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Introduction 

Global context. MDBs have been key partners 
in the global development community in the 
quest to strengthen development cooperation 
and manage and deliver aid resources effectively.   
Following the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid 
Effectiveness (HLF-4), which took place in Busan, 
Republic of Korea in November/December 2011, 
the MDBs maintain a strong commitment to 
MfDR anchored in the realities of an evolving and 
rapidly changing development landscape.

Role of the MDB WG-MfDR.  As a management 
approach, MfDR centers on achieving 
development results – moving the focus from 
inputs to outcomes, and from anecdotal to 
evidence-based decision-making. The MDB 
WG-MfDR was established in 2003 by the heads 
of the AfDB, AsDB, EBRD, IADB and the WBG so 
that members can learn from each other, increase 
publicly available information about members’ 
MfDR performance, and provide a single source 
of information for the assessment of MDBs. Its 
membership expanded over the years and now 
includes the AfDB, AsDB, EBRD, IADB, IFAD, IsDB, 
and the WBG (World Bank and IFC). The MDB 
WG-MfDR has focused its efforts on developing 
and strengthening corporate results monitoring 
systems including: results frameworks and 
scorecards; measuring contributions to results 
through standard indicators; communicating 
quantitative and qualitative information on 
results; and supporting client country MfDR 
capacity.

Role of the COMPAS. The COMPAS provides 
standardized information across the MDBs on the 
status of MfDR using a set of common indicators 
that highlight the key areas of progress, as well 
as those that require further improvement for 
each MDB. The COMPAS serves as a tool for 
tracking the progress achieved and challenges 
faced by each MDB over time. Given the different 
business models of each MDB, the COMPAS is not 
intended for making direct comparisons. Most 
importantly, the COMPAS and the related MDB 
WG-MfDR activities provide an opportunity for 
learning within and among MDBs, which is where 

the MDBs see the highest value-added of the 
COMPAS process, as they strive to improve their 
own performance towards development results.  
The COMPAS process also offers the opportunity 
to share experience and practice of the MDBs with 
other stakeholders (e.g. bilateral development 
partners and client countries). 

The MDBs jointly developed the COMPAS in 2005, 
and continuously improved its methodology 
and approach in the succeeding years, including 
incorporating indicators on private sector 
development operations in 2007. In 2009, 
major COMPAS changes included: (a) indicator 
categories were streamlined from 8 to 4 and 
number of indicators were reduced, focusing 
only on those that are more relevant to the 
objectives of MfDR; (b) based on the progress of 
work made on MfDR and new thinking on results 
management among MDBs, information on the 
use of standardized indicators by MDBs was 
provided (see Appendix III); and (c) private sector 
development indicators were integrated with the 
rest of the report.  Overall, the total number of 
indicators was reduced from 49 to 24. In 2010, a 
fourth appendix was added, to show the progress 
made on corporate results monitoring systems. 
The 2011 COMPAS maintains the same structure 
as the previous year.

Structure of the 2011 COMPAS. Following 
this introduction, Section 1 summarizes recent 
progress by the MDBs on strengthening the 
measurement and reporting on results, Section 
2 provides MfDR highlights from each MDB, 
and Section 3 presents the COMPAS Matrix of 
Indicators with data for each MDB. The four 
measured categories in the 2011 COMPAS 
are: (a) country strategies and use of country 
systems, (b) MfDR through the project cycle, (c) 
corporate results reporting, and (d) private sector 
development and operations. Each category 
includes a number of indicators to track progress. 
The full list of indicators can be found at the 
beginning of the Matrix of Indicators section.  
For each indicator, data are presented by the 
MDBs in alphabetical order. 
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In 2011 and early 2012, the MDBs moved beyond 
introducing and rolling out corporate results 
monitoring systems; now, most institutions anchor 
these systems into their strategic decision-making 
approaches. This progress is starting to have an 
impact on changing organizational cultures from 
a focus on inputs to a focus on outcomes. The 
MDBs are continuously learning from each other, 
strengthening their focus on the MfDR principles 
of greater transparency and accountability.  As 
a group, the MDBs are considered to be at 
the forefront of the results agenda within the 
development community and have contributed 
to achieving development results at the global, 
corporate, and country levels, and with the private 
sector.

MDB Contribution at the Global Level 

At the global level, the MDBs have contributed to 
furthering the results agenda in 2011 and 2012.  
Three Communities of Practice on MfDR facilited by 
the WB, AsDB, and IADB – in Africa, Asia-Pacific, and 
Latin America and the Caribbean 
(CoPs-MfDR) were able to jointly 
formulate the Seoul Statement on 
Results and provide key inputs to 
the HLF-4 and the Busan Outcome 
Document (Busan Partnership 
for Effective Development 
Co-Operation).

MfDR is a key component of the 
Busan Outcome Document.  ‘Focus 
on results’ is one of the five shared 
principles to achieve common 
goals, and the other principle 
(transparency and accountability) 
is also considered to be critical to 
delivering results.  Post-Busan, in 
light of the growing importance 
of the results agenda, the global 
monitoring framework (to be 
completed by end-2012) will 
include an indicator on results.  In 
addition, the MDBs and CoPs will 
be working with the Building Block 

on Results and Accountability to ensure that these 
initiatives are strongly linked. 

MDB Contribution at the Country Level

The MDBs support aspects of country programs 
in line with country demand, priorities identified 
by their national development strategies, and in 
coordination with other development partners. MDB 
business models are country and client driven. The 
MDBs provide various types of support including 
financing, analytical and advisory work, and capacity 
development, quite often in partnership with a 
variety of stakeholders such as civil society, the 
private sector, and other development partners. In 
turn, this support helps countries develop their own 
capacity to manage development initiatives and 
achieve sustainable results.  Recognizing the private 
sector’s critical role in development, the MDBs 
foster private sector development by providing 
capital, knowledge, and partnerships; managing 
risks; catalyzing the participation of others; and 
supporting entrepreneurial initiatives (Box 1). 

1  Managing for Development Results

1.  MDB Support to Countries

Box 1: Achieving Development Results - An illustrative Framework

 2.  MDB Support to Private Sector
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In recent years, the MDBs have become more 
involved in strengthening institutions and public 
services, and have provided capacity building 
support to both the public and private sector. 
Support to country capacity in MfDR is provided 
both through regular MDB engagements with the 
partner countries such as lending and technical 
assistance, as well as through specific, often multi-
country, initiatives. 

Effective country systems and institutions are 
fundamental for MfDR. The MDBs continue 
to support capacity development and the 
performance of country systems in areas such as 
national development planning, public financial 
management, public procurement, social and 
environmental assessment, statistics capacity, 
and monitoring and evaluation.  They have 
assisted government institutions in developing 
more systematic results-based monitoring of 
poverty reduction and of broader socio-economic 
development. In a growing number of countries, 
targeted assistance by the MDBs has resulted in 
formal adoption by government of MfDR as a public 
sector management practice, in which ministries are 
required to submit a results framework as the basis 
for budget allocation.

The MDBs have supported mechanisms for partner 
countries to share good MfDR practices and improve 
their own results management through regional 
CoPs on MfDR. The AsDB, IADB, AfDB and WB have 
respectively supported, the CoPs for countries in 
the Asia-Pacific, Latin America and Caribbean, and 
Africa regions. In 2011, the WB and the AfDB worked 
together to ensure that the African Community 
of Practice (AfCoP) would receive US$ 13.9 
million in funding from the AfDB and in 2012 the 
administration of the AfCoP was transferred from 
the WB to the AfDB. The CoPs provide platforms 
for results practitioners from planning, budgeting, 
monitoring and evaluation units to build MfDR 
capacity through the exchange of development 
results solutions.

