame-
work at entry; and

(c) Assessing the quality enhancement process.
1 

5 COMPAS 2008, indicator 4Ai
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5. Number and percentage of projects approved in FY09 whose design quality was reviewed at an arms’ 
length basis (e.g., quality-at-entry reviews).5 

MDB # % Comments Policy

IsDB 63 100

All 63 projects were reviewed, on an arms-
length basis, for design quality, at each stage 
of approval process. 

Each of the projects approved under OCR and loan 
fi nancing is subjected to a thorough review process 
involving all relevant departments, including coun-
try, sector, operations policy, legal, fi nance, opera-
tions evaluation, and risk management. 

WB n/a n/a

The quality-of-design assessment performed 
in 2009, which covered projects approved by 
the Board in FY03-FY06, rated 76% of a sample 
of randomly selected projects as “Marginally 
Satisfactory or better”.

6. Number and percentage of projects in 5, which received “satisfactory or better” ratings.6 
MDB # % Comments

AfDB 44 90

The majority of projects reviewed received “satisfactory or better” ratings in the project. The rating 
is done on the project appraisal report by the department of quality assurance and results (ORQR). 
The rating is based on a six-point scale: 1- Highly Unsatisfactory; 2- Unsatisfactory; 3 – Moderately 
Unsatisfactory; 4- Moderately Unsatisfactory; 5 - Satisfactory and 6 – Highly Satisfactory.

AsDB TBD TBD

The report on the quality-at-entry assessment for projects approved in 2009 will be fi nalized by 
end 2010. 

In conducting the quality-at-entry assessment, AsDB applies a set of criteria for a specifi c sample 
projects. For sovereign projects, the criteria consist of (a) development objectives, outcomes, 
and impacts; (b) strategic relevance and approach; (c) technical and economic aspects; (d) pov-
erty, social and environmental aspects; (e) fi duciary aspects; (f ) policy and institutional aspects; 
(g) implementation arrangements; (h) risk assessment; and (i) achievability and sustainability of 
development objectives. 

EBRD 313 100

At approval, projects are rated on the following scale: Excellent, Good, Satisfactory, Marginal, and 
Unsatisfactory. Projects rated “Marginal” or “Unsatisfactory” are not presented to the Board. In total, 
all projects approved by the Board were rated “Satisfactory” or higher. 89% or these were rated 
either “Good” or “Excellent”.

IADB 52 46
This fi gure includes projects rated as “Highly Satisfactory” and “Satisfactory” on the Evaluability 
Score (and excludes “Partial Satisfactory”). This score takes into account the following dimensions: 
program logic, evaluation and monitoring, economic performance, and risk management.

IFAD 27 84

1 project dropped from 2009 lending program.

Criteria are led by assessment of the likelihood of each project meeting its development objectives 
and include: eff ectiveness of thematic areas; projected impact on poverty measures; innovation, 
learning and scaling up; and sustainability of benefi ts. 

Quality assessment reviews are chaired by the Offi  ce of the President and Vice-President. The 15 
external reviewers who participated in the process were formerly in senior management positions 
and have between 20 and 40 years of experience working on project development and implementa-
tion in developing countries for United Nations agencies, the World Bank, and bilateral aid agencies.

IsDB n/a n/a
A quality review checklist is used to assess quality of all projects at the design stage. However, there 
is no formal rating system applied. Projects with relatively weak design/standard are returned for 
improvements until the design quality reaches an acceptable level.

WB n/a n/a No results to report for 2009, as the QEA /Quality of Design exercise is done only every 18 months. 
In QEA8, 108 out of 115 operations (93%) of projects were rated “marginally satisfactory” or higher.

1 

6 COMPAS 2008, indicator 4Ei
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Implementation performance

7. Number and percentage of projects in execution at the end of FY09 with unsatisfactory implementation 
progress and with development objectives not likely to be achieved.7 

MDB # % Comments

AfDB
113

40

29

10

The implementation progress (IP)

The development objective (DO)

The DO and IP and are the two main project performance indicators used by AfDB to classify proj-
ects as a problematic project (PP) or a potentially problematic project (PPP). The ratings of these 
indicators are given during project supervision. AfDB is revising its supervision process to make 
these ratings results based and more candid. 

AsDB 11 2 Based on project performance reports as of December 31, 2009, 11 out of 622 ongoing projects 
were rated “unsatisfactory” and with development objectives not likely to be achieved. 

EBRD 101 11

Comparing all active projects in EBRD portfolio at the beginning of 2009 to those still in the port-
folio at the end of the year (892 operations), it appears that 11.3% have been downgraded. Since 
this is on-going monitoring of the whole portfolio, not only the completed projects, downgrades 
mean that either the transition scope of the project has decreased, or that the perceived risk that 
the project achieving the expected transition impact has increased.

IADB 65 14

The rating scale used in 2009 for implementation progress (IP) was: 1-Highly Satisfactory, 2-Satis-
factory, 3-Unsatisfactory, 4-Very Unsatisfactory. The rating scale used for development objective 
(DO) classifi cation is: 1-Highly Probable, 2-Probable, 3-Low Probability, 4-Improbable.

A new monitoring system (PMR) was rolled out in September 2009. The PMR tracks project per-
formance using a Performance Index (PI) based on the Earned Value Methodology (EVM). The PI is 
replacing the 4-point scale described above.

IFAD 35 16

The period referred to is calendar year 2009. Of the current cohort of actual problem projects, 
approximately 30% (12 projects) are considered chronically at risk: that is, classifi ed as actual pro-
blem projects for three or more consecutive years. In contrast, 17 projects, corresponding to 43%, 
are transitorily at risk: that is, projects that have been classifi ed as at risk in one out of the last three 
years. Four of the actual problem projects were at a very early stage of implementation, and 2008-
2009 was the fi rst year of actual problem status for seven projects. 

IsDB 70 18
70 out of 386 projects are experiencing implementation delays exceeding the average imple-
mentation period of 8 years. IsDB is constantly monitoring projects experiencing delays at various 
stages of implementation, for necessary actions and follow-up. 

WB 151 9.4 

 There were a total of 1,656 projects in execution at the end of FY09 (including all product lines). 
Out of them, 151 were rated “Unsatisfactory” (Highly Unsatisfactory, Unsatisfactory or Marginally 
Unsatisfactory) on two dimensions: (a) implementation progress (IP) and (b) progress towards 
development objectives. . 

8. Number and percentage of projects that were unsatisfactory in FY08 and that became satisfactory in FY09.8 

MDB # % Comments

AfDB 41 37 AfDB has instituted measures to reduce the number and percentage of projects having “unsatisfac-
tory” performance. 

AsDB 5 62 Five out of the eight projects rated “unsatisfactory” as of end 2008 were rated “satisfactory” as of end 
2009. 

EBRD 6 13

46/892 projects used to be rated “unsatisfactory”. Out of these, 6 have now become “satisfactory”. 
EBRD project ranking is a combination of expected transition impact (see scale described in ques-
tion 6 above) and risks to not achieving the expected impacts. Rankings range from 1 (Excellent 
potential impact with negligible risks) to 8 (Unsatisfactory expected impact with excessive risks). 
Unsatisfactory projects, defi ned as those in rank 6 to 8, which are now ranked 5 or above, amount 
to just below 1%. 

1 

7 COMPAS 2008, indicator 4Ei
8 COMPAS 2008, indicator 4Eii – note that this is an improved version of COMPAS 2008, indicator 4Eii. 
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8. Number and percentage of projects that were unsatisfactory in FY08 and that became satisfactory in FY09.8 

MDB # % Comments

IADB n/a n/a
The new PMR system rolled out in September 2009 uses a diff erent methodology (which is quanti-
tative and based on the earned value methodology). This change in methodology does not allow 
for comparisons at this point in time, but it should do so by the end of 2010. 

IFAD 13 37

Under direct supervision, it has been possible to identify and begin remedying weaknesses and 
problems that in some cases had persisted over considerable periods of time. Direct supervision 
has also facilitated greater in-country understanding of IFAD requirements, which was often lack-
ing, partly because of the multiplicity of Cooperating Institutions adopting diff erent standards and 
procedures.

IsDB 59 23 Of 257 projects identifi ed as problematic in 2008, 59 projects became non-problematic in FY09 due 
to pro-actions (total active projects in FY09 were 910).

WB 73 49

There were 1,615 projects in execution at the end of FY08 (including all product lines). 150 of 
these projects were rated “Unsatisfactory” (Unsatisfactory or Marginally Unsatisfactory) for prog-
ress on achieving their respective development objectives.  However, 73 (49%) of these have 
improved their development objective ratings to “Satisfactory” in FY09 (Satisfactory or Marginally 
Satisfactory), refl ecting measures taken by Management and clients to address problems. 

Project completion reporting and evaluation

9. Number and percentage of projects for which a “Project Completion Report” (PCR) was scheduled to be 
completed in FY09, and for which a PCR was actually fi nalized in FY09.9 

MDB # % Comments Policy

AfDB 137 97

97% of the project completion reports that 
were due were submitted in time. AfDB did 
revise its PCR guidelines to improve compli-
ance rate and make the PCRs more results 
based. 

New revamped policy provides for the commence-
ment of the PCR preparation once the disbursement 
rate has reached 85%. When the disbursement rate 
reaches 98% however, the preparation of the PCR is 
mandatory. The PCR is jointly done by AfDB and bor-
rower and has more involvement of fi eld offi  ce staff . 

AsDB 63 90

In 2009, 63 PCRs were prepared out of the 
planned 70. 

PCRs assess the project’s development eff ectiveness 
and provide lessons to improve the performance of 
ongoing and future AsDB-fi nanced projects, as well 
as of country partnership strategies. AsDB requires 
PCRs for sovereign loan- and grant-funded projects 
12–24 months after completion. AsDB also requires 
extended annual review reports for non-sovereign 
projects.

EBRD 115 100

An Expanded Monitoring Report (XMR - EBRD 
equivalent of a PCR) was originally scheduled 
for 119 operations in 2009. 115 XMRs were 
actually completed in 2009. In both cases, 
this amounts to 100% of projects ready (or 
expected to be ready) for evaluation. Four 
projects were not ready for evaluation, follow-
ing additional disbursements or adverse proj-
ect developments, which made an evaluation 
impossible or inappropriate in 2009.

An XMR is prepared on all projects ready for evalu-
ation. This may be a long-form XMR, for projects on 
which an independent evaluation will be conducted, 
or a short-form XMR, for projects not selected for 
independent evaluation.

IADB 55 83
66 projects completed during FY08 were 
required to present a PCR between Jan 2009 
– June 2009; 55 of them actually presented it. 

All Sovereign Guaranteed (SG) operations are 
required to present a PCR within 180 days of comple-
tion.

1 

9 COMPAS 2008, indicator 4Fi
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9. Number and percentage of projects for which a “Project Completion Report” (PCR) was scheduled to be 
completed in FY09, and for which a PCR was actually fi nalized in FY09.9 

MDB # % Comments Policy

IFAD 25 100

The 25 PCRs reviewed in 2009 to assess portfo-
lio performance cover the universe of projects 
completed during the review period. These 
were approved by the Executive Board from 
1993 to 2000, and closing dates fall between 
June 30, 2006, and June 30, 2008. More than 
50% of the projects became eff ective from 
1999 to 2002.

PCRs are assessed against fi ve overarching factors: (a) 
innovations; (b) replicability and scaling; (c) sustain-
ability and ownership of interventions; (d) targeting; 
and (e) gender.

IsDB 12 27

Since FY08, IsDB has started preparing PCRs 
through involvement of its own staff  or 
through consultants in addition to the ones 
prepared by executing agency in the benefi -
ciary country. 

During FY09, in addition to 12 PCRs (7 by IsDB 
and 5 by benefi ciaries), IsDB Group also prepared 
5 PCRs for its Quick Win Programs on (a) Malaria, 
(b) Achieving Excellence in S&T for Higher Edu-
cation, (c) Implementation of Rural Micro, Small 
& Medium Enterprises Services Using ICT, (d) 
Microfi nance Development Program, and (e) 
Global Islamic Leadership Program.

It is expected that the number of PCRs undertaken 
by IsDB as proportion of completed projects will 
increase in future.  The target in the Medium-Term 
Business Plan of the Operations Complex (2010-
2012) is to have PCRs for 80% of the projects com-
pleted.

WB 186 97

191 Implementation Completion and Results 
(ICR) Reports were due in FY09.  Of these only 
6 were overdue, resulting in 186 ICRs delivered 
on schedule. Note that 209 ICRs in total were 
actually delivered in FY09—18 of which were 
ICRs carried over from previous years. 

10. Number and percentage of PCRs evaluated during FY09 as “satisfactory or better” quality.10 
MDB # % Comments

AfDB 81 77

In 2009, 105 PCR evaluations were carried out from a total of 126 PCRs submitted (83% compliance). 
Of the 105 PCRs reviewed, 81 were found to be of “satisfactory” or better quality. The policy for PCR 
evaluations is that OPEV should review 100% of the PCRs submitted. The KPI related to PCR evalua-
tions is that OPEV should review 90% of the PCRs submitted within a period of 3 months after submis-
sion. 

PCR quality is rated based on the following criteria: (a) quality and completeness of the PCR evidence 
and analysis to base ratings; (b) objectivity/fairness of PCR assessment; (c) internal consistency of PCR 
assessment: inaccuracies; inconsistencies;  (d) identifi cation and assessment of key factors; (e) ade-
quacy of treatment of safeguards, fi duciary issues, and alignment and harmonization; (f) soundness 
of data generating and analysis processes; (g) overall adequacy of the accessible evidence; and (h) 
extent to which lessons learned (and recommendations) are clear and based on the PCR assessment.

AsDB 43 88

AsDB uses IED validation ratings of PCRs as proxy for PCR quality. Thirty-eight validation reports for 43 
PCRs validated in 2009 did not downgrade the original PCR ratings from either “highly successful” or 
“successful”, to “partly successful” or “unsuccessful”. Five validation reports downgraded the rating to 
“partly successful” or “unsuccessful”, whereas one report upgraded the rating from “partly successful” 
to “successful”. 

AsDB Independent Evaluation Department introduced PCR validation reports in 2008 (an initial of 30 
were issued in 2008 followed by 43 in 2009) to improve accountability for achieving results, quality of 
completion reports, and independence of project ratings. All PCRs and validation reports are posted 
on the ADB website -- http://www.adb.org/evaluation/reports-validation.asp. The criteria for rating 
are discussed in the IED guidelines for validating PCRs -- http://www.adb.org/Documents/Guidelines/
PCR-XARR-Validation-Guidelines.pdf.

EBRD 115 100 Expanded Monitoring Reports (XMRs – EBRD’s PCR equivalent) cannot be fi nalized until the Evalua-
tion Department has signed off  on them as being of satisfactory quality.

1 
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10. Number and percentage of PCRs evaluated during FY09 as “satisfactory or better” quality.10 
MDB # % Comments

IADB n/a n/a
55 out 66 projects completed a PCR. All completed PCRs were provided to the Offi  ce of Evaluation 
and Oversight OVE for their validation. The OVE review of PCRs completed in 2009 is on-going.

IFAD 21 84

In 2009, improvements have been signifi cant, particularly in the areas of sustainability and owner-
ship where the share of projects rated 4 or better has increased by 21 percentage points from 56% 
in 2006-2007 to 75% in 2008-2009. Substantial performance increases also took place in the areas 
of replicability and scaling up and gender. IFAD performance on targeting improved slightly during 
the review period. With 76% of the projects rated 4 or better in 2008-2009, IFAD impact on gender is 
strongest among all overarching factors. Impact on innovations is also relatively low, with 73% of the 
projects rated 4 and better.

IsDB 5 83
Since FY09, 6 of the PCRs carried out by IsDB have been rated by the self-evaluating teams, of which 5 
were rated successful (with satisfactory or better quality). From FY10, the PCRs will be independently 
reviewed and rated by the Group Operations Evaluation Department, which uses PCRs as a prelimi-
nary basis for project post-evaluation. 

WB 164 92 During FY09, 179 ICRs were evaluated by IEG for the ICR quality and out of them, 164 or 92% were 
rated “Satisfactory” or Exemplary.

11. Number of projects independently reviewed ex post during FY09, as a percentage of the average number 
of projects completed annually during the last 5 years.11 

MDB # % Comments Policy

AfDB 98 66

The average number of projects completed 
by AfDB between 2005 and 2009 were148. 
In 2009, AfDB conducted independent evalu-
ations (PPERs) of 12 completed projects and 
independent reviews of 86 PCRs. 

The norm is to carry out PPERs for about a quarter 
of the projects for which PCRs are prepared. The 
PPERs conducted in a given year may not cor-
respond to the year of PCRs. On average, OPEV 
prepares about 12 PPERs in a year. 

AsDB 52 89

The Independent Evaluation Department 
reviewed 52 projects in 2009 (through 43 PCR 
validation reports and 9 project performance 
evaluation reports [PPER]). This accounted for 
89% of the average number of PCRs prepared 
annually during the past fi ve years. Validation 
reports accounted for 74% and PPERs 16% of 
the average number of PCRs prepared annu-
ally during the past fi ve years. 

The IED validates PCRs to confi rm the ratings 
provided and to provide an incentive to improve 
their quality. IED also prepares PPER for selected 
operations. PPER focuses on issues aff ecting 
implementation performance and assesses the 
individual operation according to a consistent 
set of criteria. Sovereign operations rating criteria 
include relevance, eff ectiveness, effi  ciency, and 
sustainability.

EBRD
61 55

An average of 111.6 operations were ready 
for evaluation annually over the 5 years 2005-
2009.

EBRD complies with the Good Practice Standards 
for Private Sector Evaluation of the Evaluation 
Cooperation Group of the MDBs. Independent 
evaluations are conducted on a random, repre-
sentative sample of suffi  cient size to establish, 
for a combined three-year rolling sample, success 
rates at the 95% confi dence level, with sampling 
error not exceeding ±5 percentage points, for the 
population’s development (transition) outcome, 
MDB investment outcome, additionality, and MDB 
work quality. EBRD introduced a revised selec-
tion methodology in 2009 to meet this standard 
and selected suffi  cient operations for evaluation 
in 2009 to ensure that it would be met over the 
coming three years.

IADB 21 24

OVE independently reviewed projects in: 
Competitiveness, Agriculture (3); Mitigation of 
environmental impact—Energy, resettlement 
(1); Mitigation of environmental impact—
Energy (3); Neighborhood improvement (1); 
Citizen Security (2); Housing (1); Social Invest-
ment (1); Agricultural and Animal Health (5); 
Tax Administration (4).

An average of 20 ex post evaluations are con-
ducted per year by OVE.

1 

11 COMPAS 2008, indicator 4Gi 
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11. Number of projects independently reviewed ex post during FY09, as a percentage of the average number 
of projects completed annually during the last 5 years.11 

MDB # % Comments Policy

IFAD 3 27

In addition to the 2 Completion Evaluations 
(Benin – roots and tubers development; China 
– West Guangxi; Yemen – Raymah Area Devel-
opment), there were country evaluations in 
India, Niger, Argentina, and Mozambique and 
interim evaluations in Ethiopia, Uganda, and 
Mauritania.