Various multi-country initiatives have also been 
launched to build MfDR and statistical capacities 

in countries’ public sectors. The AsDB is assisting 
countries to increase their understanding and use of 
MfDR through its framework for results-based public 
sector management.  A flagship IADB initiative is 
the Program to Implement the External Pillar of 
the Medium-Term Action Plan for Development 
Effectiveness (PRODEV), which finances technical 
assistance and training to government officials for 
MfDR in the region.  In addition, the WB supports 
the Managing for Development Results Capacity 
Scan (CAP-Scan) which is focused on improving 
country MfDR capacity. The WB has been supporting 
the statistical capacity development efforts of its 
member countries through its Statistical Capacity 
Building Program (Stat-Cap). The IsDB is also 
supporting statiscal capacity building and has 
enhanced its support for capacity development 
in member countries through South-South 
cooperation initiatives. 

MDB Contribution at the Corporate Level

Through discussions in the MDB WG-MfDR fora, 
the MDBs are converging on common approaches 
to results measurement and monitoring. Most 
MDBs have adopted a corporate results monitoring 
system, adjusted to the needs of each institution, 
according to their mandates and operational 
challenges.  As illustrated in Figure 1, this framework 
captures contributions to development outcomes 
and tracks operational and organizational 
effectiveness, and includes: Level I) high-level global 
or regional development progress (setting the 
context for remaining development challenges);  
Level II) MDB contributions to development results 
through their support to country development 
programs; Level III) MDB operational effectiveness 
and results orientation as a building block for 
achieving better results; and Level IV) MDB 
organizational effectiveness. 

After establishing these corporate frameworks, 
the MDBs are moving to fully integrating a results 
focus into their institutional structure. For example, 
the AsDB, IFC, and IsDB have cascaded their 
results frameworks down to departmental, team 
and individual levels, creating incentives for their 
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respective staff to fulfill the mandates of each 
organization. In addition, the WB is in the process of 
aligning memoranda of understanding at the vice-
president and department levels to its Corporate 
Scorecard. 

For MDBs working with the private sector, there 
are variations to this model (Appendix IV) with 
differences reflecting their respective foci.  For 
example, the EBRD’s Results Framework, while 
sharing similar dimensions with other MDBs, reflects 
the EBRD’s unique ‘transition’ mandate. Thus, 
Level I represents the achievements in relation to 
the main challenge and aspiration for the region 
– the countries’ progress with transition towards a 
market economy and Level II tracks EBRD’s project 
contribution to progress in transition. The MDBs 
have also focused on corporate scorecards and 
incentives for their private sector-oriented activities. 
They have introduced corporate scorecards with 
specific targets in the areas of development/
transition impact as measured by the respective 
development results tracking systems (for example 
IFC’s Development Outcome Tracking System 
(DOTS), EBRD’s Transition Impact Monitoring 
System (TIMS) or IIC’s Development Impact and 
Additionality Scoring (DIAS)) in addition to more 
traditional metrics such as financial sustainability. 

Measuring MDB Contributions to Results. The 
MDBs have developed new tools for data collection, 
aggregation, and sharing.  A significant step has 
been the adoption of a select set of results indicators 

that are standardized across projects and which 
can be aggregated at the sector or corporate level. 
These indicators vary across the MDBs given the 
differences in the business models of the MDBs and 
the demands of their country partners. 

The AfDB, AsDB, IADB, IFAD, IIC and WBG have 
adopted standardized indicators for several sectors 
(see Appendix III), and are currently broadening 
their use to cover more sectors, while the IsDB 
is in the process of developing them. The EBRD 
has developed a set of “harmonized” sector 
indicators, although most of them are qualitative. 
These indicators are used to monitor results from 
closed operations; at the WBG and the IADB, these 
standardized indicators are used to monitor results 
from active as well as closed operations.

Reporting and Communicating on Results. 
The MDBs are implementing innovative ways to 
better capture and communicate results at the 
corporate level and to complement their progress 
in strengthening corporate-level results frameworks 
and standardized results indicators.  The AfDB, AsDB, 
IADB (including IIC), IFAD, and the WBG currently 
all publish reports on results. For example the 
AfDB, AsDB, and WBG publish results briefs, which 
capture MDB contributions to country, project and 
sector level development outcomes by illustrating 
results data alongside qualitative impact stories. 
Since 2007, IFAD has published the Report on 
IFAD’s Development Effectiveness, which provides a 
synthesis of IFAD’s development and organizational 
performance and reflects on the organisation’s 
successes and challenges in reducing rural poverty. 
Some MDBs are exploring the use of technology for 
communicating results. For example, the WB and 
IADB are currently engaged in geomapping, which 
maps project activity and results. In April 2012, the 
WB launched an interactive, Web-based electronic 
Corporate Scorecard, giving online access to the 
WB’s shareholders and stakeholders. Several MDBs 
are focusing on transparency and are making more 
of their data available to the public, such as the 
AfDB’s focus on transparency, the WB’s Open Data/
Access to Information Policy, and IFC’s new Access 
to Information Policy. 

Figure 1: MDB Illustrative Four Level Results Framework
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Collective Progress and Way Forward

The 2011 COMPAS shows that the MDBs continue 
to make significant progress on the results agenda, 
including the institutionalizing of results-based 
approaches. In 2012, the MDBs are continuing to 
foster a results culture within their organizations. 

For instance, in 2012, the AfDB will roll out new 
Results Reporting Systems to enhance the capture 
of results data, while simplifying the generation 
of reports for project managers. As current 
performance targets are set to expire in 2012, 
the AsDB is carrying out a review of their existing 
results framework, and an updated system will 
be put in place in 2013. The EBRD is undertaking 
a thorough review of its results framework and 
is examining how the organization can enhance 
its results management mechanisms. The IADB 
is currently carrying out further work on fitting 
technical assistance projects under the umbrella of 
the results-based approach and is working toward 
increasing the number of projects that credibly 
demonstrate satisfactory results at completion 
with the introduction of the Expanded Progress 
Monitoring Report (XPMR). IFAD is placing strategic 
importance on developing knowledge products 

more systematically and making them available to 
a wider audience. IFAD is also enhancing its role 
in facilitating South-South cooperation, including 
by drawing lessons from successful experiences of 
middle income countries that may be applied to 
low income countries. The IsDB is also focusing on 
country capacity by undertaking activities aimed 
at strengthening management capacities of the 
executing agencies at country level.  The WBG 
is continuing to emphasize the focus on results 
through a range of initiatives launched in 2012 
such as the Program-for-Results financing and the 
introduction of Core Sector Indicators in seventeen 
sectors/themes. 

Going forward, certain challenges remain, such 
as: further aligning institutions with Corporate 
Scorecards and integrating public and private 
sector results frameworks; establishing metrics for 
analytic and knowledge work;  use of results, data, 
and evidence for decision-making; and improved 
country statistical capacity. In a rapidly changing 
global context, MDB effectiveness and results focus 
is of paramount importance and the COMPAS serves 
as one measure of their continued and strong 
commitment to MfDR.
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the Bank’s aggregate outputs in areas such as 
infrastructure development and support to social 
sectors, agriculture and the private sector. Level 3 
uses 20 indicators to measure the quality of the Bank’s 
operations and its compliance with international 
aid effectiveness standards (including the Paris 
Declaration on Aid Effectiveness).  Finally, Level 4 
uses 11 indicators to assess the Bank’s efficiency as 
an organisation, including human resources and 
business processes. 