The main purpose of the independent evaluation 
function at IFAD is to promote accountability and 
learning in order to improve the performance of the 
Fund’s operations and policies. Evaluations provide 
a basis for accountability by assessing the impact of 
IFAD-supported operations and policies. They are 
expected to give an accurate analysis of successes 
and shortcomings, i.e., “to tell it the way it is”. This 
feedback helps the Fund improve its performance.

IsDB 23 66

23 OCR projects were ex post evaluated during 
FY09, which represented about 66% of aver-
age number of projects completed annually 
during the past fi ve years (i.e., 35 projects).
In addition, the GOED also evaluated 7 proj-
ects completed by other entities of the IsDB 
Group. In total, GOED evaluated 30 completed 
projects for IsDB Group during FY09. (66% rep-
resent only OCR projects of IsDB). 

The GOED plans to gradually increase yearly ex 
post evaluations of the completed projects.

WB 214 75

For FY05-09, on average 284 projects were 
closed each fi scal year and 252 ICRs were deliv-
ered for the closed projects on average. During 
FY09, IEG conducted 179 ICRs. Additionally, IEG 
has performed 35 in-depth PPARs  in FY09. 

All projects are evaluated at completion through an 
ICR, and 100% of ICRs are independently reviewed 
and validated by IEG. In addition, IEG conducts 
PPARs, which includes a fi eld visit, for 25% of proj-
ects usually 6 months to several years after project 
completion. 

12. Number and percentage of projects in 11, which received “satisfactory or better” ratings with respect to 
achievement of development objectives.12 

MDB # % Comments

AfDB 55 56
The PPERs initiated in 2009 are in the fi nal drafting stage. Provisional assessment shows that of the 
12 PCRs initiated in 2009, 8 (67%) have obtained “satisfactory” or better ratings for achievement of 
development objectives. Of the 86 PCRs independently reviewed in 2009, achievement of DO was 
“satisfactory” or better for 47 (55%).

AsDB 32 62 Of the 52 ex post evaluations in 2009, 32 projects or 62% were rated “successful” or “highly successful”. 

EBRD 46 75 75% of the 61 operations independently evaluated in 2009 were rated “satisfactory” or better for 
transition impact. The proportion rated “good” or “excellent” was 57% (35 operations).

IADB n/a n/a

OVE protocol does not include rating projects as part of the ex post evaluations. 
Starting in 2010, completed projects will have a XPMR (Expanded Progress Monitoring Report) that 
will provide a rating based on their Performance Index and achievement of outcome targets as part 
of Management’s completion review. 

IFAD 1 33

Two projects were rated “marginally satisfactory” for achievement of DO, i.e., eff ectiveness. 
Relevance: The extent to which the objectives of a development intervention are consistent with 
benefi ciaries’ requirements, country needs institutional priorities and partner and donor policies.
Eff ectiveness: The extent to which the development intervention’s objectives were achieved, or are 
expected to be achieved.
Effi  ciency: Economic measure.
Rural poverty impact: Changes that have occurred or are expected to occur in the lives of the rural 
poor (whether positive or negative, direct or indirect, intended or unintended) as a result of develop-
ment interventions.
Carried out by Independent Offi  ce of Evaluation in line with Evaluation Manual: Methodology and 
Processes. 

IsDB 21 72
Out of total 30 projects of IsDB Group ex post evaluated by GOED during FY09, 21 (72%) were rated 
“highly successful” or “successful”, 4 (14%) as “partially successful” and remaining 4 (14%) projects were 
rated “unsuccessful”. The GOED has applied the following criteria for project ratings: (a) relevance, (b) 
eff ectiveness, (c) effi  ciency, (d) sustainability, and (e) development outcomes and impacts.

WB 173 81 173 out of 214 of projects evaluated received ratings of “satisfactory or better” in FY09 for achieving 
their DO.

1 
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 13. Number and names of sectors where MDBs are reporting on output and outcome (i.e. results) indicators.
MDB # Names of Sectors Comments

AfDB 6

Infrastructure, Industry, Agriculture, 
Human Development, Multi-sector 
sector (Governance), Finance

All sectors of AfDB report on the outputs and outcomes on a 
routine basis. AfDB has recently streamlined this process by the 
establishment of core sector indicators that include both out-
come and output indicators. Internal consultations on the core 
sector indicators will be implemented in the fi rst half of 2010. 

AsDB 5

Education, Energy, Finance, Transport, 
Water 

AsDB indicates its contribution to development outcomes in the 
region through the corporate results framework; and monitors 
annual targets set and results achieved through the develop-
ment eff ectiveness review. The review (DEfR) reports on the 
status of achievement of the core sector output targets (using 
19 indicators, 12 sub-indicators, and 5 additional indicators) and 
contribution of recently completed operations to their intended 
sector outcomes and thematic results. In 2009, AsDB was broadly 
on track to achieve output targets set for the core sectors for the 
period 2003-2006, while 75% of recently completed projects fully 
attained their intended sector objectives.  

EBRD 13

All sectors: Agribusiness, Bank Equity, 
Bank Lending, Equity Funds, Insur-
ance and Financial Services, Manu-
facturing and Services, Municipal and 
Environmental Infrastructure, Natural 
Resources, Power and Energy, Property 
and Tourism, Small Business Finance, 
Telecoms Informatics and Media, Trans-
port

All the projects in all sectors are monitored based on ex-ante 
monitoring indicators and targets. The nature of the indicators 
used encompasses output, outcomes, and process dimensions 
(which aim at measuring systemic change within a sector). Based 
on these indicators, the EBRD reports on all sectors through insti-
tutional reporting to the Board, as well as on external publica-
tions such as the Transition Impact Retrospective.

IADB 12

Agriculture and Rural Development, 
Education, Energy, Environment and 
Natural Disasters, Health, Microenter-
prises, Reform and Modernization of 
the State, Sanitation, Social Investment, 
Trade, Transportation, Urban Develop-
ment and Housing

Output and outcome indicators have been identifi ed for each of 
IADB’s fi ve priority areas1[1]. 

Data for these indicators will be disaggregated by gender and 
indigenous or afro-descendents where relevant. 

These indicators are highly representative of IADB’s work but will 
not cover 100% of fi nancing.

While regional outcomes cannot be solely attributed to IADB’s 
interventions, IADB has identifi ed causal links between its output 
indicators and Regional Development Goals. Preliminary report-
ing on these indicators will start in 2011.

IFAD 6

Project performance, rural poverty 
impact, sustainability of benefi ts, inno-
vation, learning and scaling up, gender.

IFAD measures results at two levels: country program quality and 
individual project quality. At the country program level, two indica-
tors are tracked: (a) percentage of country programs rated “mod-
erately satisfactory” or better for their (projected) contribution to 
increasing incomes, improving food security, and empowering poor 
rural women and men; and (b) percentage of country programs 
rated 4 or better for adherence to the aid eff ectiveness agenda.

IsDB 2
In FY09, the GOED prepared two 
reports on health and education sec-
tors for Jordan and Lebanon covering 
outputs and outcomes. 

The IsDB will be reporting data on output and outcome indica-
tors for sectors, including Infrastructure, Energy, Health, Educa-
tion, and Agriculture.

WB 7

In 2009, a standardized set of core sector 
(Education, Roads and Highways, Health 
and Water Supply) indicators was devel-
oped for IDA investment operations to 
systematically capture, aggregate, and 
report on the results achieved through 
IDA support. The Bank has expanded 
the use of core indicators and is working 
on rolling out additional sector indica-
tors for both IDA and IBRD. 

The Bank reports on output and/or outcome indicators in all sec-
tors and thematic areas (total of 21) for all investment lending 
operations, through regularly monitored Implementation Status 
and Results Reports (ISRs).

With the introduction of access to information policy, the Bank is 
now reporting on all sectors and themes by making ISRs publicly 
available.

Category C: Corporate Results Reporting
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 14. Does results data collection take place during project implementation, post project completion, or both? 
MDB Comments

AfDB Both
Data is collected on both active and closed projects. Data on active projects is regularly collected through 
project supervisions and quarterly progress reports from which the project teams extract information/
data and update AfDB information system. Data on closed projects is collected through PCRs and ex post 
evaluation 1-3 years after completion.

AsDB Both
AsDB generates data for both completed (outputs delivered) and ongoing projects (outputs pro-
grammed). Data collection after project completion is related to the preparation of mandatory PCRs, 
which are issued 1-2 years after project completion. For projects that are post-evaluated by AsDB IED, 
additional data are gathered 1-3 years later. 

EBRD Live
Data collection is being undertaken only for live/active projects. Monitoring of projects ends when the 
project is closed.

IADB Both

Data is collected for both active and closed projects. During implementation, output and outcome data 
are collected through the PMR for all projects. The new XPMR will collect information on outputs and 
outcomes once the project is closed. Additionally, impact evaluations are conducted for select projects.

IFAD Live

No further data collection once project has closed.

IsDB Both

Data is collected for active projects though available documents, project implementation units, staff  fi eld 
missions, and through consultant reports. The data for closed projects is collected by the Operations 
Complex at completion stage through PCRs and by GEOD during post-evaluation phase.

WB Live

Results data is collected during implementation and at completion of projects.  The ISR is an interactive 
web-based management and reporting tool to communicate progress of implementation, results, and 
other critical information on projects. In 2009, when core sector indicators were introduced, the Bank 
improved its IT system to have numeric results data collection capability in ISRs. Currently the results data 
are regularly collected and aggregated through ISRs for projects under implementation. 

ICRs are produced shortly after completion of an operation and include reporting on cumulative results 
achieved under the operation, in sync with the indicators used in the ISR. Although the aggregation of 
data from ICRs is done manually, an automated system is forthcoming. 

Data extracted from ISRs and ICRs are combined to report on results data by country, region, sector, and 
other diff erent aggregations as required. 
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Private sector business environment

15. Number (%) of MDB country strategies approved in the last year that includes an explicit strategy to 
promote private sector development.

MDB # % Comments

AfDB 3 18 17 CSPs in 2009. 3 CSPs include an explicit strategy to promote private sector development.

AsDB 8 100
8 of 8 approved country strategies in 8 distinct countries. All Country Partnership Strategies set 
directions and priorities for the promotion of private sector development. 

EBRD 10 100
All EBRD country strategies include explicit strategies to promote private sector development. EBRD 
country strategies are prepared on 3-year cycles, with annual updates.

IADB 5 100
In 2009, the Board approved 5 country strategies. For 2 countries, specifi c strategy to promote private 
sector development was prepared as an input for the formulation of overall country strategy. In all 
strategies, support for the private sector constituted key activities in the strategies, including areas 
such as SME fi nancing, infrastructure, energy effi  ciencies, agribusiness, and tourism. 

IsDB n/a n/a

IsDB has developed a corporate thematic strategy on private sector development, which was 
adopted by the Management and the Board in 2009. The strategy provides a broad framework and 
overall operational guidance for each entity of the IsDB Group on private sector operations. The 
private sector development is also one of the key elements in the IsDB Member Country Partnership 
Strategies (MCPSs) which are being developed for 6 countries in 2010. In addition, the ICD14 has 
developed its new operational strategy and restructured its organizational setup to better cater the 
needs of private sector in the member countries.

IFC 11 50
Of the 22 country strategies approved in FY09, 11 had some form of independent review of IFC 
private sector activities by the IEG (IFC). In the others, no independent review by IEG (IFC) was under-
taken as the underlying CASs being evaluated had not been joint Bank–IFC strategies. 

16. Number (%) of MDB country strategies approved in the last year that have been informed by an indepen-
dent evaluation of the MDB private sector activities.

MDB # % Comments

AfDB n/a n/a

Independent evaluation of private sector activities at the AfDB is still in its infancy. The practice of 
undertaking XSRs was only internalized at OPSM in 2008, and the production of the XSRs only gath-
ered pace in 2009. OPEV has 14 Review Notes on private sector operations, which have been used 
for the production of the fi rst Annual Synthesis of Private Sector Operations Results. The fi ndings, 
lessons learned, and recommendations contained in the Annual Synthesis will inform ADB country 
strategies for the fi rst time in 2010.

AsDB 3 38 In general, CPSs are informed by independent evaluations, when they are available. There were no 
recent independent evaluations for the other 5 countries with CPSs.

EBRD n/a n/a

The EBRD does not have formal independent evaluation of country strategies. The EvD contributes 
past experience material to the relevant section of new country strategies. Of the strategies approved 
last year, all were informed of the EBRD private sector activities by EvD via the provision of lessons 
learned. EvD is developing country-level evaluation in EBRD in cooperation with Management, in 
line with the Good Practice Standards for Country Strategy and Program Evaluation of the ECG. 

IADB 5 100
5 out of 5 (100%) country strategies approved in 2009 were informed by Country Strategy Evalua-
tions carried out by the IADB OVE, which included IADB activities for private sectors. They were also 
informed by various evaluations of private sector activities carried out by OVE. 

IsDB n/a n/a
The Group Operations Evaluation Department (GOED) undertook CAEs for 2 countries in 2009, which 
also covers evaluation of the private sector activities. Since 2009, the GOED has been engaging in 
the development of a framework for independent evaluation, including private sector operations. 

IFC 11 100
IEG (IFC) conducts 3 types of country evaluations/reviews (11 in total in FY09): Country Impact 
Reviews (1), Country Evaluation Notes (4), and independent reviews of country assistance strate-
gies (6). 

Category D:  Private Sector Development and Operations 13

1 

13 In this document, private sector operations are defi ned as operations which do not involve a government guarantee.
14  Th e Islamic Corporation for the Development of the Private Sector (ICD) is a member of the IsDB Group.
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Private sector investment projects: ratings, standards & criteria

17. Provide the latest compliance score with good practice standards (GPS) for evaluation of private sector 
investment operations. Describe gaps and how they are being addressed.

MDB Adoption Adoption & 
substantially 

full application

Description

All 46-98% 44-93%

The ECG, an alliance of MDBs, has established Good Practice Standards for the 
evaluation of private sector operations to harmonize evaluation practices and 
standards, with the ultimate goal of making MDB evaluation results comparable. 
The fi rst version of the GPS was issued in 2001 (GPS-1), the second in 2003 (GPS-
2), and the third in 2006 (GPS-3). The ECG commissioned an external consultant 
to carry out three benchmarking exercises (the fi rst, against GPS-1, was com-
pleted in 2002; the second, against GPS-2, in 2005; and the third, against GPS-3, 
in 2010). The ECG members accepted the fi nal report on the third benchmarking 
GPS exercise at the end of November 2010.
The third benchmarking found consistency with adoption of GPS-3 ranging from 
46% to 98%, and consistency with adoption and substantially full application 
ranging from 44% to 93%. GPS-3 classifi es standards as follows: (a) Good Practice 
Standards lay down key principles and are essential to compliance; (b) Best Prac-
tice Standards refl ect detailed practices that are desirable, but not essential; (e) 
Experimental Standards relate to indicators and benchmarks for rating business 
success. When they were originally proposed, objections were raised by various 
MDBs on their resource implications and their usefulness. Thus, they are deemed 
experimental so that MDBs can report back on their utility to ECG. 
The articulation of GPS has helped MDBs move toward harmonizing evalua-
tion standards, performance criteria, and components within each criterion. 
Nevertheless, challenges remain in harmonizing development results monitor-
ing systems. MDBs are at diff erent stages in implementing their development 
results monitoring systems, and there are considerable diff erences between (a) 
the monitoring systems of the various MDBs, and (b) the standards applied for 
monitoring and those for evaluation within each institution. 
For example, while the GPS clearly defi ne Development Outcome as comprising 
four performance areas, some MDBs include other performance measures in the 
monitoring system for tracking Development Outcome. The GPS also distinguish 
between role and/or additionality and development outcome. Some MDBs have 
opted to combine the two elements in their monitoring systems. Such depar-
tures from the GPS present two challenges: (a) they make comparisons between 
the data from the M&E systems within each MDB diffi  cult, and (b) they result in 
diverging monitoring systems among the MDBs. In addition, there are also diff er-
ences in the processes for quality control and monitoring of development results.
The ECG hired a consultant to prepare a revision of the private sector GPS and 
to propose the 4th GPS. The consultant presented the fi rst draft of the 4th GPS 
during the ECG meeting in late November 2010. The ECG members will discuss 
the second draft in mid-March 2011 at the ECG meetings in Manila.



 33

Matrix of Indicators | 2009 COMPAS Report

17. Provide the latest compliance score with good practice standards (GPS) for evaluation of private sector 
investment operations. Describe gaps and how they are being addressed.

MDB Adoption Adoption & 
substantially 

full application

Description

AfDB 46% 65%

The 2010 ECG third benchmarking exercise awarded AfDB the following scores 
for Substantially Unchanged Standards:  68% material consistence with har-
monization standards in terms of adoption; and 65% material consistency with 
harmonization standards in terms of adoption and full application (up from 39% 
in the 2004 benchmarking exercise).
The ECG third benchmarking exercise stated the following facts: “Nearly all the 
organizations covered have made signifi cant progress towards harmonization. 
On average, their practices are now materially consistent with 69% of the good 
practice harmonization standards, well above the 59% for the good practice 
standards in 2004 and 39% in 2002.”
“Although it [AfDB] improved its consistency rating for the substantially 
unchanged standards from 39% in 2002 to 65% in 2010 (on an adoption and 
application basis), it has not yet adopted any of the new or substantially changed 
standards. AfDB may not have devoted suffi  cient attention to the private sector 
GPS, since private sector operations accounted for only 26% of its 2008 invest-
ments. It has expressed its intention to improve its performance.”
The gap in AfDB compliance with the GPS is mainly in adoption of the unchanged 
standards. However, OPEV will shortly undertake a guidelines update exercise 
guided by the fi ndings of the benchmarking exercise.

AsDB 65% 63%

AsDB shortfalls at the time of the third benchmarking review included eight 
standards relating to annual reporting, seven where it had not taken the steps 
needed to adopt the GPS, and two where its concern with consistency with 
the rest of AsDB kept it from adopting the GPS standards. AsDB subsequently 
eff ected changes in its latest annual evaluation review report to comply with GPS 
on annual reporting. If these were taken into account, AsDB compliance score 
would have been 72%.
AsDB is awaiting the release of the fourth edition of the GPS for evaluating pri-
vate sector operations. Once fi nalized, PSOD and IED will pursue dialogue and 
possibly amendment of guidelines in order to harmonize evaluation approaches 
and ensure compliance with GPS.

EBRD 83% 81%

EBRD scored 83% overall in the 3rd benchmarking exercise, conducted in 2009-
10. In relation to standards that had remained substantially unchanged since 
the previous benchmarking exercise, EBRD score was 92%. A further update of 
the GPS is being prepared to take account of problems encountered during the 
third benchmarking exercise, and EBRD will review any remaining areas of non-
compliance once this has been completed.

IADB 90% 75%
For the non-sovereign guaranteed operations of IADB, the latest benchmarking 
report (August 2010) concluded that IADB evaluation practices met 90% in the 
adoption of standard category and 75% in the adoption and substantially full 
application of the standard category. 

IIC 98% 79%

The review concluded that IIC evaluation system met 98% of the harmonization 
GPS. The review also highlighted the importance of commitment by the IIC to 
evaluation. This favorable result was signifi cant especially in light of the fact that 
the third benchmarking review evaluated the third-generation standards, which 
are even stricter than those of the 2005 benchmarking exercise. 

IsDB n/a n/a
The GOED applies rating for evaluation of private sector operations, which is gen-
erally in line with the GPS. In addition, the newly established M&E department of 
ICD has been mandated to ensure compliance with GPS in self-evaluation of its 
operations. Presently, no formal compliance score with GPS is determined. 
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17. Provide the latest compliance score with good practice standards (GPS) for evaluation of private sector 
investment operations. Describe gaps and how they are being addressed.

MDB Adoption Adoption & 
substantially 

full application

Description

IFC 93% 93%

On the basis of current practice, IEG deems IFC to be compliant with 93% of all 
GPS-3 standards. IFC adopted and implemented practices were determined to 
be the most in line with GPS-3 among the participant MDBs. The GPS-3 review 
focused on 54 harmonization GPS, of which 37 were substantially the same 
as earlier and 17 were new or involved substantial changes. IFC adopted and 
implemented all of the unchanged standards but did not adopt four revised 
standards. The 4 areas of non-compliance with the GPS-3 related to additional-
ity and rating business success of loans to fi nancial intermediaries. 

Additionality (3 standards): These three standards related to IFC rating addi-
tionality as part of work quality, rather than as a separate dimension of perfor-
mance, as proposed by these standards.

Rating business success of loans to fi nancial intermediaries:  The GPS requires 
that if the fi nanced sub-projects are identifi able, the project portfolio’s contribu-
tion to the after-tax real return on the intermediary’s equity should be compared 
with the equity returns implied by the FRR benchmarks. This requires collecting 
information on actual spreads and other charges on sub-loans fi nanced by the 
loan, write off s, administrative charges, income taxes, exchange rate gains or 
losses, etc. IFC does not believe it is feasible to collect such detailed information 
at sub-project level and instead uses a proxy – the loan quality of the project 
portfolio versus the remaining loan portfolio of the fi nancial intermediary. In 
addition, IFC adopted a return on equity as one of the quantitative metrics for 
tracking development eff ectiveness, but it is calculated on a company, not on a 
project level.

18. Reported share of success ratings (%) in the latest published annual evaluation reports for development/ 
transition outcome and ratings on all four GPS criteria (fi nancial performance, economic performance, 
environmental & social performance, private sector development impact).15 

MDB (i) Development 

outcome

(ii) Financial 

performance

(iii) Economic 

performance

(iv) Environmental 

& social 

performance

(v) Private sector 

development impact

AfDB 60% (14) 65% (14) 71% (13) 21% (7) 79% (13)

AsDB 100%(8) 87.5%(7) 100%(8) 100%(7) 100%(8)

EBRD
48% of 61 rated 

projects (transition 
outcome)

66% of 61 rated 
projects

n/a

Not rated by EvD

84% of 55 rated 
projects

75% of 61 rated projects

IADB 43% (14) 29% (14) 58% (14) 86% (14) 64% (14)

IIC 67% (15) 53%(15) 73%(15) 87%(15) 87%(15)

IsDB 

Group

n/a The GOED post-evaluated 4 private sector projects fi nanced by the IsDB Group, of which 
two were fi nanced by the ICD. These projects were rated successful in terms of fi nancial 
and economic performance in achieving project objectives. The rating was based on cri-
teria of relevance, effi  ciency, eff ectiveness, and sustainability. The project rating also takes 
into account environmental and social performance of projects. The IsDB Group enhanced 
focus on environmental and social consideration and is in the process of preparing guide-
lines for environmental and social safeguards.

IFC

74% (of 213 evalu-
ated projects with 
ratings) (CY07-09 
evaluation by IEG)

64% (of 212 evalu-
ated projects with 
ratings) (CY07-09 
evaluation by IEG)

78% (of 209 evalu-
ated projects with 
ratings) (CY07-09 
evaluation by IEG)

67% (of 165 evalu-
ated projects with 
ratings) (CY07-09 
evaluation by IEG)

82% (of 212 evaluated 
projects with ratings) 

(CY07-09 evaluation by 
IEG)

1 

15 “Success ratings” are not comparable across all institutions given diff ering evaluation systems, frameworks, and ratings standards. For example, the extent to 
which institutions adhere to the GPS for Private Sector Evaluation varies substantially (e.g., with respect to framework, sample selection, sample size, etc.). Further-
more, not all institutions have an IEG to validate success standards.
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(i) Success Standards for Development Outcomes (Institutions with ECG rating scale: AsDB, AfDB, IADB, IIC, IFC)

AfDB

The Success Standards for Development Outcomes can be obtained from the Evaluation Guidelines for Private 
Sector Lines of Credit Operations (Ref: ADB/BD/IF/2005/304). The standards used in rating development out-
come for lines of credits, for example, are included below:

“Highly successful”: The line of credit has overwhelming positive development outcomes, without any fl aws- 
fi nancial sustainability, job creation; value addition, poverty alleviation, etc. 

“Successful”: The line of credit is without material shortcomings, or some very strong positive aspects that 
more than compensate for such shortfalls.

“Mostly Successful”: The lines of credit have some shortcomings, but with a clear preponderance of positive 
aspects. 

“Mostly Unsuccessful”: The line of credit has either few minor shortcomings across the board, or some major 
shortcoming in one area that outweighs other generally positive aspects.

“Unsuccessful”: The line of credit has largely negative aspects, clearly outweighing positive aspects.

“Highly Unsuccessful”: The line of credit has material negative development aspects with no material redeem-
ing positive aspects to make up for them. 

Similar standards exist for investments, equity funds, etc. which are being aligned with ECG GPS.

AsDB

The rating is a synthesis of the overall impact of the project on the developing member country economy 
and addresses how well the project contributed to fulfi lling AsDB development objectives. The development 
impact rating is a synthesis of four criteria: private sector development; business success (fi nancial perfor-
mance); contribution to economic development; and environment, social, health and safety performance. The 
discussion of the criteria is in the Guidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation Reports on Nonsovereign 
Operations.

EBRD

Transition Outcome: The overall performance rating is the composite of the following individual ratings: transi-
tion impact, environmental performance and change, EBRD additionality, project and company fi nancial per-
formance, fulfi llment of project objectives, EBRD investment performance, and EBRD handling of the project. 
Transition impact is detailed under the private sector development impact below. Weightings of indicators 
will vary with the sector/industry and country context, although transition impact will be one of the prime 
factors in judging a project’s overall performance. For more details on the overall performance rating and the 
standards for its component ratings, see EBRD Evaluation Policy Update, Appendix 1, available at: (http://www.
ebrd.com/downloads/about/evaluation/1003.pdf)

IADB

For the project development outcome dimension, the overall rating is constructed by measuring four perfor-
mance areas: (a) Project Contribution to Company Business Success (Std. #4.3.2); (b) Project Contribution to 
Economic Development (Std. #4.3.10); (c) Project Environmental and Social Eff ects (Std. #4.3.16); and (d) Project 
Contribution to Private Sector Development (Std. # 4.3.8). 

“Excellent”: A project with clearly positive development impacts, without any fl aws. This type of projects could 
be used to illustrate the contribution made by the IADB to illustrate its contribution to the private sector devel-
opment.

“Satisfactory”: A project which may have some shortcomings, but with a clear preponderance of positive 
aspects.

IIC

“Highly Successful”: A project with clearly positive development indicators, without any fl aws. This type of 
projects could be used to illustrate the contribution made by IIC to the development of small and medium size 
enterprises and the private sector in the region. 

“Successful”: A project without any material shortcomings, or with some very strong aspects that compensate 
for any shortfalls.

“Mostly Successful”: A project which may have some shortcomings, but with a clear prevalence of positive 
aspects. 

ICD
ICD applies a series of development impact indicators to evaluate its projects for expected development out-
comes. Development impact is measured and project success is based on evaluation on number of indicators:  
income, employment, private sector, environment and other related impacts. 

IFC

The development outcome rating is a synthesis of the overall eff ect of the project on the development of 
its host economy. A project’s development outcome encompasses all its eff ects on a country’s economic 
and social development; including all four performance areas: fi nancial, economic, environmental and social 
performance, and private sector development impact. Development results are evaluated on a “with” versus 
“without” project comparison. Successful projects have a clear preponderance of positive aspects. For details, 
see: http://www.ifc.org/ifcext/ieg.nsf/Content/EvalInvOps 
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(ii) Success Standards for Financial Performance

AfDB

The Success Standards for Financial Performance (Business Success in AfDB case) can be obtained from the 
Evaluation Guidelines for Private Sector Lines of Credit Operations (Ref: ADB/BD/IF/2005/304) and Manual – 
Monitoring and Evaluation Guidelines for Private Sector Projects Funded by ADB (Ref: ADB/BD/WP/2004/12). 
The standards used in rating Business Success are included below:

“Highly satisfactory”: Project substantially raised the Company’s profi tability

“Satisfactory”: Project has a neutral to positive eff ect on profi tability (or adequate overall profi tability, i.e. satis-
factory long-run return for promoter(s)

“Unsatisfactory”: Project returns were suffi  cient to cover cost of associated debt, but did not provide adequate 
returns to promoter(s) (or expected long-run returns less than satisfactory but at least equal to cost of debt 
fi nancing)

“Highly unsatisfactory”: Project returns insuffi  cient to cover cost of associated debt (or expected long-run 
returns less than cost of debt fi nancing)

AsDB

The project’s contribution to business success is measured primarily by the real after tax fi nancial internal rate 
of return (FIRR) or Return on Invested Capital (ROIC) that is compared to the real weighted average cost of 
capital (WACC) The investment is “Satisfactory” when FIRR/ROIC exceeds WACC, and rated “Excellent” if FIRR/
ROIC is greater than WACC+700 basic points. The guidelines for calculating FIRR are set out in the Guidelines 
for Financial Governance and Management of Investment Projects Financed by the Asian Development Bank.

EBRD

Success standard for a “Satisfactory” rating: “Indicators are in principle in line with appraisal estimates, but some 
problems (management, fi nancial, economic, etc.) have been encountered that can infl uence the prospects of 
the project negatively.” For more details on the overall performance rating and the standards for its component 
ratings, see EBRD Evaluation Policy Update, Appendix 1, available at: http://www.ebrd.com/downloads/about/
evaluation/1003.pdf 

IADB

For non-fi nancial market projects:
“Excellent”: FRR exceeds the average nominal cost of the company’s borrowings by 700 basis points or more.
“Satisfactory”: FRR is equal to or greater than the WACC but less than the FRR required for an excellent rating.
Financial Market Projects Financing Identifi ed Sub-Projects:
“Excellent”: The real equity return implied by the FRR required for an excellent rating under GPS 4.3.4. [This 
benchmark is equivalent to the sum of (a) the WACC (as calculated in accordance with GPS 4.3.4) plus a 250 
basis points premium (required for an excellent FRR) minus (b) the average after-tax cost of the company’s 
total debt multiplied by the company’s total debt multiplied by the company’s debt as a percentage of its total 
assets plus (c) the infl ation rate, all divided by (b) the company’s equity as a percentage of its total assets.]
“Satisfactory”: (a) at least (i) the average nominal pre-tax cost of the company’s debt plus (ii) 350 basis points 
but (b) less than the benchmark for an excellent rating.
For all other projects:
“Excellent”: FRR or ROIC exceeds the average nominal cost of the company’s borrowings by 700 basis points 
or more.
“Satisfactory”: FRR or ROIC is equal to or greater than the WACC but less than the FRR or ROIC required for an 
excellent rating.

IIC

For corporate projects:
“Excellent”: FRR/ROIC exceeds the average nominal cost of the company’s borrowing by 700 basis points or more. 
“Satisfactory”: FRR/ROIC is equal to or greater than the WACC but less than the FRR/ROIC required for an “excel-
lent” rating
For fi nancial market projects: 
“Excellent”: (a) the real equity return implied by the FRR required for an excellent rating under GPS 4.3.4. [This 
benchmark is equivalent to the sum of (i) the WACC, as calculated in accordance with GPS 4.3.4, plus a 250 basis 
points premium (required for an excellent FRR) minus (ii) the average after-tax cost of the company’s total debt 
multiplied by the company’s total debt multiplied by the company’s debt as a percentage of its total assets plus 
(iii) the infl ation rate, all divided by (b) the company’s equity as a percentage of its total assets.]
“Satisfactory”: (a) at least (i) the average nominal pre-tax cost of the company’s debt plus (ii) 350 basis points 
but (b) less than the benchmark for an “excellent” rating. 

ICD

For the investment projects, ICD considers a pass or no-pass criteria. A pass project is defi ned as the one that has 
an IRR equivalent to the required return by ICD based on the risk profi le and sector characteristics. The minimum 
required rate of return is the weighted average cost of capital plus 2.5 percent. For term fi nancing, a benchmark for a 
successful project comprises a minimum IRR of 12 percent and debt service coverage ratio of 1:1
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IFC

Projects are considered successful on fi nancial performance when they generate a project fi nancial rate of 
return at least equal to company’s cost of capital (inclusive of a 350-basis-point spread to its equity investors 
over its lenders’ nominal yield). For fi nancial sector projects, the associated sub-portfolios or asset growth must 
contribute positively to the intermediary’s profi tability, fi nancial conditions, and business objectives. Success 
standards thus vary by company. 

(iii) Success Standards for Economic Performance

AfDB

The Success Standards for Economic Performance (Economic Sustainability in AfDB case) can be obtained from 
the Evaluation Guidelines for Private Sector Lines of Credit Operations (Ref: ADB/BD/IF/2005/304) and Manual – 
Monitoring and Evaluation Guidelines for Private Sector Projects Funded by ADB (Ref: ADB/BD/WP/2004/12). The 
standards for rating economic sustainability for lines of credits, for example, are the following:
“Highly Satisfactory”: when the vast majority of sub-projects are economically viable, they have made a sub-
stantial and widespread contribution to job creation, improving living standards, signifi cantly contributed to 
poverty reduction, etc..
“Satisfactory”: when most of the sub-projects are economically viable, they have made contribution to job 
creation, improved living standards, and contributed to reduction of poverty, etc.
“Unsatisfactory”: when a large portion of the sub-projects is not economically viable, they have not contrib-
uted positively to living standards, job creation, poverty reduction, etc. 
“Highly Unsatisfactory”: when the majority of sub-projects is not economically viable, they have negatively 
aff ected living standards, contributed to job loss, and aggravate poverty. 
Similar standards exist for project investments, etc., which are being aligned with ECG GPS.

AsDB

A project’s contribution to economic development is measured primarily by the ERR. The EROIC is used as a 
proxy for corporate loan and equity funding that is not targeted at specifi c capital investment projects and 
expansion projects where the incremental costs and benefi ts cannot be separately quantifi ed. An ERR of 
greater than 20% is rated “excellent”, and an ERR less than or equal to 10% but less than 20% is rated “satisfac-
tory”. The guidelines for the calculation of the EIRR are set out in the Guidelines for the Economic Analysis of 
Projects.

EBRD Not applicable. Not rated by EvD.

IADB

For non-fi nancial market operations:
“Excellent”: ERR or EROIC >= 20%;
“Satisfactory”: 10% <= ERR or EROIC < 20%
For fi nancial market operations:
“Excellent”: The evaluation report provides acceptable evidence that (a) the combined ERRs of the sub-projects 
fi nanced would probably be greater than 20% or (b) that (i) the combined ERRs of the sub-projects fi nanced 
would probably be greater than 10% and (ii) the operation has contributed to the development of a more 
effi  cient capital market.
“Satisfactory”: The evaluation report provides acceptable that (a) the combined ERRs of the sub-projects 
fi nanced would probably be greater than 10% (but less than 20%), and (b) the operation has not contributed 
to a less effi  cient capital market.

IIC

For corporate projects:
“Excellent”: ERR/EROIC >=20%
“Satisfactory”: ERR/E ROIC >=10%=<20%
For fi nancial market projects: 
“Excellent”: The evaluation report provides acceptable evidence that (a) the combined ERRs of the sub-projects 
fi nanced would probably be greater than 20% or (b) that (i) the combined ERRs of the sub-projects fi nanced 
would probably be greater than 10% and (ii) the operation has contributed to the development of a more 
effi  cient capital market.
“Satisfactory”: The evaluation report provides acceptable evidence that (a) the combined ERRs of the sub-
projects fi nanced would probably be greater than 10% (but less than 20%) and (b) the operation has not 
contributed to a less-effi  cient capital.

ICD

ICD places a great emphasis on the economic performance of projects by estimating ERR, especially for those 
feasibility studies that are conducted by independent consultants. In most cases, 10-15% ERR is satisfactory for 
ICD. However, in some cases, the estimation of ERR is practically diffi  cult and ICD instead applies other relevant 
criteria such as employment and income generation, foreign exchange, and import substitution impacts.

IFC

Where measurable, operations generate an economic rate of return (ERR) of at least 10%. This indicator takes 
into account net gains or losses by non-fi nanciers. In the overall rating, non-quantifi able impacts and contribu-
tions to widely held DO are also considered. For fi nancial markets projects, the success standard includes the 
project and sub-project eff ects on the local economy, taking into account economic distortions. For a “satisfac-
tory” rating, the project has to have contributed to effi  cient asset allocation and/or most sub-projects have to 
be considered economically viable.
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(iv) Success Standards for Environmental and Social Performance

AfDB

The Success Standards for Environmental and Social Performance could be obtained from the Evaluation 
Guidelines for Private Sector Lines of Credit Operations (Ref: ADB/BD/IF/2005/304) and Manual – Monitoring 
and Evaluation Guidelines for Private Sector Projects Funded by ADB (Ref: ADB/BD/WP/2004/12). The success 
standards for rating environmental and social eff ects follow:
“Highly Satisfactory”: the PFI and the sub-projects engage in practices or sets standards beyond those required 
for the type of operation.
“Satisfactory”: the PFI and the sub-projects meet requirements for the type of operation.
“Unsatisfactory”: the PFI and the sub-projects do not meet the requirements for the operation, and there is 
reason to believe that the relevant operation is resulting in some negative environmental outcomes; or there is 
evidence that some portion of the intervention is resulting in negative environmental outcomes.
“Highly Unsatisfactory”: the PFI and the sub-projects do not meet requirements for the type of operation and 
there is evidence that a signifi cant portion of the intervention is resulting in materially negative environmental 
outcomes.

AsDB

The main criterion is the extent at which the project materially complies with key standards in host country 
laws and regulations and those set by AsDB at approval. Improved overall environment, social, health and 
safety performance in expansion projects can reasonably be attributed to the project and AsDB participation. 
The guidelines for environmental performance are set out in the Environmental Policy, Operations Manual and 
Guidelines, and the guidelines for social performance are set out in the Handbook on Resettlement: A Guide to 
Good Practice and Policy on Indigenous Peoples.

EBRD

In EBRD, this indicator is called Environmental Performance of the Project and Sponsor. Success Standard for 
a “satisfactory” rating: “The appropriate environmental and social risk factors were properly identifi ed and the 
sponsor is implementing the environmental action plan as prescribed.” For more details on the overall perfor-
mance rating and the standards for its component ratings, see EBRD Evaluation Policy Update, Appendix 1, 
available at http://www.ebrd.com/downloads/about/evaluation/1003.pdf.