Africa has made significant development progress 
since 2005. The continent has achieved growth rates 
above 6 per cent for most of the past decade, making 
Africa the third-fastest growing region in the world. 
In 2011 AfDB worked successfully in improving the 
business environment in Africa by helping reduce the 
time and cost of starting a business, strengthen the 
financial sector, and creating legal frameworks for 
public-private partnerships. For example the average 
cost of starting a business in Africa fell dramatically 
from US$ 217 in 2006 to US$ 77 in 2011, while the 
average time for business start-up declined from 58 
to 35 days. In 2011, 36 out of 48 sub-Saharan African 
countries improved their business regulations. The 
Bank focused its effort in supporting economic 
diversification and sustained growth. The case of 
Uganda is a prime example. In the 1980s, Uganda’s 
exports consisted almost exclusively —96 per cent— 
of coffee. By 2000, it had diversified into tobacco, 
cotton, sesame, flowers and frozen fish. Today, it has 
added more diverse and higher value production to 
its exports, such as cement, transistors, soap, beer, 
bulldozers and footwear. While coffee is still the 
largest single export, its share is down to 18 per cent. 
This has made the economy more resilient to external 
shocks, including global economic crises, unfavorable 
weather and commodity-price fluctuations. GDP 
growth has increased steadily from an average of 
6.5 per cent in the 1990s to over 7 per cent in the 
past decade. As a consequence, since 1990 poverty 
has been more than halved to below 25 per cent. 
The pace of economic growth is creating economic 
opportunities and lifting millions of Africans out of 
poverty. However, the benefits of growth have not 
always been evenly spread, and income disparities 
have been rising. 

African Development Bank

The African Development Bank Group (the Bank 
or AfDB) measures success not by the amount of 
money it spends or by the number of projects it 
funds, but by the lasting changes it brings to the 
lives of people in Africa. Measuring these changes is 
a complex undertaking. To better capture the Bank’s 
contribution to Africa’s development across its many 
dimensions, in 2011 the Bank launched a new Annual 
Development Effectiveness Review (ADER), a tool 
aimed at assessing what AfDB is achieving and where 
it can do more to improve results for Africa’s poorest. 
In June 2012, AfDB published its second ADER with a 
special focus on inclusive growth.  By assembling the 
evidence on its strengths and weaknesses, the 2012 
ADER helps the Bank determine how it can better 
meet its goals of improving the lives and livelihoods 
of Africans. 

Like other multilateral development banks (MDBs), 
the Bank uses a standard set of performance 
indicators that are assembled in a Results 
Measurement Framework (RMF). These indicators 
allow it to track progress against baselines, and 
assess whether it is on track to meet its own targets. 
The RMF has four levels. Level 1 measures Africa’s 
overall development progress, using 26 indicators 
of economic activity (e.g., economic growth), public 
services (e.g., access to clean water and electricity), 
the quality of governance (e.g., transparency) and 
human development (e.g., child mortality and 
gender equality). Level 2 measures how the Bank’s 
operations have contributed to development results 
in its regional member countries (RMCs). It presents 

2  MfDR Highlights by MDB
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and for which the report was actually finalized 
remained above 90 per cent in 2011, up from an 
average of less than 50 per cent in previous years.

AfDB is a large and complex structure with 
1,900 staff located across the continent. As an 
organization, AfDB manages itself effectively but 
needs to improve human resource management. 
The Bank is also moving forward with 
decentralisation, devolving staff and responsibilities 
to field offices and enabling AfDB to form stronger 
partnerships with regional member countries. In 
2011, field presence was expanded to four fragile 
states (Burundi, Liberia, Togo and the Central African 
Republic) and new Regional Resource Centres were 
established in Nairobi and Pretoria. 

In 2011, AfDB also endorsed the International 
Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI), which sets 
standards on the publication of aid data to make 
it more accessible and comprehensible to the 
public. Recognizing AfDB’s efforts and progress 
in openly reporting on its results and operational 
performance, the Publish What You Fund 
organization ranked AfDB among the TOP 10 donors 
on the 2012 Aid Transparency Index.

AfDB is constantly improving its focus on 
development results. The results data presented in 
the 2012 ADER reflect indeed improvements in a 
whole series of underlying systems and processes 
designed to increase results orientation.  AfDB is 
currently working to embed results management 
more deeply into the culture of the organization. 

In 2011, the Bank invested approximately US$ 9.24 
billion in Africa’s development and provided a 
wide range of knowledge products and technical 
advice. AfDB has focused its activities in areas that 
are most likely to be developmentally effective 
and bring about the greatest social and economic 
transformations. For example investments in water 
management and energy have made a direct 
contribution to reducing exclusion of the rural poor. 
More than 6.6 million people benefited from AfDB’s 
support for power generation and new electricity 
connections. The Rural Electrification Project in 
Guinea delivers connections to 60,000 households, 
increasing the country’s rural electrification rate 
from 3 per cent in 2009 to 15 per cent by 2015 while 
also reducing the pollution caused by household 
diesel generators. Overall the 2012 ADER shows that 
93 per cent of AfDB’s operations fully achieved their 
development objectives, well exceeding the target 
for 2012.

AfDB’s portfolio consisted of 769 operations with a 
combined value of approximately US$ 33.9 billion. 
The Bank has made real progress in improving 
its portfolio management, with 68 per cent of 
indicators measuring the quality of its operations 
and compliance with international aid effectiveness 
standards, on track to achieve or surpass their 
targets for 2012.  

A number of management tools have been put 
in place to improve the performance of Bank’s 
portfolio. New “Quality-at-entry” procedures 
have been introduced to ensure that projects 
are technically sound and designed to maximize 
development impact. Project Appraisal Reports 
are increasingly well prepared, leading to fewer 
problems with implementation; the level of 
supervision of operations has improved, while 
the level of problem projects declining to below 5 
percent. 

Knowledge management is also improving over 
time, with the quality and timeliness of Project 
Completion Reports reaching their targets. 
The percentage of projects for which a Project 
Completion Report was scheduled to be completed 

 

Figure 2: AfDB: Percentage of projects for which a PCR  
was scheduled to be completed and for which a PCR was 
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Asian Development Bank

The Asian Development Bank (AsDB) continued to 
make operational and organizational improvements 
in 2011, indicating that efforts to strengthen its 
development effectiveness in Asia and the Pacific 
are working. In 2012, the AsDB published its fifth 
annual corporate performance report, the 2011 
Development Effectiveness Review. The review 
confirmed that the AsDB met most of its key 
performance targets in 2011—it made significant 
progress in promoting gender equity in projects; 
mobilizing more cofinancing to expand its impact; 
and improving the performance of ongoing 
sovereign projects. The review also showed that 
project outputs due for delivery between 2009 and 
2012 remained on track for the AsDB operations 
as a whole. The AsDB delivered more successful 
sovereign operations and technical assistance 
projects, although their success rates as well as 
project outcome achievement remained below 
targets. In response to this finding, the AsDB 
now implements initiatives to strengthen project 
implementation and outcomes. The AsDB has also 
continued its strong support for environmental 
sustainability, private sector development, and 
regional cooperation and integration. 

With current performance targets set to expire in 
2012, a review of the existing results framework is 
now being carried out, and a refined and updated 
system will be put in place in 2013.

In 2011, the AsDB published eight Development 
Effectiveness Briefs, which showcase its 
contributions to country development outcomes 

While systems to monitor and report on results are 
in place, it is essential to use this information as a 
management tool. 

The Bank is also working to foster a results culture 
at the country level. A strong results focus at 
country level is indeed essential to the effective 
management of Bank’s operations.  For example 
AfDB is supporting AfCoP in further mainstreaming 
results into the policies and strategies of RMCs and 
the regional economic communities. The Bank 
helped AfCoP to set up national chapters in eight 
African countries to instil a results culture at country 
level by promoting political leadership for results, 
strengthening national capacities and systems, and 
engaging non-state actors to hold governments 
accountable for results.

In the coming period, AfDB will further strengthen 
and simplify processes to mainstream results as 
a management tool.  A series of “Development 
Effectiveness Reviews” with more detailed reviews 
of performance in particular thematic areas and 
countries has been introduced in 2012. First reviews 
issued will be on Fragile States, Regional Integration 
and Governance, as well as a pilot country review on 
Rwanda.The new Results Reporting System will be 
rolled out as well to enhance the capture of results 
data, while simplifying the generation of reports for 
project managers. 