IADB

“Excellent”: The company (a) meets (i) IADB approval requirements (including implementation of the environ-
mental action program, if any) and (ii) IADB evaluation requirements; and (b) has either (i) gone beyond the 
expectations of the environmental action plan or (ii) materially improved its overall environmental perfor-
mance (e.g., through addressing pre-existing environmental issues) or (iii) contributed to a material improve-
ment in the environmental performance of local companies (e.g., by raising industry standards, acting as a 
good practice example, etc.).
“Satisfactory”: The company is in material compliance with IADB approval requirements, including implemen-
tation of the environmental action program, if any.

IIC

For corporate projects: 
“Excellent”: The company (a) meets (i) IIC approval requirements (including implementation of the environ-
mental action program, if any) and (ii) IIC evaluation requirements; and (b) has either (i) gone beyond the 
expectations of the environmental action plan or (ii) materially improved its overall environmental perfor-
mance (e.g., through addressing pre-existing environmental issues) or (iii) contributed to a material improve-
ment in the environmental performance of local companies (e.g., by raising industry standards, acting as a 
good practice example, etc.). 
(Satisfactory”: The company is in material compliance with IIC approval requirements, including implementa-
tion of the environmental action program, if any. 
For fi nancial projects:
“Excellent”: The fi nancial intermediary (a) meets (i) IIC approval requirements (including implementation of the 
environmental action program, if any) and (ii) IIC evaluation requirements; and (b) has either (i) gone beyond 
the expectations of the environmental action plan or (ii) materially improved its overall environmental perfor-
mance (e.g., through addressing pre-existing environmental issues) or (iii) contributed to a material improve-
ment in the environmental performance of local companies (e.g., by raising industry standards, acting as a 
good practice example, etc.). 
Satisfactory: The fi nancial intermediary is in material compliance with IIC approval requirements, including 
implementation of the environmental action program, if any. 

ICD
While the application of Equator Principles is not fully in place, the ICD gives due consideration to the negative 
social and environmental externalities in its project fi nancing. These factors are usually identifi ed at project 
appraisal stage and are considered at approval.

IFC

Operations must meet or exceed IFC environmental, social, health, and safety standards and World Bank Group 
policies and guidelines at approval, as well as local standards that would apply if the project were appraised 
today. IFC sustainability policy and performance standards, which have formed the basis of the Equator Prin-
ciples, are available at http://www.ifc.org/environment.
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(v) Success Standards for Private Sector Development Impact

AfDB

The Success Standards for Private Sector Development Impact (Private Sector Development in AfDB case) 
can be obtained from the Evaluation Guidelines for Private Sector Lines of Credit Operations (Ref: ADB/BD/
IF/2005/304) and Manual – Monitoring and Evaluation Guidelines for Private Sector Projects Funded by ADB 
(Ref: ADB/BD/WP/2004/12). The success standards used in rating private sector development follow:
“Highly Satisfactory”: Considering the size, the line of credit considerably improved the enabling environment 
or made a substantial contribution to the growth of private enterprises and private sector as well as fi nancial 
market development beyond the fi nancial institution.
“Satisfactory”: The line of credit had some positive outcomes toward the growth of private enterprises and 
private sector development as well as fi nancial market development.
“Unsatisfactory”: The line of credit had not contributed to growth of private enterprises and private sector 
development as well as fi nancial market development.
“Highly Unsatisfactory”: The line of credit had contributed negatively to the growth of private enterprises and 
private sector development as well as fi nancial market development.
Similar standards exist for project investments, etc., which are being aligned with ECG GPS.

AsDB

The private sector development dimensions targeted are improved competition, improved linkages in the 
value chain, skills enhancement, demonstration of corporate governance, adoption of new technology, inno-
vation in products and processes, and contributions to reform and regulation.  On each dimension, impact 
to date and potential future impact are rated.  The risk to the realization of the future impact is also rated.  
These ratings are more fully described in the Guidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation Report on Non-
sovereign Operations.

EBRD

EBRD transition impact captures results on the ground in the country that can be verifi ed during the evaluation 
process. It considers the project in the context of the transition challenges in the country, sector, and region, 
and in particular its contribution at least 2 out of 7 transition objectives: (a) greater competitive pressures; (b) 
market expansion via linkages to suppliers and customers; (c) increase private sector participation; (d) institu-
tions, laws, regulations, and policies that promote market functioning and effi  ciency; (e) transfers and disper-
sions of skills; (f ) demonstration eff ects from innovation; and (g) higher standards of corporate governance and 
business conduct.
A “satisfactory” rating requires that a project “achieved acceptable progress towards a majority of the major 
relevant transition objectives, but did not make acceptable progress towards one major objective”. 
For more details on the overall performance rating and the standards for its component ratings, see EBRD Evalua-
tion Policy Update, Appendix 1, available at http://www.ebrd.com/downloads/about/evaluation/1003.pdf.

IADB

“Excellent”: The project (a) made substantial contributions to the country’s private sector development, 
development of effi  cient capital markets, or transition to a market economy and (b) had virtually no negative 
impacts in this respect.
“Satisfactory”: The project (a) contributed to the country’s private sector development, development of effi  -
cient capital markets, or transition to a market economy; (b) had a clear preponderance of positive aspects in 
this respects; but (c) did not meet the requirements for an “excellent” rating.

IIC

For corporate projects and fi nancial market projects:
“Excellent”: The project (a) made substantial contributions to the country’s private sector development or 
development of effi  cient capital markets and (b) had virtually no negative impacts in this respect.
“Satisfactory”: The project (a) contributed to the country’s private sector development or development of effi  -
cient capital markets; (b) had a clear preponderance of positive impacts in this respect; but (c) did not meet the 
requirements for an excellent rating.

ICD
ICD considers quantitative and qualitative aspects in assessing the success of a project. A project is considered 
successful in terms of its positive impact on private sector development if it promotes SME, creates employ-
ment, and enhances competitiveness. 

IFC
Private sector development impact is rated “satisfactory” if a project has positive private sector development 
beyond the company, particularly through demonstration eff ects, creating sustainable enterprises capable of 
attracting fi nance, increasing competition, and establishing linkages.
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Private sector investments, advisory services, and technical assistance: results tracking 

through the project cycle

19. Number (%) of investment projects for which clear development objectives (according to the GPS evalua-
tion framework) are: (i) defi ned at approval; (ii) tracked during supervision; (iii) assessed at evaluation.

MDB (i) Defi ned at 

approval (%)

(ii) Tracked during 

supervision (%)

(iii) Assessed at 

evaluation (%)

Comments

AfDB

33 of 33 
(100%)*

106 of 106 (100%) ** 23 of 23 (100%) *The Board-mandated ADOA (Assessment of Devel-
opment Outcomes and Additionality) exercise 
requires all private sector operations to undergo an 
ex ante DO assessment and rating. This has been in 
eff ect since late 2008. 

**This number refl ects only those operations that 
have been ADOA rated; many of the remaining 104 
operations under supervision may also meet the 4 
GPS performance criteria.

AsDB

10 of 10 
(100%) proj-

ects approved 
in 2009

141 of 141 (100%) 
of projects in the 

portfolio

8 of 8 (100%) 
of evaluated 

projects

Approval: A design and monitoring framework is 
included in each Report and Recommendation of 
the President, the investment proposal for approval 
by the Board. The framework includes indicators to 
be used to monitor results of private sector projects. 

Supervision: PSOD reviewed all projects in the 
portfolio quarterly. The review covered the develop-
ment impact of the projects. The portfolio included 
projects that are approved prior to the adoption of 
the GPS evaluation framework; hence not all may 
articulate development outcomes according to the 
GPS framework. However, development outcomes 
are to be tracked for all projects.

Self-evaluation:  5 projects were evaluated by PSOD 
through the XARR.

Independent evaluation: IED conducted 3 evaluations

EBRD

188 of 188 
(100%) of 
projects 

approved 
have clear 
transition 
objectives

188 of 188 (100%)
of all approved 

and rated projects 
in 2009 are 
monitored

115 of 115 
(100%) projects 

evaluated by 
EvD*** 

***In 2009, the proportion of completed operations 
evaluated by EvD was 53%. Over the period 1993-
2009 it was 70%.

IADB

100%

(Of 32 
projects)

(2009)

42%

(Of 60 projects)

(2009)

100%

(Of 13 projects)

(2009)

With the introduction of the new framework based 
on DEM, the assessment of the development in the 
whole project cycle (approval, supervision and evalua-
tion) is expected to be aligned to ECG-GPS.  For all the 
approved projects in 2009, 24 projects were approved 
after the introduction of DEM.  For the supervision, no 
project supervised in 2009 had contained DEM yet. 
Supervision based on DEM is expected to start from 
2010. However, IADB has been conducting supervision 
activities focusing on fi nancial, environmental, and 
economic aspects of the project through PSRs and on 
the contribution to economic development through 
PPMRs, although these eff orts have not been explicitly 
organized in accordance with the ECG-GPS evaluation 
framework. For the evaluation, for the second exercise 
of XPSRs in 2009, IADB covered 100% of the projects 
among those reached at the early operating maturity 
based on ECG-GPS.
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19. Number (%) of investment projects for which clear development objectives (according to the GPS evalua-
tion framework) are: (i) defi ned at approval; (ii) tracked during supervision; (iii) assessed at evaluation.

MDB (i) Defi ned at 

approval (%)

(ii) Tracked during 

supervision (%)

(iii) Assessed at 

evaluation (%)

Comments

IIC

40 (100%) 48 (100% of 
projects which had 

received a previ-
ous DIAS score)

15 (100%of 
projects that 
reached early 

operating 
maturity)

All 40 approvals in 2009 have received a Development 
Outcome and Additionality (DIAS) score. For the fi rst 
time, investment offi  cers monitored development 
indicators during project supervision in the same 
way as they do for fi nancial indicators. Information 
collected is included in Annual Supervision Reports. 

IsDB 

Group

28 (100%) 9 (32%) 4(14%) IsDB uses result-based log-frame for its sovereign and 
public private partnership projects, and monitors 
achievement of results. For private sector operations, 
ICD takes into consideration the development objec-
tives of projects at approval stage and tracks out-
comes during implementation and evaluation stages. 
These functions are being further strengthened with 
the establishment of a new M&E department in ICD.

IFC

100% (of 
447 projects 
approved in 

FY 2009)

100% (of 1,847 
projects under 

supervision)

51% (of 174 
projects that 

reached operat-
ing maturity in 

2009)

Approval and supervision: DOTS enables IFC to 
track development results of all active operations 
continuously throughout the project life. Using a 
similar evaluation framework as that used by IEG, 
DOTS has enhanced results measurement in IFC by 
both expanding the evaluation scope to the entire 
portfolio and shortening the time lag for evalua-
tion. DOTS entries exclude some project approvals, 
which are tracked as part of a diff erent project with 
the same company (the lead project). Further, there 
are some projects for which development results are 
tracked on a program rather than a project basis. In 
FY08, 96% of DOTS indicators had targets, and 95% 
had timelines by which they would be achieved. 

Evaluation: In 2009, IEG conducted in-depth evalua-
tions of 87 projects, all applying the GPS framework. 
This random representative sample constitutes 51% 
of the 174 projects that had reached early operating 
maturity in 2009. 

20. Number (%) of projects for which additionality – defi ned as the benefi t or value addition, not otherwise 
available, an MDB brings to a client – is: (i) assessed at approval; (ii) tracked during supervision; (iii) evaluated.

MDB (i) Assessed 

at approval 

(%)

(ii) Tracked 
during 

supervision 
(%)

(iii) Evaluated (%) Comments

AfDB

37 of 37 
(100%)

0% 23 of 23 (100%) The Board-mandated ADOA (Assessment of Develop-
ment Outcomes and Additionality) exercise requires all 
PSOs to undergo an ex ante additionality assessment 
and rating. This has been in eff ect since late 2008. 

AsDB

10 of 10 
(100%) 

approved 
projects

n/a 8 of 8 (100%) 
evaluated projects

Assessment of AsDB additionality is based on whether 
(a) AsDB fi nance was a necessary condition for the timely 
realization of the project, either directly or indirectly, 
and (b) the AsDB contribution to the project design and 
function improved the development impact
Approval: Additionality is discussed in the section of 
Proposed AsDB Assistance in the Report and Recom-
mendation of the President.
Supervision: AsDB is studying the possibility of tracking 
additionality in its monitoring reports.
Evaluation: Additionality is a specifi c criterion in self-
evaluation and independent evaluation.
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20. Number (%) of projects for which additionality – defi ned as the benefi t or value addition, not otherwise 
available, an MDB brings to a client – is: (i) assessed at approval; (ii) tracked during supervision; (iii) evaluated.

MDB (i) Assessed 

at approval 

(%)

(ii) Tracked 
during 

supervision 
(%)

(iii) Evaluated (%) Comments

EBRD

188 of 188 
(100%) of 
projects 

approved

n/a 115 of 115 (100%) of 
projects evaluated 
by EvD. In 2009, the 
proportion of com-
pleted operations 
evaluated by EvD 
was 53%. Over the 
period 1993-2009 it 

was 70%.

IADB

100%

(Of 32 
projects) 

(2009)

n/a (100%)

(Of 13 projects)

At approval, all project proposals analyze additionality. 
With the introduction of DEM, the value added provided 
by IADB is assessed in terms of (a) fi nancial additional-
ity [(i) provisions of amounts, tenors and/or key terms 
& conditions not available in market place as well as (ii) 
resource mobilization]; and (b) non-fi nancial additional-
ity [improvement in (i) project structure/risk allocation 
through fi nancial engineering or innovative fi nancial 
instruments, (ii) the context of the project (e.g. regula-
tory framework) through use of TC or other intervention, 
(iii) corporate governance, and (iv) environmental and 
social standards.] Supervision based on DEM is expected 
to start from 2010.

IIC 40 (100%) 48 (100%) 15(100%)

IsDB 

Group

28 (100%) n/a n/a ICD and IsDB assess additionality at the approval stage, 
and partially during supervision and evaluation stages.

IFC

447 (100% 
of projects 

approved in 
2009)

266 (100% 
of projects 

committed in 
2009)

87 (51% of 174 
projects that 
reached early 

operating maturity 
in 2009)

IFC has put in place a tracking system for additionality 
as part of the DOTS launched in October 2009. Addi-
tionality was backfi lled into the DOTS for all projects 
committed in FY08-10. Since July 1, 2010, additionality is 
entered into DOTS before Board approval. 

Additionality is tracked during supervision, and achieve-
ment is reported annually in the PSR. A review of addi-
tionality data entered into DOTS has been incorporated 
into the quality control of new business.

21. Number (%) of portfolio projects: for which either (i) annual environmental and social monitoring reports 
were reviewed or (ii) were reviewed in the fi eld by an environmental/social specialists.

MDB Comments

AfDB

42 projects 
representing 

close to 30% of 
the portfolio

In 2009, 104 supervision missions were conducted, plus an additional 12 missions carried 
out with environmental purposes. Around 10% of OPSM operations are category 1 (or ‘A’) 
projects.

All category 1 projects are systematically supervised by an environmental and/or social 
expert. In addition selected projects, depending on their social or environmental impact, 
are supervised by an expert. The rest of the portfolio is environmentally monitored through 
Environmental and Social Management Plans that are agreed upon between the AfDB and 
the borrower and with environmental and/or social reports from and independent engi-
neer. If need be, a fi eld mission is undertaken.
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21. Number (%) of portfolio projects: for which either (i) annual environmental and social monitoring reports 
were reviewed or (ii) were reviewed in the fi eld by an environmental/social specialists.

MDB Comments

AsDB

15 of 15 (100%) 
of projects 

classifi ed as 
category A 

and B projects 
and require 

environmental 
and/or social 
supervision

All projects are classifi ed according to the degree of environmental or social impacts 
expected, and mitigating measures are agreed at approval. 

Category A projects – with potential to have signifi cant adverse environmental or social 
impact.

Category B projects – with potential to have adverse environmental or social impact but to 
a lesser degree than Category A.

Category C projects – unlikely to have adverse environmental or social impact.

Category FI – fi nancial intermediaries.

PSOD environment and social specialists participate in missions for projects that require 
more detailed assessment. AsDB social and environmental specialists review annual moni-
toring reports required from clients to assess the eff ectiveness of social and environmental 
management plans. 

EBRD
93% of 1314 

active transac-
tions

In 2009, 93% of active transactions provided environment reports. The Environment and 
Sustainability Department staff  visited 163 projects for due diligence and monitoring.

IADB

100%
(133/133*)

*Includes trade 
fi nance facilita-
tion program 
operations.

IADB monitor the project’s compliance with all the safeguard requirements stipulated in 
the project agreements/documents. Such requirements depend on the nature of projects 
and project environmental and social risk categories. All 133 projects in 2009 portfolio, 
including those for fi nancial institutions, were supervised by environmental and social 
specialists.  22 site visits were conducted.

IIC

148 (100%) Each project, at each stage of the project cycle, is supervised by the environmental spe-
cialist. A total of 119 (80%) of the environmental reporting documents were received and 
reviewed by environmental staff . A total of 29 of the 148 required annual environmen-
tal monitoring reports are overdue. The standards against which they were assessed for 
corporate project are the Environmental Management Plan annexed to each corporate 
loan agreement. This Environmental Management Plan outlines the company’s correc-
tive actions and the implementation schedule developed in order to ensure compliance 
with IIC environmental requirements, and local environmental and labor laws. For fi nan-
cial intermediaries, the standard against which the annual report is assessed is primarily 
whether the intermediaries’ subprojects complied with local environmental and labor 
laws, the IIC exclusion list, and the IIC requirement to develop an Environmental Manage-
ment System (which should include the fi nancial intermediary’s environmental policy, 
environmental review procedures, as well as monitoring procedures). In 2009, 106 fi eld 
visits were conducted.

IsDB 

Group

n/a Environmental and social concerns are duly addressed during the preparation and approval 
process for all private sector projects fi nanced by the IsDB Group. It also requires for its pri-
vate project in industrial and infrastructure sectors to have an environmental assessment 
conducted as a part of the feasibility study through an independent consultant. The IsDB 
Group also mandates its clients to hire services of environmental specialist to supervise 
large industrial projects during implementation.
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21. Number (%) of portfolio projects: for which either (i) annual environmental and social monitoring reports 
were reviewed or (ii) were reviewed in the fi eld by an environmental/social specialists.

MDB Comments

IFC

1,113 (100%) IFC has a risk-based approach to managing environmental and social risk in its portfolio. Proj-
ects with a higher risk and those performing poorly receive greater attention. All active IFC 
investment projects are assigned an environmental and social specialist and are supervised 
with the exception of projects in litigation or liquidation, where IFC may not have access to the 
site or to environmental and social information. 
IFC supervises projects against requirements specifi ed in legal documents through desk 
reviews of Annual Monitoring Reports received from clients; visits to clients’ premises; and, at 
times, phone interviews. 
In 2007, IFC implemented a new framework to guide frequency of supervision site visits based 
on the ESRR. The ESRR is the IFC tool to estimate potential environmental and social risk and 
takes into consideration the investment’s performance. The ESRR is attributed at a company 
level [i.e., a company with several projects in the portfolio will have one ESRR score ranging 
from 1 (best) to 4 (worst)]. The environmental category and ESRR score are used to determine 
the supervision site visit frequency as follows:
Environmental and social supervision category
Frequency 
Category A companies with projects in construction
Annual
Category A and Category B companies with ESRR 3 & 4
Category A companies with ESRR 1 & 2
Every 2 years
Category B companies with ESRR 1 & 2
Every 3 years
Category C projects
On risk basis, determined case by case.
The above supervision strategy ensures all active companies are visited at least once in three years, 
in addition to annual client reporting. As of July 1, 2009, IFC portfolio included 1,367 companies, 
of which 1,113 companies have some environmental and/or social risk.  This includes companies 
with and without reporting requirement and companies for which fi rst reporting is not yet due. It 
does not include projects or companies that may be active but have no outstanding balance due 
to IFC.  In FY09, 523 clients submitted Annual Monitoring Reports to IFC, and 393 companies were 
physically supervised through site visits (269 in FY08).