The current Results Measurement Framework will 
come to a close at the end of 2012, as the Bank’s 
Medium Term Strategy. AfDB is already working to 
prepare a 10-year Long Term Strategy (LTS) that 
will cover the period from 2013 to 2022. The Bank 
will also undertake the review of its RMF to better 
reflect the LTS which sets out the new strategic and 
operational priorities.  In developing its new RMF, 
to be ready in 2013, the Bank will work closely with 
other MDBs to ensure that the new RMF will be 
built on lessons from its own experience, as well as 
experience from other institutions.
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using the corporate results framework indicators. 
AsDB has so far published 27 of such briefs.

The AsDB continues to implement results-based 
planning and monitoring of country operations. It 
has implemented its new guidelines on country and 
sector results frameworks, which have been widely 
used by staff to improve the results orientation of 
country partnership strategies (CPS) and portfolio 
monitoring. As a result, all CPSs approved in 2011 
contained sound results frameworks with clear 
indicators that track progress in achieving country 
and sector development outcomes. The AsDB has 
started to incorporate discussions of sector results, 
using indicators from CPS results frameworks, during 
country portfolio reviews. This will help in assessing 
better AsDB’s contribution to country outcomes, 
and improve decision-making on future operations. 

The AsDB assists its partner countries to develop 
their capacity to manage for development results 
by (i) supporting the Asia-Pacific Community of 
Practice on Managing for Development Results 
(APCoP); (ii) promoting the results-based public 
sector management framework as a diagnostic tool 
for the country’s public sector, and (iii) supporting 
APCoP members to better focus their initiatives 
around country systems. For example, the APCoP 
helped develop results-based monitoring and 
evaluation framework for rural development 
ministries in Cambodia, and results-based transport 
plan for Bhutan.  The APCoP also facilitated South-
South dialogue and knowledge exchange within the 
region and inter-region. The APCoP spearheaded 
the interregional conference on MfDR in Seoul along 
with the Africa and Latin America CoPs in September 
2011. The conference produced the landmark Seoul 
Statement on Results, as a unified partner country 
voice on delivering development results for the 
Fourth High Level Forum (HLF4) on Aid Effectiveness 
in Busan. Training and seminars on planning and 
budgeting, and transport were conducted in its 
centers of excellence in Shanghai and Singapore, 
informing countries on results- based approaches in 
these areas.  

European Bank for Reconstruction and  

Development 

The EBRD’s activities in all countries of operations 
are defined and driven by its mandate which is 
rather unique among the MDBs. According to 
Article 1 of the Establishing Agreement, “the 
purpose of the Bank shall be to foster the transition 
towards open market economies and to promote 
private and entrepreneurial initiatives […]”. The 
so-called “transition impact” represents the likely 
effects of a project on a project, sector or country, 
which contribute to their transformation from 
central planning to well-functioning market-
based structures. Therefore, the EBRD’s focus is on 
capturing systemic change in the countries and 
sectors in which it works. This represents the main 
goal of the EBRD as an international organization, 
which is achieved through complex activities 
including investment, technical cooperation, and 
policy dialogue initiatives with national authorities. 

Figure 3: AsDB: Percentage of projects that were unsatisfac-
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The achievement of the targeted results (which 
are defined by the relevant sector and country 
strategies) is assessed on a project, sector and 
country level by the set of existing tools and 
instruments. At the EBRD, each investment project is 
assessed ex- ante for its potential transition impact, 
measured against the transition challenges faced 
by the country and sector. Good ex-ante quality of 
the newly signed investments is ensured through 
the dedicated measure in the EBRD’s scorecard 
formulated in 2011. The results in 2011 show 
substantial transition impact potential of the new 
operations signed by the EBRD, similar to previous 
years. 

The achievement of transition objectives is tracked 
by the set of benchmarks pre-defined for each 
sector.  All projects are regularly monitored against 
established targets to ensure that the envisaged 
potential is ultimately achieved. Although transition 
impact is defined and priorities set at country and 
sector level, country and sector strategies don’t have 
specified transition impact targets.  Throughout 
2011, the performance of the EBRD’s portfolio from 
transition perspective has been good and within 
institutional targets established in the scorecard. In 
addition, effective scrutiny and control is exercised 
through internal authorization processes, backed 
by independent assessment carried out by the 
Evaluation Department. The share of project 
completion reports (PCRs) evaluation with ratings 
of “satisfactory and better” in recent years have 
consistently been high, maintaining 100 per cent 
since 2008 (Figure 4).

 

As countries make progress, periodic updates are 
made to the country-level transition challenges, thus 
improving the context in which new projects and 
results achieved are assessed. 

The EBRD focus on MfDR encompasses new strategic 
priorities that focus on building stable financial 
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. 

To reflect the ever increasing importance of the 
institutional results agenda, the EBRD is undertaking 
a thorough review of its results framework and the 
way the organization can enhance the effective 
results management mechanisms. A number 
of task forces have been created to review the 
existing results framework. The reshaping of the 
EBRD’s Evaluation Policy and introduction of 
more refined donor reporting are also part of this 
complex exercise. The results of this internal review 
of the EBRD’s managing for results system will be 
discussed in the next COMPAS report. 

Inter-American Development Bank Group

In 2011, the IADB published the 2011 Development 
Effectiveness Overview, its third annual corporate 
report on the effectiveness of the IADB’s work in 
Latin America and the Caribbean. It serves the 
dual purpose of establishing accountability for 

Figure 4: EBRD: Percentage of PCRs evaluated during the 
previous year as “satisfactory and better” quality 
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effort resulted in significant improvements during 
project preparation. As a result, over 86 percent of 
SG operations were highly evaluable. Furthermore, 
evaluability levels improved across the board, both 
in terms of sectors, countries, and its dimensions. 
The share of projects with rigorous evaluation plans 
remained at around 30% in 2011, among the highest 
level of all MDBs.

The implementation of the IADB’s portfolio is 
monitored through the Project Monitoring Report 
(PMR) system. In 2011, 93 percent of projects had 
the required information for an output-based 
monitoring through the PMR. In addition to external 
evaluations, self-evaluation at project completion is 
done through the Project Completion Report (PCR), 
which was completed by 92 percent of the projects 
that required such report (Figure 5). The PCR is 
currently under review by the Office of Evaluation 
and Oversight OVE. The new completion report 
will incorporate the main elements from the IADB’s 
Development Effectiveness Framework (DEF) and 
will be implemented during 2012.

IADB’s contribution to Latin America and Caribbean 
in MfDR extends to supporting its borrowing 
member countries strengthen their capabilities 
for managing for results through the Program 
to Implement the External Pillar of the Medium-
Term Action Plan for Development Effectiveness  
(PRODEV).  PRODEV channels non-reimbursable 
resources from the IADB’s ordinary capital and 
donors for financing diagnostic work,  capacity-

the effectiveness of the IADB’s work during the 
year, and describing how the IADB is learning what 
works best to solve the Region’s development 
challenges through innovative project and 
evaluation designs. Since 2008, with the approval 
of the Development Effectiveness Framework, 
the IADB has set up systems and processes in 
order to organize its work around the principles 
of development effectiveness, with a special 
emphasis in measuring its performance and 
on assuring that its development products are 
evaluable. These efforts were a core element of the 
Better Bank Agenda, and were revamped with the 
principles approved in the Ninth General Increase 
in the Resources (IDB-9) in 2011.

IDB-9 commits that all projects meet minimum 
evaluability standards at approval in order to 
guarantee that results will be adequately measured 
and accounted for at completion. With IDB-9 the 
IADB distinguishes itself as the only MDB to require 
a minimum evaluability at entry of all products. The 
IDB-9 also defines the IADB’s Results Framework 
to monitor, through quantitative and qualitative 
measures, the progress on reaching the expected 
results agreed upon by the Bank’s Governors. IDB-9 
defined lending targets, regional development goals 
and outputs to contribute to the Bank’s goals.

IADB’s sustained efforts to enhance development 
effectiveness have paid off: in 2011, nine Results-
based Country Strategies were approved and, as a 
result of the joint work of the Bank and government 
partners in the Region, all of them received 
satisfactory scores on their Results Matrices. Also, 
26 annual country programming documents were 
approved, all of them aligned to their corresponding 
Country Strategies.

In 2011 the processes and instruments to assess 
project-level evaluability were enhanced, and 
the result was in full compliance with the IDB-9’s 
requirement that all projects (sovereign guaranteed 
and non-SG) should pass the evaluability threshold. 
The process to achieve and validate evaluability 
was revamped and all project teams received 
feedback early in the project preparation cycle. This 

Figure 5: IADB: Percentage of projects for which a “Project 
Completion Report” (PCR) was completed as scheduled
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which measures a project’s development outcome 
and assesses investment outcomes, work quality 
and additionality.

In 2011, the IDB Office of Evaluation and Oversight 
evaluated a total of 27 projects, including nine 
corporate operations and 18 with financial 
intermediaries, all of which had reached maturity 
in 2010. OVE concluded that 81 percent of projects 
rated by the IIC achieved high development 
outcomes. 

The IIC is constantly striving to improve the DIAS 
system used to estimate each project’s potential 
development impact at the time of its origination 
and throughout its life.  In 2011, the IIC added an 
important new indicator for measuring climate 
change mitigation or adaptation.  This new 
indicator allows the IIC to assign extra points to 
the development impact of projects achieving 
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions or helping 
companies adapt to climate change.  It also enables 
the IIC to better monitor its growing portfolio of 
clean energy projects.  

In view of the growing number of IIC corporate 
customers with operations in different countries, 
the IIC decided to add a new country diversification 
indicator.  Moreover, with the IIC beginning to 
offer different levels of assistance with regard to 
corporate governance and environmental and social 
issues, particularly through its technical assistance 
programs, the DIAS system was modified to reflect 
the expected or actual level of improvement as 
a result of the IIC’s involvement in the project.  
Previously, the scoring system only reflected 
whether or not a potential improvement was 
expected, but not the level of improvement.

In 2011, IIC has produced its third Annual Report 
fully integrating development results reporting. 

Looking forward, the IADB is carrying out further 
work on fitting technical assistance projects under 
the umbrella of the results-based approach and is 
working toward increasing the number of projects 
that credibly demonstrate satisfactory results at 
completion with the introduction of the Expanded 

building technical assistance programs and training 
in the areas of strategic planning, budgeting, 
financial management and procurement, program 
and project management, and monitoring and 
evaluation, all focused on modern practices of 
management for development results. To date, 
PRODEV has financed comprehensive diagnostics 
in 25 out of the IADB´s 26 borrowing member 
countries, and is in the process of updating the 
results in 2012 to measure regional progress. Since 
its creation, PRODEV has channeled over US$ 60 
million in technical assistance at the national, 
sub-national, and sector levels.   Examples of 
capacity building supported by PRODEV include: (i) 
strengthening Chile´s Management Improvement 
Program, a key pillar of its results-based 
management framework, through institutional 
strengthening and support for ISO 9001 certification 
of public services; (ii) supporting Mexico´s 
development of results-based budgeting through 
the deployment of a monitoring and evaluation 
system for government programs, an overhaul of 
the budget process, and a major dissemination 
and training program; and (iii) promoting the 
alignment of the government of Nicaragua´s Human 
Development Plan with the strategic planning and 
budgeting processes of ministries and decentralized 
agencies. For the following years, PRODEV will 
increasingly focus its support on sub-national 
governments and specific sectors (such as health, 
education, or infrastructure) where important 
institutional challenges remain. Regarding training, 
PRODEV regularly funds several events either 
directly (such as an annual virtual training program 
for subnational governments) or through its support 
to the Latin American and Caribbean Community of 
Practice on MfDR (CoP-LAC MfDR).

In parallel, the Inter-American Investment 
Corporation (IIC) uses two tools to track the 
development results of its operations: (1) the 
Development Impact and Additionality Scoring 
(DIAS) system, introduced in 2008, which estimates 
the potential development impact at the outset and 
throughout the life of a project; (2) the Expanded 
Annual Supervision Report (XASR), in use since 2001, 
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Progress Monitoring Report (XPMR), completing 
the array of DEF instruments. Additionally, lessons 
learned on effectiveness will be fed back into better 
loan and technical assistance to the region and 
IADB will broaden the scope of results reporting as 
additional data become available.

International Fund for Agricultural  

Development 

The IFAD’s goal is to empower poor rural women 
and men in developing countries to achieve higher 
incomes and improved food security. The IFAD has 
adopted a MfDR approach to focus the organization 
on achieving and measuring development results. 
The approach is underpinned by (a) clearly defining 
and stating IFAD strategic objectives in the Strategic 
Framework; (b) focusing all systems, processes and 
resources (human and financial) 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. 

Since 2007, IFAD has published the Report on 
IFAD’s Development Effectiveness, which provides a 
synthesis of IFAD’s development and organizational 
performance and reflects on the organization’s 
successes and challenges in reducing rural poverty.
The IFAD Results Measurement Framework 
indicators provide targets and measure the 

internal management results tracked and handled 
in the IFAD results-based management system, 
encompassing program development, project design 
and project implementation support. Overall, IFAD 
performance relative to the quality of both country 
strategy and project design (i.e., project quality at 
entry) is improving from already-high levels. Some 
targets for 2012 have already been surpassed and 
others are on track to be achieved in 2012.

A key objective has been to increase direct IFAD 
supervision of projects. In 2011, IFAD directly 
supervised 93 per cent of the projects it supported 
– up from 18 per cent in mid-2007. The impact of 
the shift to direct supervision is already evident in 
the improved project results. Projects completed 
during the recent three-year period (2009-2011) 
show remarkable improvements over 2006-2008 
in key performance areas such as relevance, rural 
poverty impact, sustainability, innovation and 
gender. Improvement can also be noted in terms 
of the effectiveness of projects in achieving their 
development objectives. Performance has improved 
as well, albeit moderately, in enhancing the 
economic efficiency of the projects. Similarly, while 
sustainability of performance is close to the target 
for 2012, it shows significant year-to-year variation. 

A key IFAD priority is to strengthen management 
capabilities within its countries of operation, and 
enhance its role as a knowledge broker among 
countries. The IFAD’s strategy is to develop 
knowledge products more systematically and to 
make them available to a wider audience. It will 
also enhance its role in facilitating South-South 

Figure 6: Projects directly supervised by IFAD
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cooperation, including by drawing lessons from 
successful experiences of middle income countries 
that may be applied to low income countries. In 
2011, IFAD started developing a partnership strategy 
to be approved in 2012, which will reflect the rapidly 
evolving development context and the focus on aid 
effectiveness. 

At the country level, the IFAD contributes to 
strengthened management capabilities by 
enhancing the capacity of small agricultural 
producers to benefit from new market 
opportunities. Increased focus is being given to 
increasing the capacity of financial institutions to 
broaden the range of inclusive services they offer 
to rural women and men. The IFAD is also engaged 
in building the capabilities of poor rural women 
and men to seize opportunities in agriculture and 
non-farm activities. In addition, IFAD is building 
partnerships with private sector actors. Its revised 
private-sector strategy, approved in 2011, calls 
for IFAD to be more systematic and proactive in 
engaging with the private sector. 

Islamic Development Bank Group

During FY11, IsDB has continued efforts for 
enhancing development effectiveness of its 
operations and to deliver on intended development 
results. The results framework of the Bank has been 
further fine-tuned and a set of new Key Performance 
Indicators (KPIs) has been developed for assessing 
both internal and external performance. 