22. Number (%) of Technical Assistance (TA) and advisory services projects for which clear development 
objectives are: (i) defi ned at approval; (ii) tracked during supervision; (iii) assessed at evaluation.

MDB (i) Defi ned 

at Approval 

(%)

(ii) Tracked 

during 

Supervision (%)

(iii) Assessed at 

Evaluation (%)

Comments

AfDB

(FAPA)

10 of 10 
(100%) 

8 of 8 (100%) 100% All project sponsors receiving FAPA grants from the 
AfDB are responsible for providing a quarterly Benefi -
ciary Quarterly Report. Relevant outcomes and indica-
tors are tracked, as per the project logframe (created as 
part of project proposal during approval). In addition, 
supervisory activities are undertaken by AfDB portfolio 
managers and fi eld offi  cers semiannually to evaluate 
development outcomes of each project. 
 PCRs are fi led at the conclusion of each project which 
clearly evaluate all development outcome metrics, as 
per project logframe
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22. Number (%) of Technical Assistance (TA) and advisory services projects for which clear development 
objectives are: (i) defi ned at approval; (ii) tracked during supervision; (iii) assessed at evaluation.

MDB (i) Defi ned 

at Approval 

(%)

(ii) Tracked 

during 

Supervision (%)

(iii) Assessed at 

Evaluation (%)

Comments

AsDB 41 of 41 
(100%)

approved 
TAs

n/a n/a Figures at approval include technical assistance with 
private sector content. AsDB database does not allow 
identifi cation of all technical assistance with private 
sector content in the portfolio, thus it is diffi  cult to 
identify all relevant technical assistance at supervision 
and evaluation.
Approval: A design and monitoring framework (DMF) is 
included in each TA proposal. The framework includes 
indicators to be used to monitor results. 
Supervision: All active TA projects are required to 
have TA Performance Reports (TAPR) every year. The 
TAPR TA Performance Reports require a discussion 
of development objectives. The guidelines for the TA 
Performance Reports are available on-line.
Evaluation: IED temporarily halted evaluation of 
technical assistance. However, department-level self-
evaluation continued with the TA Completion Reports.

EBRD 502 of 502 
(100%) of 
approved 
technical 
cooperation 
projects 
have clear 
transition 
impact 
objectives

n/a 100% of projects 
evaluated by EvD. 
Over the period 
1993-2009, the 
proportion of com-
pleted TC opera-
tions individually 
evaluated by EvD 
was 27.2% (651 TC 
operations) Includ-
ing TC operations 
covered in less 
depth by broader 
special studies it 
was 64.6% (1,751 
operations).

IADB IADB: n/a 

MIF: 114 
(100%)

IADB: n/a 

MIF:

 Approximately 
700 (100%)

IADB: n/a 

MIF: approximately 
95 (100%)

IADB: All proposals for technical cooperation (TC) are 
expected to specify their purpose and the results, 
including the monitoring and evaluation activities. 
However, most of the TC projects that are prepared in 
association with Non-Sovereign Guaranteed Opera-
tions are for studies of specifi c areas/topics or analysis 
of projects to serve for IADB operations as a whole. 
Objectives of these TC projects are considered in this 
context. From 2010 a new development eff ectiveness 
framework for knowledge and capacity product has 
been implemented.
MIF: MIF technical assistance projects are designed 
using a logical framework approach, which includes 
identifi cation of development objectives, tracking 
them during supervision, and assessing them at evalu-
ation. The MIF tracking of development objectives are 
usually complemented by two external evaluations, 
one conducted at the mid-term of the project and 
one at the end. These external evaluations include an 
assessment of achievement of development objec-
tives. Ninety-fi ve such fi nal evaluations were sched-
uled in 2008. In 2009, the MIF started to conduct ex 
post evaluations of select projects. 
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22. Number (%) of Technical Assistance (TA) and advisory services projects for which clear development 
objectives are: (i) defi ned at approval; (ii) tracked during supervision; (iii) assessed at evaluation.

MDB (i) Defi ned 

at Approval 

(%)

(ii) Tracked 

during 

Supervision (%)

(iii) Assessed at 

Evaluation (%)

Comments

IIC 18 (100%) 18 (100%) n.a. Out of 18 TA projects, 15 were stand-alone operations 
and 3 were related to specifi c IIC investment projects. 
All TA projects are required to have objectives defi ned 
at approval, and are tracked during supervision. Cur-
rently, a methodology is being developed for TA proj-
ects to improve measurement of development results. 

IsDB 

Group

3 (100%) 3 (100%) n.a. IsDB Group under its TC Program for Investment Pro-
motion has provided assistance for improving busi-
ness environment in member countries. Recently, it 
has provided TA for capacity development of private 
sector in Djibouti, Sudan, and Uganda. These TAs have 
clearly defi ned objectives, and are tracked during 
implementation.  ICD also established an Advisory Ser-
vices Department in 2009 to provide advisory services 
to the private sector.

IFC 227 (100%) 584 (100%) 247(100%) All IFC advisory services projects are required to have 
clear development objectives defi ned at approval, 
tracked during supervision, and assessed at evaluation.

 Reporting on private sector development results

23. Comprehensiveness of external results reporting (check all that apply).
 Results reporting is based on Comments

MDB (a) Entire 

Portfolio

(b) Random 

Sample 

(Describe 

Selection)

(c) Other 

(Describe 

Selection)

(d) Not 

at All

AfDB √ The results database is too embryonic to provide synthe-
sized summary results. Case studies are highlighted in vari-
ous public reports to indicate the types of project results 
which AfDB operations achieve.

AsDB √ √

Purposive 
Sampling

All projects are evaluated through XARR. The XARR are pub-
lished on the ADB website. 

OED selects a number of projects for post-evaluation based 
on a pre-determined theme for the year.

EBRD √

by the 
offi  ce of 
the chief 
Econo-

mist

√

by EvD

The projects subject to independent evaluation are selected 
by a completely random sampling technique. The sample is 
of suffi  cient size to establish, for a combined three-year roll-
ing sample, success rates at the 95% confi dence level, with 
sampling error not exceeding ±5 percentage points. The 
Chief Evaluator also selects specifi c projects for in-depth 
evaluation, but their performance ratings do not contribute 
to the assessment of EBRD overall performance unless they 
were also selected by the random selection methodology 
as part of the sample.
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23. Comprehensiveness of external results reporting (check all that apply).
 Results reporting is based on Comments

MDB (a) Entire 

Portfolio

(b) Random 

Sample 

(Describe 

Selection)

(c) Other 

(Describe 

Selection)

(d) Not 

at All

IADB √

XPSR

√

PSR
(2008)

“Random sample” applies for self-evaluation; “other” sample 
selection applies for development outcome monitoring.
For the monitoring of development outcome of projects, 
a summary of PSR ratings on the expected achievement of 
development outcome of all projects approved after 2003 
are reported in the IADB Development Eff ectiveness Over-
view Report, which is made public. For 2009, 25 out of 61 
projects in portfolio were monitored. 
http://www.iadb.org/en/topics/development-effective-
ness/development-eff ectiveness,1222.html
For the evaluation of projects, random sample is applied 
based on ECG-GPS. Summary of ratings on all four areas 
(development outcome, IADB profi tability, additionality, 
and IADB’s work quality), validated by Offi  ce of Evaluation, 
are made public. 
http://www.iadb.org/en/office-of-evaluation-and-over-
sight/publications,1578.html?query=XPSR&context=all&s
earchLang=all&searchtype=general

IIC √

100% of 
projects 
which 
have 

reached 
early 

operating 
maturity

Summary information on the IIC website includes results 
on development outcome and additionality. Since 2009, IIC 
Annual Report provides comprehensive information on the 
development outcome and additionality of its operations. 

IsDB 

Group

√ √ ICD undertakes self-evaluation of its projects where GOED 
undertakes independent evaluation of selected private 
sector projects. Recently, ICD has analyzed entire portfolio 
of its completed projects in terms of sectors, regions, and 
modes of fi nancing. The project selection for evaluation by 
GOED is based on representative sample which also includes 
few projects suggested by Group Entities for evaluation.

IFC √ √ Development results monitoring for entire portfolio: IFC 
uses DOTS to report on overall development results and 
on the 4 GPS performance criteria for its entire portfolio. 
IFC 2009 Annual Report focused on 439 active projects 
approved during 1999-04 (this excludes active investments 
that are too immature to measure results reliably on, and 
those that are older and thus less relevant for today’s opera-
tions). But some indicators (e.g., reach indicators such as 
services provided by IFC client companies) are reported for 
all active companies. 
Independent evaluation on representative random sample: 
Each year, IEG conducts in-depth evaluations of a randomly 
selected representative sample of projects, approved 5 
years earlier, that have reached early operating maturity. 
The selection represents about 51% of all relevant proj-
ects and ensures proportional distribution of evaluations 
among departments. IEG annual reports are based on 
evaluations that occurred in the three prior years. In 2010, 
IEG reported on development results of 214 projects evalu-
ated during 2007-09; these were selected randomly and 
represented 51% coverage of all qualifying 425 operations.
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24. Validation mechanism for external reporting and tracking of portfolio development outcomes.
MDB Yes/No Comments

AfDB Yes Independent evaluation department - OPEV validates XSR and engages external consultants. 
The use of an external auditing agency for validation is considered to be an additional, unnec-
essary, expense.

AsDB Yes IED engages external consultants for evaluating projects, either individually or within a theme. 

EBRD Yes The Annual Evaluation Overview Report is posted on EBRD external website where it is avail-
able for validation by outside organizations and individuals. It is also distributed to EBRD Board 
of Governors for independent review, and Governors’ comments are welcomed by EvD.

IADB Yes IADB Investment Operations: The results of the self-evaluation of the projects are validated by 
the Offi  ce of Evaluation as an independent evaluation unit, and the summary of ratings are 
reported outside of IADB.

IIC Yes The self-evaluation reports are validated by the Offi  ce of Evaluation as an independent evalu-
ation offi  ce. A summary of the results is posted on IIC’s external website.

IsDB 

Group

Yes GOED reports the outcomes of the evaluated projects of IsDB Group in its annual report. ICD 
also self-evaluates the development outcomes of its operations.

IFC Yes Since FY07, IFC Annual Report provides comprehensive information on the development 
results of IFC active portfolio. An external assurance provider reviews the quality and accuracy 
of the development results reported in IFC Annual Report. Such external assurance provision is 
a fi rst among MDBs. For the assurance statement, see www.ifc.org/annualreport. 

A comprehensive independent evaluation of IFC Development Results is also published annu-
ally by IFC IEG, which is independent from IFC Management and reports directly to IFC Board.
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Appendix I:  Corporate Profi les of Multilateral Development Banks

AfDB Institutional Profi le

Operational Highlights

In 2009, important institutional measures were taken to implement AfDB commitments for Managing for 
Development Results (MfDR) at the corporate level. Th e AfDB adopted the Results Measurement Frame-
work as a principal tool for MfDR for the its concessional lending window, the African Development Fund 
(ADF). Th e AfDB continued with the improvement in the quality of its operations; particularly through 
the implementation of the ex ante Quality at Entry (QAE) assessment for public sector investment opera-
tions and the additionality and development eff ectiveness assessment (ADOA) for private sector operations. 

Vision 

Th e AfDB Group strives to be the leading development fi nance institution in Africa, dedicated to providing 
quality assistance to African regional member countries (RMC) in their poverty alleviation eff orts.

Mission 

Contribute to the sustainable economic development and social progress of its regional members individu-
ally and jointly. 

Members 

Shareholders include 53 African countries (RMCs) and 24 non-African countries from the Americas, Asia, 
and Europe (non-regional member countries—non-RMCs).

Offi  ces 

AfDB is headquartered in Abidjan, Cote d’lvoire. However because of political instability the AfDB Gover-
nors’ Consultative Committee (GCC) moved AfDB to its temporary location in Tunis, Tunisia, in February 
2003. It has 25 fi eld offi  ces across Africa.

Staff 

AfDB has about 1,654 budgeted staff .

Financial Resources

As of December 31, 2009: Authorized capital: US$34.68 billion, Subscribed Capital: US$34.21 billion
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Main Operational Activities

Summary of Bank Group’s Operational Activities by Financing Instrument, 2005-2009

(UA millions)
Financing Instrument 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Lending          
Amount (UA millions) 1,322.67 1,815.73 2,275.20 2,604.05 6,617.70
Number of operations 39 44 46 61 64

Grants          
Amount (UA millions) 420.28 492.39 307.08 566.19   887.96 
Number of operations 51 70 26 41 77

Technical Assistance

Amount (UA millions) 32.76 59.34 6.05 45.25 143.45 
Number of operations 15 25 5 7 28

Project Grant

Amount (UA millions) 381.77       419.91      260.21        424.35         140.51 
Number of operations 19 27 15 14 4

Others Grants

Amount (UA millions) 5.75         13.14        40.82         96.59            604 
Number of operations 17 18 6 20 45

Loans and Grants Sub-Total

Amount (UA millions) 1,742.95      2,308.12     2,582.28      3,170.24       7,505.65 
Number of operations 90 114 72 102 141

Other Approvals:          
Amount (UA millions) 550.68        288.75       515.36       358.49        558.84 
Number of operations

Equity Participation

Amount (UA millions) 35.11  -      185.36 145.51        142.47 
Number of operations 1 - 6 11 13

Guarantees

Amount (UA millions) 6.90          8.75 -        24.89 11.55
Number of operations 1 1 - 3 2

TOTAL APPROVALS

Amount (UA millions) 2,293.63      2,596.87     3,097.64      3,528.73       8,064.49 
Number of operations 102 137 100 133 181

Memorandum Items:

Commitments 2,119.54      2,087.01     1,632.83      3,088.17       7,121.54 
Co-Financing 577.58      1,317.63     1,290.48      1,458.06       3,888.22 
Disbursements 1,289.81      1,239.03     1,615.68      1,860.91       4,083.59 

Units of Account are similar to the IMF’s Special Drawing Rights with the average annual exchange rate for 2009 of UA 1 = USD 1.54.
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AfDB Distribution of Lending by Sector, FY09

(Value)
AfDB Distribution of Lending by Region, FY09

(Value)
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AsDB Institutional Profi le

Operational Highlights 

In 2009, shareholders endorsed a tripling of Asian Development Bank (AsDB) general capital, enabling AsDB 
to pursue longer-term development priorities and increase its support to countries aff ected by the global eco-
nomic downturn. About 81% of AsDB total assistance in 2009 went to the fi ve core operational areas of infra-
structure, fi nance, education, environment, and regional cooperation. About 65% of its investments support 
infrastructure, many promoting regional integration. About 35% of the total 2009 investments supported 
environmental sustainability.

Vision

An Asia Pacifi c region that is free of poverty.

Mission

Help developing member countries in the Asia and Pacifi c region reduce poverty and improve the living condi-
tions and quality of life of their citizens.

Members

67 members: 48 of which are from the Asia Pacifi c region and 19 from other parts of the world.

Offi  ces

AsDB has its headquarters in Manila, Philippines. It has 27 other offi  ces around the world.

Staff 

Around 2,600 employees from over 50 countries.

Financial Resources

Authorized and subscribed capital stock: US$166.2 billion and US$60.8 billion, respectively, as of December 
31, 2009.

Special Funds as of December 31, 2009:

 Asian Development Fund: US$34.2 billion
 Other funds: US$3.8 billion 

Main Operational Activities FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09
Lending

Number of Projects 63 64 77 81 93
Commitments ($US millions) 5,761 7,264 9,516 10,124 13,230
Disbursements ($US millions) 4,745 5,758 6,852 8,515 10,099

Equity Investments

Amount ($US millions) 177 231 80 123 220
Number of Investments 7 12 5 7 5

Grants

Amount ($US millions) 1,152 530 673 809 1,113
Number of Projects 50 41 39 48 64

Technical Assistance

Amount ($US millions) 197 240 251 273 267
Number of Activities 297 259 239 298 313
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AsDB Distribution of Lending by Sector, FY09

(Value)
AsDB Distribution of Lending by Region, FY09

(Value)

Main Operational Activities FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09
Guarantees

Amount ($US millions) 68 125 251 0 397
Number of Projects 2 3 3 0 2

Trade Finance Facilitation Program

Amount ($US millions) 0 0 0 0 850
Total Operations 7,355 8,390 10,771 11,329 16,077

Co-fi nancing

Amount ($US millions) 396 970 321 1,090 3,164
Number of Projects 111 14 7 7 14
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EBRD Institutional Profi le

Operational Highlights

Th e European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) had a record €7.9 billion in business vol-
ume in 2009. Of this amount, 56 percent was committed to the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) 
and Mongolia, 23 percent to South East Europe (including Turkey), and 21 percent to Central Europe and 
the Baltic States.

Vision

Th e attainment of higher living and working standards through well-functioning market economies, where 
businesses are competitive, where innovation is encouraged, where household incomes refl ect rising employ-
ment and productivity, and where environmental and social conditions refl ect peoples’ needs. 

Mission

To help countries from Central Europe to Central Asia make the transition toward well-functioning market 
economies by investing mainly in the private sector and with associated technical cooperation, legal reform 
and policy dialogue.

Members

Th e EBRD is owned by 61 countries and two intergovernmental institutions.

Offi  ces

EBRD headquarters are located in London, United Kingdom. Th e EBRD has 35 resident offi  ces in 27of its 29 
countries of operations (as of December 31, 2009).

Staff 

As of December 2009, the EBRD has 1,492 employees, including 352 in resident offi  ces

Financial Resources

At end 2009, the EBRD has a subscribed capital totalling EUR 20 billion (EUR 5 billion paid-in and EUR 
15 billion callable) and enjoys credit rating of AAA from Standard & Poor’s, AAA from Moody’s, and AAA 
from Fitch.

Main Operational Activities FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09
Lending

Number of Projects 276 301 353 302 311
Commitments 5,060 6,501 8,218 7,152 11,336
Disbursements ($US millions) 2,767 4,944 6,000 6,989 7,918

Equity Investments

Amount ($US millions) 676 1,327 2,466 1,525 1,668
Number of Investments 61 64 91 76 56

Grants

Amount ($US millions) 134 246 82 48 74
Number of Projects 5 8 6 4 8

Technical Assistance

Amount ($US millions) 92 97 144 115 146
Number of Activities 287 382 474 432 502
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EBRD Distribution of Lending by Sector, FY09

(Value)
EBRD Distribution of Lending by Region, FY09

(Value)

Main Operational Activities FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09
Co-fi nancing(commercial)

Amount ($US billions) 2.3 3.4 4.8 2.7 3.7
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IADB Group Institutional Profi le

Operational Highlights

In 2009, lending by the Inter-American Development Bank (IADB) reached an all-time record of US$15.6 
billion. Th e IADB lending was strongly based on investment lending (representing 72% of total lending), 
fast-disbursing emergency and policy-based operations representing 10% and 17% of lending, respectively. 
Non-sovereign guaranteed investment lending accounted for 33% of the 2009 total, up substantially from 
22% in 2008.