The Bank is improving quality of its operations 
throughout the operational/project cycle, starting 
with programming by enhancing country dialogue 
through Member Country Partnership Strategy 
(MCPS). Business processes have been reviewed and 
fine-tuned, with greater focus on quality and results. 

The monitoring and supervision during 
implementation have been strengthened through 
preparation of Project Implementation Assessment 
and Support Reports (PIASRs) for ongoing projects. 
KPIs and annual targets have been introduced for 
PIASRs and Project Completion Reports (PCRs). New 
templates, processing workflows and quality ratings 
have been introduced for enhancing effectiveness 
of these tools. The portfolio monitoring function 
has been further strengthened, especially for Public 
Private Partnership (PPP) Projects. 

Project implementation is also being facilitated with 
improved procurement processes and increased field 
supervision. The decentralization and field presence 
agenda is being moved forward to ensure effective 
delivery of development assistance to the member 
countries. Furthermore, the IsDB is empowering 
its Regional Offices and field representatives to be 
engaged in project implementation and monitoring.

IsDB is also undertaking activities aimed at 
strengthening management capacities of the 
executing agencies at country level. Assistance 
is being provided through projects to develop 
management skills and to support broader initiatives 
on transfer of know-how. The Bank has launched an 
initiative on Success Stories to promote successful 
interventions of IsDB in member countries. 

The Group Operations Evaluation Department 
(GOED), besides strengthening its project-level 
independent evaluations based on GPS, is expanding 
its role to undertake higher-level evaluations, 
including country assistance evaluations, sector, 
programs and thematic evaluations. During FY11, 
the GOED has made efforts to assess development 
outcomes and impacts of completed projects in key 
sectors as well as development effectiveness of two 
Country Assistance Strategies (CASs). 
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An example of an area that IsDB has improved 
significantly during the past few years is the increase 
in number of PCRs prepared during the year  
(Figure 7). 

World Bank Group

The World Bank (IBRD and IDA) has made significant 
improvements in managing and monitoring 
development results and sharpening its focus 
on results in its operations and strategies. It has 
increased its ability to collect and aggregate results 
data, establish clear results reporting mechanisms, 
and use lessons from impact evaluations. The 
WB has also improved the way it communicates 
development outcomes, publishing since 2009 more 
than 645 results stories in multiple languages, using 
the Web, multimedia, and social media tools—
putting a human face on development data.

Figure 7: IsDB PCRs prepared (%) of completed Projects 

In September 2011, the WB released its first 
integrated results and performance framework, 
known as the Corporate Scorecard. In April 2012, 
the WB launched an interactive, Web-based 
electronic Corporate Scorecard, giving online 
access to the WB’s shareholders and stakeholders. 
In the same year, the WB’s use of the Corporate 
Scorecard continued to expand rapidly: the 
WB institutionalized the Corporate Scorecard 
by including key performance indicators in the 
memoranda of understanding between Managing 
Directors and Vice-Presidents; and quarterly 
Scorecard Days led by Managing Directors to discuss 
key priorities were organized.  Furthermore in 
March and July 2012, the WB launched Core Sector 
Indicators for an additional seventeen sectors/
themes. Currently 24 sectors are covered by Core 
Sector Indicators. Core Sector Indicators help better 
measure and aggregate the impact of the WB’s work 
in line with their commitment to results, openness, 
and accountability. 

To support the achievement of development results, 
the WB provides financial, knowledge, and convening 
support, as well as analysis and institutional and 
capacity support, to more than 140 countries. It 
works across several main areas of engagement: 
institutions and governance, human development 
and gender, infrastructure, agriculture and food 
security, environment and climate change, and 
financial and private sector development and trade. 
The WB supports the establishment of effective 
institutions, recognizing that they are essential to 
achieving sustainable development outcomes. 
The WB supports strengthened countries in public 
sector management systems including civil service 
and public administration systems, public financial 
management systems, tax policy and administration 
systems, and procurement systems; as well as asset, 
liability, and risk management. The WB contributed 
to significant results in education, health, and social 
protection, especially as they pertain to women and 
girls. The WB has also taken the lead in promoting 
global collective action in these areas. 

Based on the WB’s internal reviews of projects’ 
development outcomes, the quality of project 
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design and implementation remained stable, as did 
the percentage of projects with well-formulated 
objectives and indicators and the percentage 
of projects that reported on results achieved at 
completion. The WB’s portfolio performance was 
stable between 2008 and 2012, with 85.5 percent 
of projects considered to be performing in a 
satisfactory manner in 2012. 

To strengthen development outcomes the WB is 
revamping its quality assurance system, which will 
be rolled out in FY2013. Disbursement levels in 
FY2011 remained robust but declined in FY2012 as 
quick crisis response projects exited the portfolio. 
About 75 percent of the WB’s economic and 
sector work and nonlending technical assistance 
accomplished its objectives.  

The WB has made major steps in sharing knowledge 
and data more effectively with its stakeholders. 
The Open Data Initiative in 2011 has facilitated 
better informed development decisions, the Open 
Knowledge Repository opened in April 2012, 
and geomapping for all Bank-supported projects 
has been completed. The Bank has focused on 
gender mainstreaming as it implements the 
recommendations of the World Development 
Report 2012: Gender Equality and Development. 
The use of country systems in Bank operations has 
also improved over time, as evidenced by the 2011 
Paris Declaration Survey on Aid Effectiveness. The 
WB met the Paris Declaration Survey targets for the 
use of country procurement and public financial 
management systems in 2010, although there is 
still room for improvement. The WB continues 
to improve its organizational effectiveness 
by implementing its modernization program.  
Operating with a real flat budget since FY2006, the 
WB has made continuous improvements to allocate 
and use its resources more efficiently. It is also 
working to better align the skills and capacity of its 
staff with its strategic priorities. In particular, the WB 
is aiming to increase staff time allocated to activities 
outside of their units. Staff diversity has increased, 
as the WB moves toward its goal of gender parity in 
management.

The WB has opened two hubs, one in Nairobi, Kenya, 
to support its work on fragile and conflict-affected 
countries, and the other in Singapore, to provide 
special expertise in such areas as public-private 
infrastructure partnerships. 

In FY2012, the WB also launched a new lending 
instrument, Program for Results (PforR), which 
disburses funds upon achievement of pre-agreed 
results.  PforR is helping instill a results culture 
both within the WB and its client countries. With 
PforR, the focus on results is taken to a new level 
as disbursements are linked to the achievement 
of tangible and verifiable results.  Disbursement-
linked indicators (DLIs) also play a critical role in 
PforR operations; they provide the government with 
incentives to achieve key program milestones and 
improve performance.  The WB is also expanding 
its menu of instruments, which now includes 
guarantees, weather insurance, and support to local 
currency bond markets. 

Going forward, the WB will focus on moving the 
results agenda forward in the following areas: 
expanding client and beneficiary feedback to 
improve the focus on project results and design; 
increasing the number of formal impact evaluations 
conducted at the project level to measure 
operational quality, efficiency, and effectiveness; 
and testing new long-term institutional 
development impact indicators. Furthermore, the 
WB will continue supporting client countries and 
international partnerships focused on development 
results by further developing country statistical 
capacity. Starting in the current fiscal year (FY13), 
the WB has transferred the chairship and secretariat 
of the AfCoP to the AfDB (an example of the WB’s 
incubation role in building partnerships to develop 
capacity to manage with a focus on development 
results and to expand and share development 
knowledge). The WB will continue to support the 
international results agenda by continuing to be an 
active member of the MDB WB-MfDR and engaging 
in the post-Busan agenda on MfDR.

Building on a first year of testing that helped refine 
goals and targets, in 2012 the IFC Development 
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Goals (IDGs) – access targets designed to measure 
IFC clients’ increased outreach in priority sectors 
as a result of IFC support – were increasingly used 
as a strategic management tool, encouraging IFC 
staff to work across industry departments and 
advisory business lines to adopt cross-cutting and 
programmatic approaches aimed at enhancing IFC’s 
development impact.

Started in 2011, testing continued throughout 
2012, as did discussions on how to make the IDGs 
even more comprehensive without adding undue 
complexity – for example exploring how to capture 
priority areas of IFC’s work such as investment 
climate that they currently do not take into account.

The six IDGs cover the following areas: agribusiness, 
health and education, financial services, 
infrastructure, economic growth, and climate 
change. Based on the outcomes of two years of 
testing, starting in FY13 the IDGs for health and 
education and for financial services have moved 
from testing to full implementation, i.e. inclusion 
in IFC’s incentive system and in relevant staff’s 
objectives. Other IDGs are expected to go live 
starting in FY14.

In 2012, IFC also moved further along on the 
evaluation strategy initiated the prior year. The new 
evaluation strategy has four primary objectives: 
(1) credibly articulate IFC’s development impact; 
(2) learn how to maximize the effectiveness of 
IFC interventions; (3) provide useful business 

Figure 8: WB Percentage of projects approved in FY11 that 
have baseline data for all or some of key results indicators 

in PAD 

intelligence to clients and partners; and (4) 
exchange knowledge with external actors.

The new evaluation strategy encompasses both 
investment and advisory projects, in a way that aims 
to maximize opportunities for learning, in particular 
regarding how effectively IFC’s work reduces 
poverty – which typically cannot be captured by 
monitoring and tracking alone.

The IDGs and the impact evaluation of IFC activities 
– along with the Development Outcome Tracking 
System (DOTS), the monitoring system that 
measures the development results of IFC investment 
and advisory services – are the components of 
IFC’s results measurement system. DOTS allows 
operational staff to identify clear, standardized, and 
monitorable indicators with baselines and targets at 
the outset of a project. Staff then track performance 
against these targets during supervision for 
feedback into operations. Thanks to DOTS, IFC has 
reported on portfolio development results, along 
with its financial results, in its annual reports since 
2007. As part of the assurance of the nonfinancial 
aspects of its reporting, development results are 
assured by an external assurance provider that 
reviews the application of IFC’s methodology and 
results. 

Development results are also extensively discussed 
in IFC’s Annual Portfolio Review. In addition, the 
Independent Evaluation Group publishes annually 
an Independent Evaluation on IFC Development 
Results; the Biennial Report on Operations 
Evaluation in IFC; and specific country, sector, and 
thematic evaluations.

Every year, the development results of both 
investments and advisory services tracked 
through DOTS inform IFC’s corporate strategy, 
as well as departmental strategies.  As a result, 
IFC is acknowledged for being at the forefront 
in development results-based performance 
management among multilateral development 
banks. For example, DFID (The Department for 
International Development of the United Kingdom 
Government) noted in its Multilateral Aid Review 
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of March 2011 that “IFC’s results framework 
is recognised as a leading example among 
development finance institutions.”

FY12 was also the second year since the formation 
of IFC’s Development Impact Department. 
The Department is responsible for measuring, 
monitoring, and reporting on the development 
results of IFC investment operations and advisory 
services activities. The Department contributes 
to raise the profile of development results 
measurement within the corporation, and brings 
together under a unified and more visible leadership 
the two monitoring and evaluation units that 
previously focused on investments and advisory 
services, respectively. Additionally, it provides 

guidance and direction to a growing network of 
results measurement staff in operational units, 
which further contribute to the relevance of results 
measurement within IFC. 

In 2012, IFC made also progress towards the 
professionalization of its results measurement 
network by adopting a competency framework that 
now applies to all results measurement staff – both 
within the Development Impact Department and 
in operational departments. This new framework 
will help build a more homogeneous group of 
professionals with common skills targeted towards 
monitoring and evaluating the development results 
of IFC operations. 
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3  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 
evaluation in FY11.

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 FY11 with explicit baseline data, 
monitoring indicators, and clearly defined 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 FY11 that have explicit baseline data, monitoring 

indicators, and clearly defined outcomes to be reached.
5. Number and percentage of projects approved in FY11 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 FY11 with unsatisfactory 

implementation progress and with development objectives not likely to be achieved.
8. Number and percentage of projects that were unsatisfactory in FY10 and that became satisfactory in 

FY11.
Project completion reporting and evaluation
9. Number and percentage of projects for which a “Project Completion Report” (PCR) was scheduled to 

be completed in FY11, and for which a PCR was actually finalized in FY11.
10. Quality of PCRs: Number and percentage of PCRs evaluated during FY11 as “satisfactory or better” 

quality.
11. Number of projects independently reviewed ex post during FY11, as a percentage of the average 

number of projects completed annually during the last 5 years.
12. Number and percentage of projects in FY11, 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) 
indicators.

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 FY11 that includes an explicit strategy to promote 

private sector development.
16. Number (%) of MDB country strategies approved in FY11 that have been informed by an independent 

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

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 

evaluation framework) are: (i) defined at approval; (ii) tracked during supervision; (iii) assessed at 
evaluation.

20. Number (%) of projects for which additionality – defined as the benefit 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 field by an environmental/social specialists.

22. Number (%) of technical assistance (TA) and advisory services projects for which clear development 
objectives are: (i) defined 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 FY11. 
MDB # % Comments Policy

AfDB 1 N/A

As at the end of 2011 the Independent Evaluation 
Department (OPEV) has conducted evaluation on 
15 countries (out of 54), each covering multiple 
cycles of Country Strategy Papers (CSPs). In 2011 
it has conducted one Country Assistance Evalua-
tion out of 40 countries as potential candidates.

AfDB Evaluation Department (OPEV) has no 
policy on the number of annual country program 
evaluations to undertake.

AsDB 7 100

AsDB completed two country assistance pro-
gram evaluations (CAPE) for Uzbekistan and the 
Maldives; and five country partnership strategy 
(CPS) final review validations for Indonesia, Timor 
Leste, Solomon Islands, Sri Lanka, and Kazakh-
stan. The evaluations serve as inputs in preparing 
new country strategies for these countries. 

From 2010, all completed CPSs require a final 
review by the responsible operations depart-
ment. The format of such reviews has been 
standardized, so that the findings and ratings 
reported can be independently validated by 
the Independent Evaluation Department (IED). 
All completed country programs are subject to 
either an IED CAPE, or an IED validation of the 
final review.

EBRD 0 0

The EBRD Independent Evaluation Department 
(EvD) is not routinely evaluated country strate-
gies. This practice is under review

The current evaluation policy provides for the 
conduct of country strategy evaluations but 
these have not been a routine part of EvD’s work 
programme.

IADB 7 100

The country strategies for Brazil, Haiti, Colombia, 
Honduras, Bolivia, Uruguay, and Suriname were 
evaluated by OVE (Office 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 implemen-
tation.

IFAD 2 N/A

IFAD’s Office of Evaluation undertook two 
Country Programme Evaluations (CPE) in 2011, 
for the Programmes in Jordan and Uganda. 

Normally conducted before IFAD and the 
government concerned prepare a new results-
based Country Strategic Opportunities Program 
(COSOP), the CPEs are expected to provide an 
overarching assessment of the performance 
and impact of past IFAD-funded lending and 
non-lending  activities in a given country. They 
are also intended to provide guidance for the 
preparation of future COSOPs. 

IsDB 2 100

In 2011, the Group Operations Evaluation 
Department (GOED) of IsDB has completed 
two Country Assistance Evaluations (CAEs) for 
Bangladesh and Morocco as planned. In addition, 
it initiated work on CAE for Iran. 

Over the past few years, GOED has completed 
Country Assistance Evaluations (CAEs) for 12 
member countries where IsDB has sizeable 
portfolio.

IsDB during the past has undertaken Country 
Assistance Strategies (CASs) for 27 countries. 

IsDB launched a new initiative for the develop-
ment of Member Country Partnership Strategy 
(MCPS) in 2010. It plans to complete 5 MCPSs 
annually. All completed MCPSs will be subjected 
to an independent evalution.