Mission

Th e IADB’s mission is to contribute to the acceleration of the process of economic and social development of 
the regional developing member countries, individually and collectively.

Members

Th e IADB is owned by 48 members: 26 are from Latin America and the Caribbean, and 22 are from other 
parts of the world.

Offi  ces

Th e IADB Group is headquartered in Washington, D.C., and has offi  ces in all 26 of its borrowing countries, 
as well as in Paris and Tokyo.

Staff 

Th e IADB Group has 1,944 staff , of which 592 are located in Country Offi  ces.

Financial Resources

Subscribed capital stock for the Ordinary Capital is US$105 billion. Contribution quotas authorized and 
subscribed for the Fund for Special Operations total US$9.8 billion.

Main Operational Activities FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09
Inter-American Development Bank

Lending (total)

Number of Projects 84 102 87 126 152

Commitments ($US millions) 6,702 5,854 8,769 11,262 15,623

Disbursements ($US millions) 5,348 6,503 7,150 7,647 11,907

Concessional Lending

Number of Projects 18 22 19 18 24

Commitments ($US millions) 408 604 152 137 228

Disbursements ($US millions) 424 398 393 415 414

Grants*

Amount ($US millions) 90 104 217 202 363

Number of Projects 427 442 430 374 456

Technical Assistance**

Amount ($US millions) 96 107 119 187 213

Number of Activities 447 457 433 510 451
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IADB Distribution of Lending by Sector, FY09

(Value)
IADB Distribution of Lending by Region, FY09

(Value)

Main Operational Activities FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09
Co-fi nancing

Amount ($US millions) 2,168 3,600 2,643 1,469 3,403

Number of Projects 29 38 38 46 54

Inter-American Investment Corporation

Equity Investments

Amount ($US millions) 342 338 455 301 300

 Number of Investments 37 46 61 64 40

Co-fi nancing

Amount ($US millions) 100 173 138 301 342

Number of Projects 2 5 5 6 6

*Includes 3 operations for US$ 150 million approved by the Spanish Water Fund.
**Excluding COFABs and Investment Grants.
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IFAD Institutional Profi le

Operational Highlights

In 2009, the Executive Board of the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) approved 33 
new programs and projects, supported by loans and debt sustainability framework (DSF) grants for a total of 
US$717.5 million. Disbursements also reached a record high of US$437.5 million. Th e largest share of new 
fi nancing for programs and projects went to sub-Saharan Africa. Th e region received nearly 40 percent of 2009 
investment. At the end of the year, IFAD was fi nancing a total of 221 ongoing programs and projects reaching 
approximately 97 million people in 87 countries and one territory.  Th e IFAD investments in these activi-
ties were worth US$3.9 billion. Co-fi nancing and funds from domestic sources amounted to US$4.1 billion, 
bringing the total value of these programs and projects to US$8.0 billion.

Vision

Th e IFAD is an international fi nancial institution and a United Nations specialized agency dedicated to eradi-
cating poverty in the rural areas of developing countries where the majority of the world’s poorest people live. 
Its focus is on poor, marginalized, and vulnerable rural people. Th ey are small farmers, landless people, labor-
ers, herders, artisanal fi shers, and small-scale entrepreneurs who depend on agriculture and related activities 
to survive. IFAD gives special attention to gender diff erences and to empowering women, who account for a 
disproportionate number of the world’s extremely poor. IFAD recognizes the particular needs of indigenous 
peoples and ethnic minorities, especially in Latin America and Asia.

Mission

IFAD’s mission is to empower poor rural women and men in developing countries to achieve higher incomes 
and improved food security.

Members

Membership in IFAD is open to any state that is a member of the United Nations, any of its specialized agen-
cies or the International Atomic Energy Agency. Th e IFAD 165 Member States are classifi ed as follows: List A 
(primarily OECD members); List B (primarily OPEC members); and List C (developing countries). 

Offi  ces

IFAD headquarters are based in Rome, Italy, with smaller offi  ces in 30 partner countries.

Staff 

IFAD has 235 professional and higher-category positions, excluding the President and Vice-President, and 
224 general service positions. In the professional and higher-category positions, staff  are nationals of 59 Mem-
ber States and women make up 45 percent of staff .

Financial Resources

IFAD seeks replenishment from Member States every three years and uses these resources, together with loan 
refl ows and investment income, to provide the resources available for annual commitment. IFAD completed 
its 8th Replenishment, for the period 2010-12, including a total program of work of US$3.0 billion together 
with up to $1.0 billion in co-fi nancing through specifi c supplementary funds that may be provided by indi-
vidual donors.
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Source: Project and Portfolio Management System.

IFAD Distribution of Lending by Sector, FY09

(Value)
IFAD Distribution of Lending by Region, FY09

(Value)

Source: Project and Portfolio Management System.

Main Operational Activities FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09
Loan and DSF Grants

Amount ($US millions) 499.3 515.0 563.1 561.4 670.5
Number of Projects 31 27 35 30 33

Commitments

Disbursements ($US millions) 343.5 387.5 399.1 433.8 428.5
Equity Investments

Amount ($US millions) n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Number of Investments

Grants

Amount ($US millions) 36.6 41.8 35.7 40.9 47.0
Number of Grants 66 109 77 71 99

Co-fi nancing

Amount ($US millions) 124.2 96.1 427.3 318.3 313.4
Source: 2009 IFAD Annual Report.
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IsDB Group Institutional Profi le

Operational Highlights

Th e Islamic Development Bank (IsDB) is a multilateral development fi nancing institution that aims at foster-
ing the economic development and social progress of the member countries and the Muslim communities in 
the non-member countries in accordance with the principles of Islamic Law (which translates, in particular, 
into the modes of fi nancing that are used by IsDB).

Vision

By the year 2020, the IsDB shall have become a world-class development bank, inspired by Islamic principles, 
which has helped signifi cantly transform the landscape of comprehensive human development in the Muslim 
world and helped restore its dignity.

Mission

Th e mission of the IsDB is to promote comprehensive human development with a focus on priority areas of 
alleviating poverty, improving health, promoting education, improving governance, and prospering the people.

Members

Th e IsDB has 56 member countries from four continents. All member countries may benefi t from its fi nancing.

Offi  ces

Th e IsDB has its headquarters in Jeddah, the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. It has four Regional Offi  ces in 
Kazakhstan, Malaysia, Morocco, and Senegal. In addition, the IsDB also has Field Representatives in 12 mem-
ber countries: Afghanistan, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Indonesia, Iran, Guinea, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sierra Leone, 
Sudan, Uzbekistan, and Yemen. 

Staff 

Th e total number of regular IsDB staff  is 1,083.

Financial Resources and Group Membership

Over the years, the IsDB has evolved into a Group, which comprises the Islamic Research and Training Insti-
tute (IRTI), the Islamic Corporation for the Development of the Private Sector (ICD), the Islamic Corpora-
tion for Insurance of Investment and Export Credit (ICIEC), and the International Islamic Trade Finance 
Corporation (ITFC). 

Th e IsDB has continued to maintain the highest credit ratings of AAA from Fitch Ratings, Standard & Poor’s, 
and Moody’s. Th e Basel Committee on Banking Supervision and the Commission of the European Commit-
tee (CEC) has designated IsDB as a Zero-Risk Weighted Multilateral Development Bank.

IsDB Group Authorized Capital Subscribed Capital Paid-in Capital
Amount in billions

IsDB ID30a (US$47.1) ID16 (US$25.1) ID3.64 (US$5.6)
ICDb US$2.0 US$0.73 US$0.44 
ICIEC ID0.15(US$ 0.24) ID0.15 (US$0.24) ID0.73 (US$1.15)
ITFC US$3.0 US$0.75 US$0.66
a Islamic Dinar (ID) is the unit account, equivalent to Special Drawing Right of IMF (1 ID = US$1.57, December 17, 2009).
b As per the Articles of Agreement, Authorized/Subscribed Capital for ICD and ITFC are in US dollar.
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Main Operational Activities 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008 2009

Lending          

Number of Projects 114     106      82     125     211 

Approvals ($US billion)   2.04  1.87  2.20  2.83  4.40 

Disbursements ($US billion)   2.54  2.41  3.57  3.77  3.74 

Equity Investment          

Approvals ($US millions)    140.00   128.00   329.30   279.60   456.20 

Number of Projects       26      22      25      28      45 

Grants          

Approvals ($US millions) 23.40 24.30 32.70 49.10 37.80

Number of Projects 75 77 100 117 108

Technical Assistance          

Approvals ($US millions)     14.80    16.30    13.70    39.90    30.10 

Number of Projects 49 62 75 108 80

Co-fi nancing          

Approvals ($US billions)   1.46  1.65  2.10  2.50  3.36 

Number of Projects       15       8      31      21      23 

Trade Financing          

Approvals ($US billions)   1.70  2.92  2.79  2.63  2.33 

Number of Projects       89     130      81      86      73 
Note: IsDB fi scal year is the Hijrah (lunar) year, and all data in this report are based on it. However, for ease of reading, each Hijrah 
year is referred to in the nearest corresponding Gregorian Year.

Note: Others include Information & Communication, Public 
Administration, and Trade sectors.

IsDB Distribution of Lending by Sector, FY09

(Value)
IsDB Distribution of Lending by Region, FY09

(Value)

Note: The countries classifi cation into sub-regions is based on 
the World Bank classifi cation.
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WBG Institutional Profi le

Operational Highlights
World Bank: During FY2009 the World Bank (IDA and IBRD) committed US$46.9 billion in credits, loans, 
grants, equity investments, and guarantees to its members and to private businesses in member countries. IDA 
commitments were US$14 billion, and IBRD commitments were US$32.9 billion. After achieving a record-
breaking IDA15 replenishment of US$41.7 billion in 2008, the IDA16 replenishment was concluded with a 
US$49.3 billion funding package for IDA eligible countries over three years (FY12-14).

IFC: During FY2009, IFC committed US$10.5 billion in loans, equity investments, and guarantees for 447 
projects across 9 industries in 103 countries. IFC mobilized US$4 billion through syndications, structured and 
securitized products, sales of IFC loans, and parallel loans.

Vision
World Bank: It is the vision of the World Bank Group, which includes the IBRD, IFC, and IDA, to con-
tribute to an inclusive and sustainable globalization – to overcome poverty, enhance growth with care for the 
environment, and create individual opportunity and hope.

IFC: People should have the opportunity to escape poverty and improve their lives.

Mission
World Bank: To fi ght poverty with passion and professionalism for lasting results. To help people help them-
selves and their environment by providing resources, sharing knowledge, building capacity, and forging part-
nerships in the public and private sectors.

IFC: Promote open and competitive markets in developing countries. Support companies and other private 
sector partners. Generate productive jobs and deliver basic services. Create opportunity for people to escape 
poverty and improve their lives.

Members
World Bank Group: IBRD has 186 member countries; IDA has 169; and IFC has 182.

Offi  ces
World Bank: Th e headquarters of WBG is in Washington, D.C. It has over 100 other offi  ces around the 
world. At present, 60 percent of operations are managed from country offi  ces; 2,300 of Bank staff  reside in the 
poorest client countries; and 550 of these staff  are located in countries with fragile situations.

IFC: IFC headquarters is in Washington, D.C.  IFC has 102 fi eld offi  ces in 86 countries, including 41 of the world’s poorest.

Staff 
World Bank: Some 10,000 development professionals from nearly every country in the world work at WBG. 
Approximately one-third of them work in country offi  ces throughout the developing world.

IFC: IFC employs 3,402 development professionals representing 135 countries, including 53 IDA nationali-
ties. Fifty-four percent of IFC staff  are in the fi eld.

Financial Resources (US$ million FY09) IBRD IDA IFC
Operating income 572 -153

Loans outstanding (IBRD)
Development credits outstanding (IDA)
Total committed portfolio (IFC)

105,698 112,894 34,403

Total assets 275,420 51, 483

Total equity 40,037 127,950 16,122
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Main Operational Activities
(IBRD, IDA, IFC) FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09

Lending

Number of Projects 592 606 660 667 671

Commitments ($US millions) 26,848 28,610 30,345  32,067 52,866 

Disbursements ($US millions) 21,546 24,460 24,346 25,460  32,227

Equity Investments (IFC)
Amount ($US millions) 612 1,123 1,586 2,154 2,069
Number of Investments 74 87 104 145 123

Technical Assistance (IDA, IBRD*)
Number of Activities 1,045 907 961 1002 982

Co-fi nancing
Amount ($US millions) 10183 7031 8180 7780 7358
Number of Projects 146 143 148 114 84

Guarantees and Risk Management (IFC )
Amount ($US millions) 220 611 984 1879 2519
Number of Projects 12 44 52 56 155

* IBRD/IDA fi gure for TA also includes Economic Sector Work.

WBG Distribution of Lending by Sector, FY09

(Value)
WBG Distribution of Lending by Region, FY09

(Value)

IFC Distribution of Lending by Sector, FY09

(Value)
IFC Distribution of Lending by Region, FY09

(Value)
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INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE OF PRIVATE SECTOR OPERATIONS OF MDBs

AfDB6 AsDB7

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

US$ millions (except company/staff  numbers mobilization ratio and returns on Loan and Equity)

Investment Portfolio1 - Total $943 $1,003 $1,773 $2,431 $4,534 $1,329 $2,181 $2,506 $3,194 $3,712

        Of which Loans $841 $898 $1,496 $2,014 $2,353 $730 $1,267 $1,452 $2,739 $2,585

            Non-Performing Loans (Principal) $16.4 $19.3 $18.5 $17.5 $24.0 $49.2 $29.7 $16.5 $1.7 $92.4

            Loan Write-off s n/a n/a n/a n/a  n/a $0.7 $20.5 $8.6 $1.9  - 

        Of which Equity $95 $90 $262 $376 $545 $598 $914 $1,054 $815 $1,126

            Equity Write-off s n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a $2 $0 $0 $8.7 $12

    Number of portfolio companies  46  47  58  67  93  109  122  140  143  140 

New Commitments - Total $851 $822 $1,365 $1,043 $1,436 $822 $1,415 $1,716 $2,253 $1,670

         Of which Real-Sector Projects $333 $366 $634 $644 $343 $507 $888 $900 $1,828 $665

         Of which Financial Services $519 $457 $731 $396 $939 $199 $330 $796 $325 $890

         Of which Funds $52 $82 $111 $114 $155 $116 $198 $20 $100 $115

    Droppages2/ Approvals 0.7% 0.2% 0.3% 0.1% 0.2% 2.4% 17.2% 0.3% 28.6% 36.5%

    Cancellations3 / Commitments 5.3% 1.1% 0.8% 3.5% 0.0% 17.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0%

    Mobilization Ratio4 5.0  4.00  5.00  n/a  n/a 0.09 0.4 0.39  0.23  0.36 

Advisory Services/Technical Assistance - Project Expenditures5 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a $0.2 $0.3 $0.7 $0.5 $2.5 

Staff 

  # of staff  working on Investments 12  16  16  35  29 58 67 74  78  88 

 # of staff  working on Advisory Services n/a n/a n/a n/a  n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a  n/a 

EBRD8 IADB9

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

US$ millions (except company/staff  numbers mobilization ratio and returns on Loan and Equity)

Investment Portfolio1 - Total $13,845 $16,187 $20,705 $22,148 $27,691 $1,771 $1,959 $2,786 $4,574 $5,251

        Of which Loans $10,279 $11,623 $14,058 $14,811 $19,021 $1,665 $1,832 $2,643 $4,296 $4,088

            Non-Performing Loans (Principal) $49.7 $25.0 $54.5 $178.6 $440.2 $196.0 $66.0 $2.0 n/a $0.0

            Loan Write-off s $292.2 $325.3 $334.1 $333.2  378 $6.0 $42.0 $21.0 n/a $44.0

        Of which Equity $3,567 $4,564 $6,649 $7,337 $8,669 $107 $127 $143 $278 $264

            Equity Write-off s $274 $363 $417 $420 $463 $0 $0 $0 $14 $64

    Number of portfolio companies  781  n/a  1,341  1,416  n/a  125  130  152  165  140 

New Commitments - Total $3,839 $5,199 $7,082 $5,977 $9,397 $456 $1,091 $1,227 $2,277 $708

         Of which Real-Sector Projects $2,152 $2,292 $3,377 $3,082 $4,689 $206 $258 $639 $1,550 $563

         Of which Financial Services $1,350 $2,645 $3,116 $2,685 $4,460 $42 $463 $585 $561 $119

         Of which Funds $336 $263 $589 $209 $248 $37 $119 $4 $167 $26

    Droppages2/ Approvals 4.0% 21.3% 13.5% 8.2% 3.3% 46.0% 24.0% 0.2% 3.7% 16.0%

    Cancellations3 / Commitments 7.1% 10.0% 6.9% 10.8% 10.2% 1.0% 1.6% 2.4% 0.0% 21.1%

    Mobilization Ratio4 1.64 1.23 1.78 1.88 0.94 1.68 1.34  3.77 

Advisory Services/Technical Assistance - Project Expenditures5 n/a $135.0 $136.2 n/a $146.4 $72.8 $77.3 107.6 $109.0  131 

Staff 

  # of staff  working on Investments 1,116 406 443 465  573 57 57 70  104  123 

 # of staff  working on Advisory Services n/a 16 16 16  19 49 56 75  65  84 

Appendix II:  Institutional Profi les of Private Sector Operations of MDBs
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INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE OF PRIVATE SECTOR OPERATIONS OF MDBs

IIC10 IsDB11

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2005 2006 2007 2008 2,009

US$ millions (except company/staff  numbers mobilization ratio and returns on Loan and Equity)

Investment Portfolio1 - Total $511 $687 $793 $1,037 $1,022 $449 $702 $1,233 $1,928 $2,316

        Of which Loans $432 $619 $734 $986 $971 $449 $702 $1,233 $1,928 $2,316

            Non-Performing Loans (Principal) $5.0 $29.0 $20.0 $19.0 $42.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0

            Loan Write-off s $4.0 $9.0 $5.0 $0.0 $2.5 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0 $0.0

        Of which Equity $78 $67 $60 $0 $42 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0.0

            Equity Write-off s $2 $0 $1 $42 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0.0

    Number of portfolio companies  37  46  52  63  40  12  15  25  34 41

New Commitments - Total $206 $303 $212 $296 $157 $142 $253 $531 $695 $388.0

         Of which Real-Sector Projects $52 $63 $44 $125 $85 $142 $253 $466 $590 $218.0

         Of which Financial Services $154 $240 $168 $171 $71 $0 $0 $15 $105 $20.0

         Of which Funds $0 $0 $0 $0 $1 $0 $0 $50 $0 $150.0

    Droppages2/ Approvals 14.9% 9.8% 19.1% 0.0% 12.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

    Cancellations3/ Commitments 4.0% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

    Mobilization Ratio4 n/a n/a n/a 1.9  0.89 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Advisory Services/Technical Assistance - Project Expenditures5 n/a n/a n/a $2.4  3 $0.0 $0.0 $12.0 n/a n/a

Staff 

  # of staff  working on Investments 96 91 91 97  96 4 4 4 4 4

  # of staff  working on Advisory Services n/a 1 1 2  3 n/a n/a 1 1 1

ICD12 IFC13

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

US$ millions (except company/staff  numbers mobilization ratio and returns on Loan and Equity)

Investment Portfolio1 - Total $351 $486 $616 $987 $1,065 $19,274 $21,627 $25,410 $32,342 $34,503

        Of which Loans $258 $316 $370 $581 $682 $15,927 $17,627 $20,526 $25,777 $27,556

            Non-Performing Loans (Principal) $5.3 $14.4 $17.2 $28.4 $35.5 $633.8 $447.1 $377.9 $369.0 $457.0

            Loan Write-off s n/a $0.0 $0.0 $0.0  n/a $143.2 $114.3 $39.2 $51.0 $41.0

        Of which Equity $93 $170 $247 $405 $383 $3,327 $3,912 $4,885 $6,565 $6,948

            Equity Write-off s n/a $0 $0 $0 $0 $460 $73 $45 $146 $1,070

    Number of portfolio companies  66  91  97  132  156  1,314  1,368  1,410  1,491  1,579 

New Commitments - Total $142 $175 $113 $103 $391 $5,373 $6,703 $8,220 $11,399 $10,547

         Of which Real-Sector Projects $117 $152 $90 $88 $186 $2,988 $3,859 $4,540 $6,267 $5,090

         Of which Financial Services $25 $23 $24 $15 $205 $2,197 $2,535 $3,404 $4,605 $4,793

         Of which Funds $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $188 $309 $276 $527 $664

    Droppages2/ Approvals 24.3% 8.9% 31.7% 8.0% 26.2% 10.0% 3.0% 9.0% 3.2% 11.8%

    Cancellations3 / Commitments 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 1.94% 12.1% 13.5% 13.5% 9.0% 15.8%

    Mobilization Ratio4 n/a n/a 0.40 0.61  0.26 n/a 0.43 0.47 0.42  0.38 

Advisory Services/Technical Assistance - Project Expenditures5 n/a n/a n/a n/a  n/a $84.4 $82.0 $117.0 $380.0  325 

Staff 

  # of staff  working on Investments 21 28 36 49  50 1,025 1,155 1,269 1,302  1,411 

  # of staff  working on Advisory Services n/a n/a n/a n/a  n/a 730 978 1,087 1,185  1,141 
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AfDB = African Development Bank, AsDB = Asian Development Bank, EBRD = European Bank for Reconstruction and Devel-
opment, IADB = Inter-American Development Bank, IIC = Inter-American Investment Corporation, IsDB = Islamic Develop-
ment Bank, ICD = Islamic Corporation for the Development of the Private Sector, IFC = International Finance Corporation

1.  Investment Portfolio: Disbursed and outstanding as well as committed portfolio.

2.  Droppages: An approved investment that has failed to become a signed agreement.

3.  Cancellations: An undisbursed, committed balance of an equity investment, loan or guarantee cancelled by mutual 
consent between the MDB and a project company.

4.  Financing from entities other than the MDB that becomes available to the MDB’s clients due to the MDB’s direct involve-
ment in raising resources, expressed as ratio per $ of original commitment of the MDB.  Resource mobilization includes 
parallel loans and participations, partial credit guarantees, securitizations, and risk sharing facilities.  This indicator was 
introduced in 2008. Information for prior years is noted where available.

5.  Expenditures by MDB, including donor resources administered by MDB.

6.  AfDB has adjusted prior year data in this report for greater consistency in information provided by other partners. It also 
includes new information not available last year. The data in this report replace all data published in 2008 COMPAS. Staff  
fi gure excludes young professionals, technical assistances and adminstrative staff , and includes only professional staff .

7.  AsDB: Droppages are defi ned as the amount of facilities cancelled in full  prior to signing in the year / amount of facilities 
approved in the year. Cancellations are defi ned as the amount of facilities cancelled in full after signing / amount of facili-
ties approved in the year. Mobilization includes political risk guarantees. AsDB’s write-off  in 2005 was a result of a change in 
accounting method, such that the existing provision for the investment at that time had to be written off .  After which, the 
current fair value is compared against the adjusted cost basis to determine the unrealized gain / (loss). New commitment total 
for 2005 is net of droppages. Staff  fi gures includes all budgeted positions of Private Sector Operations Department only 

8.  EBRD: Investment portfolio refers to stock amounts (total commitments less refl ows). The 2008 number of staff  working 
on investments includes bank funded professional staff  on board in the Banking Department. The number of staff  working 
on advisory services refers to fully employed staff  in the EBRD’sTAM/BAS programme (consultants amount to over 500). 
Project expenditures includes the provision of technical assistance, TAM/BAS programme and Legal Transition advisory 
services.

9.  IADB: Loan portfolio subtotal includes guarantees. Some of the 2007 results published in last years’ report have been 
updated to refl ect the data which became available afterwards or which belongs to units which were included from this 
year’s exercise. 2007 mobilization ratio data do not include MIF.

10.  IIC: 2009 investment portfolio data include disbursed and outstanding (US$890) and committed (not yet disbursed) 
portfolio (US$132). 2007 data include only disbursed and outstanding portfolio. Non-performing loans include past due 
and non-accrual loans. In 2009, 8 projects of U$36 million were dropped. Total approvals were U$299. Two projects of 
U$1.6 were cancelled. Mobilization ratio includes only 2009 fi nancing. IIC provides Advisory Services mainly to support 
investment operations. 

11.  IsDB has adjusted some prior year data in this report to refl ect greater consistency in the information provided by other 
partners and includes new information not available last year. These changes replace the data published in the 2008 COMPAS.

12.  ICD: Some data from previous years has been revised based on refi ned defi nitions

13.  IFC: Numbers by respective fi scal year (ending June 30). In addition to the staff  working on investment and advisory 
services, staff  engaged in IFC Service Departments (such as Human Resources, Legal, etc.) amounted to: 850 in 2009, 838 in 
2008, 778 in 2007, 747 in 2006, and 678 in 2005.
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AfDB AsDB EBRD IADB  

AGRICULTURE RESEARCH  EXTENSION  

People trained in the agricultural sector, 
of which are female (number, 
percentage) 
Land irrigated (hectares) 
Post-harvest loss reduction (percentage) 
Water mobilized for multi-purpose, 
including water for agriculture (cubic 
meters) 
Crop yield increase (tons/ha) 
Crop production increase (tons) 

Land improved through irrigation 
services, drainage, and flood 
management (hectares) 
Land improved through irrigation 
services and drainage (hectares) (sub 
indicator) 
Land improved through flood 
management (hectares) (sub 
indicator) 

 Farmers given access to improved 
agricultural services and 
investments 

 

ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL GOVERNANCE  

Time to start a business (number of 
days) 
Share of private sector credit to total 
credit provided in the country 
(percentage) 
Time it takes for an enterprise to pay 
taxes (number of hours per year) 
Time it takes for the Executive to submit 
the Budget to the Legislature relative to 
the start of the fiscal year (number of 
days) 
Number of contracts awarded on the 
basis of open competition as a 
percentage of all contracts awarded in a 
given year (number percentage) 
Time it takes for the Auditor General to 
submit the most recent annual audit 
report on the public accounts to the 
Legislature (number of months) 

    Number of jobs added to formal 
sector  

 

EDUCATION  

Teachers trained as a result of project 
intervention, of which are female 
(number, percentage) 
Classrooms and laboratories 
constructed, renovated, and/or equipped 
(number) 
People enrolled in tertiary education, of 
which are female (number, percentage) 

Teachers trained (number)  
Teachers trained pre-service (number) 
(subindicator) 
Teachers trained in-service (number) 
(subindicator) 
Classrooms built or upgraded 
(number) 
Associated facilities built or upgraded 
(number) 
Learning institutions built or upgraded 
(number) 
Students benefiting (number) 
Students benefiting from school 
improvement programs (number) 
(subindicator) 
Students benefiting from direct 
support (number) (subindicator)  

 
 
 
 

  Teachers trained 
Students benefited by education 
projects (girls, boys)  
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AGRICULTURE RESEARCH  EXTENSION 

People trained in crop production 
practices/technologies Male: female ratio 
(percentage)  
People trained in livestock production 
practices/technologies Male: female ratio 
(percentage) 
Area under constructed/rehabilitated 
irrigation schemes (ha) 
Common-property-resource (CPR) land 
under improved management practices 
(ha) 

Farmers reached: Total number of 
farmers that are directly linked to the 
operations of the company as suppliers 
or clients as of the end of the client 
company’s fiscal year 

Number of farmers reached (suppliers or 
clients) 

Number of client days of training provided 
(includes scientists, extension agents, agro-
dealers, farmers, community members, etc) 
Number of collaborative research or 
extension sub-projects implemented  
Percentage of targeted clients (men and 
women farmers or businesses) satisfied with 
agricultural services (includes provision by 
producer organizations, cooperatives, 
extension service, etc)  
Percentage of targeted clients (may include 
men and women farmers or businesses) who 
are members of an association (includes 
producer association, cooperative, water user 
association etc) 
Number of technologies demonstrated by the 
project in the project areas 

ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL GOVERNANCE  

Agricultural market facilities 
constructed/rehabilitated. 

Corporate Governance: Emerging Fund 
Managers (Y/N) 
Corporate Governance: Investee Boards 
with Fund Manager (percentage) 
Corporate Governance: Commitment to 
Corporate Governance (Y/N) 
Corporate Governance: Improvement of 
Corporate Governance at Fund Level 
(Y/N) 
Corporate Governance: Improving Board 
Structure and Function (Y/N) 
Corporate Governance: Investees where 
Fund manager has Board Seat (Y/N) 

  

EDUCATION 

Schools constructed/rehabilitated 
Health centres constructed/rehabilitated. 
Drinking water systems 
constructed/rehabilitated  

Students reached: Students enrolled 
(number) and graduated (number).  

Number of students reached Number of additional qualified primary 
teachers resulting from the project 
intervention 
Number of additional qualified classrooms 
built or rehabilitated under the project 
intervention 
System for learning assessment at the 
primary level (rating scale) 
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AfDB AsDB EBRD IADB  

HEALTH  

Health workers trained, of which are 
female (number, percentage) 
Health facilities constructed, renovated, 
and/or equipped (number) 

  Individuals (all, indigenous, Afro-
descendent) receiving a basic 
package of health services 

 

INFORMATION, COMMUNICATIONS  TECHNOLOGY  

Broadband networks built or 
rehabilitated (km) 
Household expenditures devoted to 
information technology (monthly 
amount) 
Households, businesses or community 
facilities served with access to 
information technology (number) 

Telecommunications: Active 
customers increase (number) and (%) 
Telecommunications: Cost of services 
decrease (%) 
Telecommunications: Call drop rates 
decrease (%) 
Telecommunications: Customers 
availing of ancillary mobile services 
increase (number) 
Telecommunications: Public call 
offices and village telephone networks 
increase (number) 

Local content increased significantly 
New products and / or services introduced / 
implemented in (Mobile phones / Voice, 
Internet, Advertising, Electronic payments, IT 
technology, Green technologies) 
Commercial and operational success of the 
project (Increased no. of subscribers / 
customers, Increased market share) 
Operational restructuring / Efficiency 
improvements (Labour restructuring, Capex 
plan successfully implemented, Improved 
quality / range of services / products, New IT 
system / IT system upgraded, Modernisation of 
the network, Distribution network optimized) 
New regional sales offices established 
Coverage increased (Population, Geographical 
/ Regional, Mobile phones, Broadband internet, 
Cable TV) 
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HEALTH 

 Patients reached (number): Total annual 
number of outpatient consultations and total 
number of inpatient admissions 

Number of patients reached Health personnel receiving training (number) 
Health facilities constructed, renovated, and/or 
equipped (number) 
People with access to a basic package of 
health, nutrition, or population services (percent 
increase based on number of people) 
Children immunized (number) 
Pregnant women receiving antenatal care 
during a visit to a health provider (number) 
Children receiving a dose of vitamin A (number) 
Long-lasting insecticide-treated malaria nets 
purchased and/or distributed (number) 
Adults and children with HIV receiving 
antiretroviral combination therapy (number) 
Pregnant women living with HIV who received 
antiretroviral to reduce the risk of MTCT 
(number) 

INFORMATION, COMMUNICATIONS  TECHNOLOGY 

People trained in business and 
entrepreneurship Male:female ratio 
(percentage)   
Enterprises accessing facilitated non-
financial services  
Active borrowers Male:female ratio 
(percentage) 
(Rural) 
Voluntary savers Male:female ratio 
(percentage)  
(Rural) 
Marketing groups formed/strengthened  

Internet/phone/TV connections: Client 
Company's total number of internet, 
telephone (fixed and mobile), and TV 
subscribers (annual stock value) 
Country penetration rate (%) and country 
total number of subscribers (#): Relation 
between total population with access to 
telephone connections and total 
population 

Number of subscribers (phone, mobile, 
internet) 
Percentage of population coverage rate  

Length of fiber optic network built (km) 
Access to telephone services (fixed mainlines 
plus cellular phones per 100 people)  
Access to internet services (number of 
subscribers per 100 people) 
Costs to user for public services (US$)  
Electronic transactions of public services 
(percentage) 
Average processing time for public services 
(hours) 
User perception of quality of public services 
(percentage) 
Ratio of public services government 
revenues over costs (percentage) 
IT/ITES Employment (number of people) 
IT/ITES Revenue (US$) 
Number of manpower trained under the 
project (number of people) 
Impact on IT/ITES sector of World Bank 
technical assistance (composite score: 1 – 
low impact to 5 – high impact) 
Impact on Telecom sector of World Bank 
technical assistance (composite score: 1-low 
impact to 5 –high impact) 
Retail price of internet services (per Mbit/s 
per Month, US$) 
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AfDB AsDB EBRD IADB  

MSME FINANCE/SOCIAL PROTECTION  

People trained in basic microfinance and 
business skills, of which are female 
(number, percentage) 
People employed in small scale and 
artisan enterprises, of which are female 
(number, percentage) 
People served by micro-finance 
institutions, of which are female 
(number, percentage) 

Microfinance accounts opened/end 
borrowers reached (number) 
Microfinance loans provided (amount 
in $ millions) 
SME loan accounts opened/end 
borrowers reached (number) 
SME loans provided (amount in 
$millions) 
Banking/Non-Banking institutions: 
additional customers (number)  
Banking institutions: Rural branch 
network increase (number)  
Banking/Non-banking institutions: 
amount($) made available for 
SME/microfinance clients  
Banking/Non-banking institutions: 
New financial product launch  
Funds: % of investee companies with 
positive growth/good financial 
performance (e.g. growth in sales 
>20%; growth in EBITDA)   
Funds: % of investee companied with 
improved governance and 
transparency   
Funds: % of fund size disbursed  
Funds: amount($) invested in portfolio 
companies   
Fund assisted companies  (number)  

Volume of loans extended to Micro, Small and 
Medium-Size Enterprises (MSMEs), (Euro 
million)  
Number of loans to MSMEs increased 
Share of lending to MSMEs in total lending of 
the financial institution increased 
Number of new MSME clients reached 
Number of new outlets / branches that serve 
MSMEs opened 
Share of lending to MSMEs in the regions  
(outside capital city)/Geographical diversity 
achieved (percentage) 
Maturity of loans to MSMEs extended 
Share of loans in local currency increased 
(percentage) 
Number of credit / loan officers trained in 
MSME lending 
New MSME lending products introduced 
Share of non-performing MSME loans 
(percentage) 

Micro/Small/Medium productive 
Enterprises financed 

 

PROPERTY  TOURISM  

  Entry of a new player(s) (i.e. entry of additional 
strategic investor to specific market segment); 
Decreased rental rates; Improved product quality 
(e.g. property specifications, hotel services…); 
Increased share of high quality property space 
(e.g. class A) 
Increased transparency / disclosure: The land is 
acquired / procured transparently 
Sale of part of the portfolio / completed 
properties to institutional investors with 
satisfactory integrity standards 
First of its kind building(s) opened (e.g. class A 
warehouse, 3rd generation shopping mall…) 
International best practice construction 
technologies applied by local subcontractors 
Integration of the economic activity (Increased 
investment outside big cities, Cross border 
expansion); Minimum share of fund capital 
committed to be invested in new developments 
Increased transparency related to land 
acquisition process 
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MSME FINANCE/SOCIAL PROTECTION 

 Loans disbursed (US$M) and (number): 
Microfinance, women, SME, housing 
finance, total portfolios 
Portfolio: Outstanding Portfolio (US$M): 
Microfinance, women, SME, housing 
finance, total portfolios 

Number and volume of MSMEs financed  
Portfolio: Outstanding Portfolio (US$): 
microfinance, SME, housing finance, 
women  

Number of active loan accounts - 
Microfinance 
Number of active loan accounts - SME 
Outstanding Microfinance Loan Portfolio 
(Amount US$) 
Outstanding SME Loan Portfolio (Amount 
US$) 
Volume of Bank Support: Lines of Credit - 
Microfinance (Amount US$) 
Volume of Bank Support: Lines of Credit - 
SME (Amount US$) 
Volume of Bank Support: Institutional 
Development - Microfinance (Amount US$) 
Volume of Bank Support: Institutional 
Development – SME (Amount US$) 
Volume of Bank Support: Enabling 
Environment – Microfinance (Amount US$) 
Volume of Bank Support: Enabling 
Environment – SME (Amount US$) 
Percentage of active loans to women - 
Microfinance 
Number of active micro-savings accounts 
Percentage of active micro-savings accounts 
held by women 
Number of active micro-insurance  accounts 
Percentage of active micro-insurance  
accounts held by women 
Portfolio at Risk - Microfinance (percentage) 
Portfolio at Risk - SME (percentage) 
Loans at Risk - Microfinance (percentage) 
Annual Loan-loss Rate - Microfinance 
(percentage) 
Return on Assets/Equity (percentage) 
Adjusted Return on Assets/Equity 
(percentage) 
Financial Self-Sufficiency (percentage) 

PROPERTY  TOURISM 
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AfDB AsDB EBRD IADB  

POWER  

Households, businesses or community 
facilities served with access to 
modern/improved energy (number) 
Non-renewable power output capacity 
(mw) 
Household expenditures devoted to 
energy (monthly amount) 

New households connected to 
electricity (number) 
Installed energy generation capacity 
(MW equivalent) 
Transmission lines installed or 
upgraded (km) 
Distribution lines installed or upgraded 
(km) 
District heating capacity created 
(MW)  
Combined heat and power capacity 
created (MW)  
Refinery capacity installed  
Pipeline (oil/gas) built (km)  

Fully liberalised and competitive retail 
electricity / gas market achieved 
Electricity / Gas transmission or distribution 
capacity increased 
Increased international power trade 
Signing of the power purchase agreement 
(PPA) 
Improvement in power system reliability 
Decomposition / Decommissioning of 
outdated capacity 
Increased volume of power traded on 
liberalised and competitive market 

Kilometers of electricity 
transmission and distribution lines 
installed or upgraded 

 

RENEWABLE ENERGY  

  Additional installed capacity using 
renewable energy (megawatts) 

    

CLIMATE CHANGE AND CLEAN ENERGY  

People trained in climate resilient 
agricultural practices, of which are female 
(number, percentage) 
Agriculture-related climate resilient 
interventions (number) 
Railways constructed or rehabilitated 
(km) 
Renewable power output capacity 
installed (mw) 
Surface of Forest protected, reforested or 
rehabilitated (ha) 

Greenhouse gas emission reduction 
(tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
avoided per year [tCO2-equiv/yr]) 
Electricity saved (gigawatt-hours 
equivalent) 
Greenhouse gas emission intensity 
reduction (number) 
Energy savings per year (MWh) (for 
energy efficiency projects) 

New standard in terms of environmentally 
friendly / energy efficient properties to local 
market introduced 
New ecologically friendly products / technologies 
introduced; New products / technologies 
supporting recycling process introduced 
Emission monitoring system implemented 
Adoption of / Implementation of a suitable 
energy policy / legislation 
Adoption of EITI principle (Enforcement of H&S 
regulations); Adopt legislation to develop carbon 
market 
Introduction of first of a kind: Environmental 
remediation, Gas flaring reduction 
Efficiency improvements: Decreased gas flaring 
rate; Reduced energy usage; Reduced pipeline 
leaks / oil leakages; Reduction of carbon 
emission 
Development of environmental monitoring 
system / programme / plan 
Demonstration of new financial methods: 
Carbon financing 
Adoption of / Compliance with pre-defined 
standard / plan: Environmental (EAP / ESAP /...) 
Energy legislation adopted 
Implementation of a market-based and other 
efficient support schemes for RE / energy 
efficiency 
Implementation of affordability measures 
Increase in production by renewable energy 
sources: Wind farm project, Biomass project, 
other 
Property & Tourism: Energy performance better 
than national reference energy baseline 
achieved 
Reduction in energy use / intensity 

Percentage of power generation 
capacity from low-carbon sources 
over total generation capacity funded 
by IDB 
Number of people given access to 
improved public low-carbon 
transportation systems 
National frameworks for climate 
change mitigation supported 
Climate change pilot projects in 
agriculture, energy, health, water & 
sanitation, transport and housing 
Number of projects with components 
contributing to improved 
management of terrestrial and 
marine protected areas 
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POWER 

People trained in Natural Resource 
Management (NRM). 

Power distribution: Number of 
customers that have access to power, 
with the power distributed by the 
project, annually 
Power generation (millions of 
Customers): Number of customers that 
could have access to power, with output 
generated by the project, annually 

Power distributed: Number of 
customers  
Power generated (GWh) 
Power generated from renewables 

Number of people provided with access to 
electricity under the project by household 
connections 
Generation capacity (MW) of Conventional 
Generation constructed under the project 
Transmission and distribution lines (KM) 
constructed or rehabilitated under the 
project 
Electricity losses per year in the project 
area 
Number of new community electricity 
connections under the project  
Average interruption frequency per year in 
the project area 

RENEWABLE ENERGY 

Environmental management plan formulated. Energy consumption from renewables: 
percentage of total energy consumed which 
comes from renewable sources.  Total 
energy consumption by source 

  Number of people provided with access to 
electricity under the project by household 
connections 
Number of new community electricity 
connections under the project  
Generation capacity (MW) of Renewable 
Energy constructed under the project  

CLIMATE CHANGE AND CLEAN ENERGY 
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AfDB AsDB EBRD IADB  

PRIVATE SECTOR DEVELOPMENT  

Permanent jobs created by the project 
(number) 
Rate of business success (FIRR) 
Value of the net financial flows to the 
government 
Share of female permanent employment 
(percentage) 

Beyond company or intermediary 
impact (Y/N, narrative): Private sector 
expansion and institutional impact; 
Competition; Innovation; Linkages; 
Catalytic element; Affected laws, 
frameworks, and regulations 
Direct company or intermediary 
impact (Y/N, narrative): Skills 
contribution and demonstration; 
Demonstration of new standards; 
Improved governance  

Greater competition in the project sector: 
Entry of a new player; Successful competitive 
tender awarded; Open and competitive tender 
awarded; Entry of a private operator; Entry of 
an independent supplier, generator or energy 
service provider; Expansion of a non-
dominant market player; Increased market 
share; Indirect measures of greater 
competition (Decreased supply cost, 
Improved quality of good / services, 
Increased output efficiency); Increased 
volume of power traded on liberalised and 
competitive market; Increased level of the 
competition for the concession award; Entry 
of a new player / No. of operators increased / 
Additional licences / concessions issued; No. 
of operators increased / Additional licences / 
concessions issued; Less concentrated 
market shares; Improved / Increased 
backward linkages 
Private ownership: Completed PPP tender 
awarded; Outsourcing or tendering out of 
operations or contracts to private sector 
(government level); Full or partial 
privatization, Increased market share of 
privately owned companies; Written 
expression of government commitment to 
privatize; PPP tender successfully operating 
covering (Concession, Outsourcing, 
Maintenance) 
Frameworks for markets: Elimination of cross 
subsidies; Signing of Public Service Contract; 
Cost-reflective tariffs achieved; Improved tariff 
methodology; Full / Partial cost-recovery tariffs 
achieved (fare-box ratio); Establishment of an 
independent regulator; Development and 
implementation of clear tariff methodology; 
Reform of subsidies / City to establish targeted 
income support programme to poorest 
households; Introduction of performance-based 
contracting; Development and / or 
implementation of a PPP strategy and / or 
concession legislation, Adoption of / 
Endorsement of a strategy to corporatisation 
(Unbundling of monopolist energy company, 
Commercialisation of ….); Allowing an 
independent supplier to allow a third party 
access; Prices to mark international prices; 
Transparent open tender process established; 
Unbundling of different lines of business; 
Efficiency measures (Increased cash collection 
rates, Reduced commercial and technical 
losses, Improved M&O efficiency); 
Transformation into a joint-stock company / 
corporation; Introduction / Expansion of the 
'user pays' principle; Implementation / Adoption 
/ Preparation of a legislation / policy / strategy 
for sector restructuring; Non-discriminatory / 
Equal access legislation adopted / 
implemented; Establishment of / Strengthening 
of autonomous regulator; Performance-based 
service contracts introduced; Sector financing 
reform approved; Development and / or 
implementation of a PPP strategy and / or 
concession legislation; No government 
interference with day-to-day management / 
operations; No major change to the concession 
agreement 

 

Mobilization volume by NSG financed 
projects / companies 
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PRIVATE SECTOR DEVELOPMENT 

People receiving services from IFAD-
supported projects (number) Male:female 
ratio (percentage) 
Roads constructed/rehabilitated (km) 

Demonstration Effect (Y/N): demonstration 
of replicable products and processes that 
are new to the economy 
Board Composition (#) and (%) 
Top management Composition (#) and (%) 
M/SME Reached (#): Number of SMEs that 
depend on the company for a significant (at 
least 33%) portion of their revenues or 
costs. Includes both upstream and 
downstream SMEs, as applicable. 
Linkages (Y/N) 

Demonstration Effect: demonstration of new 
replicable products and processes  
Improvement of Corporate Governance 
Upstream and downstream linkages with 
suppliers and customers 

Number of enterprises/firms directly assisted 
(number)  
Value of assistance directly received by 
enterprises/firms (US$)  
Amount of private sector R&D mobilized (US$)  
Number of days required to comply with 
business regulations (number)  
Cost to comply with business regulation and 
procedures (US$) 
Number of PPPs (number)  
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 Transfer and dispersion of skills: 
Completion of training programmes for local 
staff and/or twinning programmes; Evidence 
of management skill transfer from western 
strategic sponsor to local management staff; 
Training programme for local graduates / 
Intern programme for local students 
established 
Demonstration of new products: 
Outsourcing or tendering out of operations or 
contracts to private sector (company level); 
Introduction of first of a kind / limited carbon 
transaction; Introduction of new equipment or 
technology; Replication of ….; First of a kind 
financial instrument (Syndication, Project 
finance, other); New innovative packaging 
solutions introduced; New branded / private 
label products introduced; New higher-added 
value products introduced; Modern retail 
techniques introduced 
Demonstration of successful restructuring: 
Cost improvements; Improved financial 
performance and revenue; Commercial and 
operational success of the project; 
Implementation of restructuring or business 
development plan / programme; 
Implementation of the Creditworthiness 
Enhancement Programme; Transformation into 
a joint-stock company / corporation; Replication 
of ….; Implementation of Management 
Informational Systems; Outsourcing of / 
Tendering out of non-core activities;  
Demonstration of new financial methods: 
Replication of financing instruments with 
limited availability; First of a kind financial 
instrument, Replication of ….; Evidence of 
wider availability of financing to higher risk 
projects (i.e. start-ups, R&D, etc.) 
Setting standards for corporate governance: 
Adoption of / Compliance with pre-defined 
standard; Procurement conducted on time and 
cost; Procurement conducted transparently and 
with no major complaints from other parties; 
Adoption and implementation of best practice 
corporate governance code; Disclosure of 
service performance against targets; Disclosure 
of key financials; Improved public consultation 
procedures and reporting of outcomes; 
Appointment of independent board members or 
representatives from the private sector; Adoption 
of / Compliance with pre-defined standard 
(accounting, environmental, other); 
Implementation of Management Informational 
Systems; Increased transparency / disclosure: 
(Disclosure of service performance against 
targets, Disclosure of key financials, Improved 
public consultation procedures, Compliance with 
'Publish what you pay' principle); Corporate 
governance improvements (Appointment of 
EBRD board representative(s), Appointment of 
independent board member(s), Adoption of / 
Compliance with a Code of Conduct, Adoption of 
/ Compliance with a Code of Ethics, Compliance 
with best corporate governance practice, 
Dividend Policy agreed / approved by 
shareholders, Minority shareholders protection 
policy adopted, Establish Audit Committee of the 
Board, Establish Remuneration Committee of 
the Board) 
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Market expansion: Connection of more 
customers / Increased service area, 
Development of input suppliers (No. of local 
suppliers bidding for contracts increased, No. 
of contracts awarded to local suppliers 
increased); Integration of the economic 
activity (Opening of new markets to import / 
export, Enhancing distribution networks); ; 
Product expansion (Increased market share 
(e.g. private label brands, ….), Increased 
product quality supplied); Backward linkages 
(Improved contract terms with suppliers, 
Training and support to suppliers 
implemented, No. of suppliers receiving pre-
financing assistance, Increased productivity / 
production of suppliers); Forward linkages 
(Distribution / Store network expanded, 
Relationships with customers improved, 
Increased no. of local distributors) 

PROJECT BENEFICIARIES  

         

TRANSPORT  

Roads constructed or rehabilitated, of 
which are rural (km) 
Roads in good and fair condition as a 
share of total classified roads (percentage) 
People that can access all season public 
transportation within 2 km of their homes, 
of which are female (number, percentage) 
Average speed for goods and for 
passengers along the transport project, 
from origin to end (km/h) 
Traffic accidents and mortality along the 
transport project (number per year) 
Household expenditures devoted to 
transport (monthly amount) 
National citizens employed in the 
construction, operation and maintenance 
of the infrastructure project, of which are 
female (number per month, percentage per 
month) 

Expressways built or upgraded (km) 
National highways, provincial, district, 
and rural roads built or upgraded (km) 
Railways constructed or/and upgraded 
(km) 
Beneficiaries from road projects 
(number) 
Movement of people and goods on 
roads built or upgraded (average daily 
vehicle-km) 
Urban rail- and bus based mass transit 
systems built or upgraded (km) 
Movement of people and goods on 
railways built or upgraded (average daily 
converted ton-km) 
Increased traffic  
• vehicle movement per year;  
• passenger kilometers/year ;  
• tonne-kilometers/year  
Increased traffic for airports and ports   
• number of passengers/ containers;  
• tonnes of cargo per year  
Port – cargo handling capacity of million 
tons developed (number) 

Introduction of a new business model (e.g. low 
cost airline, integrated logistics) 
Establishment of Toll Collection 

Km of inter-urban roads built or 
maintained/upgraded 

 

REGIONAL INTEGRATION  

Cross-border roads constructed or 
rehabilitated (number, km) 
Cross-border transmission lines 
constructed or rehabilitated (number, km) 
New telecommunication networks that 
serve more than one country (number) 
Time spent to clear a truck at the border 
(minutes) 
Cross-border railways constructed or 
rehabilitated (number, km) 
Amount of road maintenance needs 
financed by the Bank (percentage) 

 
 

 Regional / International trade expanded 
Agribusiness: Regional expansion (No. of local 
suppliers increased, Increased regional diversity of 
suppliers) 
Amount of cross-border investment increased 
Telecom: Integration of the economic activity 
(Establishment of pan-regional company, No. of 
countries with new service / products) 

Number of public trade officials and 
private entrepreneurs trained in trade 
and investment 
Regional and sub-regional integration 
agreements and cooperation 
initiatives supported 
Number of cross-border and 
transnational projects supported 
Number of international trade 
transactions financed 
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PROJECT BENEFICIARIES 

      Direct project beneficiaries (number), of which 
female (percentage) 

TRANSPORT 

 Transportation: Road use/Transit (millions 
of cars equivalent) 
Transportation: Airline, Airport, Rail, Road, 
Metro Customers (M#) 

Roads built (km) and used (number of cars) Roads constructed (km) (rural, non-rural)  
Roads rehabilitated (km) (rural, non-rural) 
Roads in good and fair condition as a share of 
total classified roads (percentage) 
Share of rural population with access to an all-
season road (proportion) 
Average time from ship readiness to unload to 
final destination for an imported container, on the 
corridor(s) targeted by the project (days) 

REGIONAL INTEGRATION 
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WATER SUPPLY  

New piped household water connections 
(number) 
People with access to improved drinking 
water sources, of which are female 
(number, percentage) 
New collective bodies (committees, 
associations, groups) formed to manage 
the use of water responsibly, of which 
include women as members (number, 
percentage) 
Additional potable and non-potable (for 
irrigation) water production capacity at a 
community water point (liters) 

Water supply pipes installed or 
upgraded/length of network (km) 
New households served with water 
supply (number) 
New households already connected 
piped water supply (number) 
New households served with water 
supply (not piped) (number) 
(subindicator) 
Already connected households with 
piped water supply (number) 
(subindicator) 
 Households provided with potable water 
(number) 
Reduction in water losses (non-revenue 
water) (%) 

 Households with new or upgraded 
water supply 

 

SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT / SOCIAL WELFARE / SOCIAL POLICY  

   Individuals (all, indigenous, Afro-
descendant) receiving targeted anti-
poverty program 
Individuals (all, men, women, youth) 
benefited from programs to promote 
higher labor market productivity 
Number of households with new or 
upgraded dwellings 
Public financial systems implemented 
or upgraded (budget, treasury, 
accounting, debt, and revenues) 
Persons incorporated into civil or 
identification registry 
Municipal and other sub-national 
governments supported 
Cities benefited with citizen security 
projects 

 

SANITATION  

People with access to improved sanitation, 
of which are female (number, percentage) 
Additional or rehabilitated sewage 
treatment capacity (liters) 
New household sewer connections 
(number) 
New on-site sanitation measures 
(individual, grouped) (number) 
People educated through hygiene 
programs, of which are female (number, 
percentage) 

Wastewater treatment capacity added 
(m3/day) 
New households served with sanitation 
(number) 
Households connected to new piped 
sanitation (number) (subindicator) 
Households served with new sanitation 
(not piped) (number) (subindicator) 
Tons of wastewater properly treated 
annually (number) 

 Households with new or upgraded 
sanitary connections 
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WATER SUPPLY 

People trained in community management 
topics Male:female ratio (percentage) 
Village/community action plans prepared 

Water Distribution (millions of customers): 
Number of customers served by the client 
company annually 

Water distributed: Number of customers 
served by client company 

New piped household water connections that 
are resulting from the project intervention 
(number)  
Piped household water connections affected by 
rehabilitation works undertaken  under the 
project (number) 
People in project areas with access to 
“Improved Water Sources” (number) 
Number of other water service providers the 
project is supporting 
Improved community water points constructed 
or rehabilitated under the project (number) 
Number of water utilities the project is supporting 

SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT / SOCIAL WELFARE / SOCIAL POLICY 

 Training (#) and training outlays ($) Training(#) and training outlays ($) 
Expenditures for community: scholarships, 
education, schools, health services  

Number of men and women participating in 
consultation activities that take place as part of 
project implementation  
Percentage of men and women who are 
intended beneficiaries that are aware of project 
information and project supported investments 
Percentage of grievances registered related to 
delivery of project benefits that are actually 
addressed 
Share of community contributions in the total 
project cost 
Percentage of sub-projects or investments for 
which arrangements for community 
engagement in post-project sustainability and/or 
operations and maintenance are established 
Percentage of male and female beneficiaries that 
feel project investments reflected their needs 
Percentage of men and women in the project 
area aware of the project’s beneficiary targeting 
criteria 
Amount (USD million) of project’s recurrent 
budget targeted at conflict affected people 
Percentage of grievances registered related to 
delivery of project benefits that are actually 
addressed 
Percentage of conflict affected men and women 
to whom benefits have been delivered within the 
first year of project effectiveness 
Percentage of male and female beneficiaries 
who experience a feeling of greater security 
attributable to the project in the project areas 

SANITATION 

 Water Treatment (M m3): Number of cubic 
meters of wastewater treated annually 

 Number of people with access to "Improved 
Sanitation" under the project (urban) (rural) 
Number of new sewer connections constructed 
under the project 
Number of people trained to improve hygiene 
behavior or sanitation practices under the project  
Volume (mass) of BOD pollution loads removed 
by treatment plant outlets financed under the 
project (in tons/year) 
Number of improved latrines constructed under 
the project 
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URBAN SERVICES FOR THE POOR  

         

ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE (additional indicators tracked by the private sector arms of selected development banks)  

 Employed people increase (number)   
Contribution to government revenue 
increased ($)  
Goods and services purchased locally 
($) (relates to project cost) 
Financial Internal Rate of Return or 
Return on Invested Capital 
Economic Internal Rate of Return or 
Economic Return on Invested Capital 
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URBAN SERVICES FOR THE POOR 

     Number of people in urban areas provided with 
access to “Improved Sanitation” under the 
project 
Number of people in urban areas provided with 
access to regular solid waste collection under 
the project 
Number of people in urban areas provided with 
access to “Improved Water Sources” under the 
project 
Number of people in urban areas provided with 
access to all-season roads within a 500 meter 
range under the project 

ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE (additional indicators tracked by the private sector arms of selected development banks) 

 Direct Employment (#) 
Taxes and Other Payments ($M) 
Purchases from national Suppliers ($M) 
and (MT) 
Return on Invested Capital or Return on 
equity 
Economic Return on Invested Capital or 
Economic Return on equity 
Financial Rate of Return 
Economic Rate of Return 

Number of jobs (direct, indirect) created  
Taxes and other transfers to government 
Purchases from local suppliers  
Return on Invested Capital or Return on 
equity 
Economic Return on Invested Capital or 
Economic Return on equity 
Financial Rate of Return 
Economic Rate of Return 
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