WB 13 100

13 or 100%. A total of 13 Country Assistance 
Strategy Completion Reports (CASCRs) have 
been reviewed and validated by IEG in FY11.

All Bank Country Assistance Strategies (CAS) 
are results-based. A Results-Based CAS (RBCAS) 
covers 4 years of the Bank’s engagement in 
a country. The country teams produce a CAS 
Progress Report (CASPR) at midterm and a CAS 
Completion Report (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 
Country Assistance Evaluations (CAEs) for a few 
selected countries, assessing the Bank’s program, 
usually over a 10-year period (covering 3 CASs).

Category A: Country Strategies



28

Multilateral Development Banks’ Common Performance Assessment System

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

AfDB 0 0

The country strategy evaluated was unsatisfactory. The OPEV evaluation team rated country 
programme outcomes on the basis of the criteria of relevance, outcome, institutional development 
impact, sustainability and the Bank performance, and on a 4-point scale (Highly Satisfactory, Satisfac-
tory, Unsatisfactory and Highly Unsatisfactory). The evaluation period covered three programming 
cycles; about a ten year period.

AsDB 4 57

Four of the seven CPSs assessed were rated successful—Indonesia, Solomon Islands, Sri Lanka 
and Uzbekistan. The IED rates AsDB’s contribution to the country’s overall development per-
formance using six evaluation criteria: strategic positioning, program relevance, effectiveness, 
efficiency, sustainability, and impact. The CAPEs analyze results of country programs both as a 
whole and with respect to their major sector components and priority themes.

EBRD 0 0 N/A

IADB N/A N/A OVE protocol does not include rating country strategies.

IFAD 1 50

The focus of the CPEs is on the results achieved through the COSOPs’ implementation and on how 
IFAD and the government concerned have managed their activities in order to achieve these results. 
This involves assessing the relevance of strategic objectives, the country programme choices (i.e. 
the mix of loans and grants, the partners selected, geographic coverage, the subsector focus) and 
the elements entailed in COSOP and country programme management. The CPEs focus closely on 
evaluating the performance and impact of IFAD-funded project portfolio and non-lending activities, 
rather than on the borrowing country’s agricultural and rural development efforts at large. In other 
words, CPEs assess the results of the cooperation and partnership between IFAD and the govern-
ment, rather than the country’s overall development results in agriculture and rural development.

IsDB 2 100

The GOED assesses the IsDB’s assistance in  each country against the program’s stated objectives 
using the criteria: relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability and development outcomes.  
Although no formal rating is used, the evaluation highlights areas where the Bank’s interventions 
made major contributions as well as areas where development results of the Bank’s intervention 
were weak.  The evaluation findings of the Bangladesh and Morocco CAEs indicate that the IsDB 
assistance was broadly aligned with the development objectives of the two countries and consistent 
with IsDB’s goals and strategies.  In particular, the IsDB program in Bangladesh complemented the 
country’s efforts to expand access to social services (e.g. education, health, rural electrification) and 
helped in overcoming the adverse effects of climate change (cyclones, floods).  The main achieve-
ments of IsDB program in Morocco were in the priority areas of transport, adult literacy and rural 
electrification.

WB 8 62

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

Of the 13 CAS evaluations done in FY11, 8 were rated moderately satisfactory or above.

3. Number and percentage of MDB country strategies approved in FY11 with explicit baseline data, monitoring 
indicators, and clearly defined outcomes to be reached.
MDB # % Comments Policy

AfDB 12 58

This figure refers to the number and percentage 
of Country Strategies that meet all the three 
requirements.

In 2010 the Bank adopted quality-at-entry 
standards for both public sector operations 
and country strategies. Comprehensive reviews 
during concept and appraisal help ensure good 
design and the use of strong results frameworks. 
Since January 2011, all public sector operations 
and country strategies undergo a systematic 
quality-at-entry assessment through the Readi-
ness Review. For each new project, a team carries 
out desk reviews: first of the Project Concept 
Note and then, following the design process, of
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3. Number and percentage of MDB country strategies approved in FY11 with explicit baseline data, monitoring 
indicators, and clearly defined outcomes to be reached.
MDB # % Comments Policy

the Project Appraisal Report. The review criteria 
include alignment and strategic fit, lessons 
learnt from prior operations, and the focus on 
results. The Readiness Review has helped guide 
project teams in improving the readiness of the 
operations and country strategies. The Bank will 
continue its efforts to train staff in the use of the 
various quality assurance tools.

AsDB 9 100

All CPSs endorsed by the Board in 2011 con-
tained results frameworks with clearly defined 
outcome statements and indicators with 
baselines and targets.

As part of its streamlined business processes, 
AsDB made CPSs more results-focused through 
an improved results framework template. The 
CPS results framework shows how AsDB intends 
to contribute to a country’s development objec-
tives in line with Strategy 2020 priorities.

EBRD 0 0

Although the Evaluation Department does 
not routinely evaluate country strategies, its 
observation is that none has explicit baseline 
data, monitoring indicators, and clearly defined 
outcomes to be reached.

The Evaluation Department has not routinely 
evaluated country strategies. This practice under 
review.

IADB 9 100

9 country strategies were approved in 2011; 
all of them are results-based. Management 
assessed that all of them included clearly 
defined outcomes to be reached and monitor-
ing indicators.

In 2009, The Office of Strategic Planning and 
Development Effectiveness (SPD) designed the 
development effectiveness matrix (DEM-CS) to 
establish the evaluability of country strategies 
at entry (before their approval by the Board of 
Directors).

All country strategies are required to have a 
DEM-CS since 2010. The DEM-CS examines three 
key dimensions of country strategies: strategic 
relevance, effectiveness, and risk management.

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

IFAD 8 100

The need for a Baseline Poverty Analysis in IFAD 
Results-based COSOPs arises from the fact that 
a key aspect of the specificity of IFAD assistance 
is the directing of its benefits in support of the 
socio-economic development of poor, especially 
very poor, rural women and men. 

This targeting is defined as: “the set of purpose-
fully designed actions and measures which 
ensure, or at least significantly increase the 
likelihood, that specific groups of poor people – 
and women and men equally – will benefit from 
the development initiatives it supports; while 
at the same time diminishing the risk that less 
poor will benefit disproportionately.” In order 
to arrive at these purposefully designed actions 
and measures it is necessary to know: who are 
the rural poor; where are the rural poor; how 
poor are they; and the structure and causes of 
their poverty. 

A second major reason for preparing the Base-
line Poverty Analysis is to establish the starting 
point (baseline) for the COSOP to enable

IFAD adopted Guidelines for the preparation 
and implementation of a results-based (RB) 
COSOP in 2006, and updated them in 2010. 
The purpose of RB-COSOPs is twofold: (i) the 
strategic positioning of IFAD at the country 
level with reference to the Strategic Framework 
and other IFAD policies/ strategies; and (ii) it is 
an instrument for management, learning and 
accountability for achieving strategic objectives. 
Key features of IFAD’s results-based COSOPs 
include alignment, joint ownership, synergy, 
results management framework, accountability, 
baselines, indicators, and quantification, annual 
reporting, retrofitting, financing framework, 
project pipeline and cost effectiveness. 

COSOPs include a targeting strategy and 
Baseline Poverty Analysis to focus activities on 
specific sub-groups within the rural poor or 
less-favored regions including the intended 
targeting approaches to be applied. Baseline 
data would normally be gathered from existing 
data sources, not from surveys. The baseline 



30

Multilateral Development Banks’ Common Performance Assessment System

3. Number and percentage of MDB country strategies approved in FY11 with explicit baseline data, monitoring 
indicators, and clearly defined outcomes to be reached.
MDB # % Comments Policy

measurement of IFAD impact over the COSOP 
implementation period.

data would need to correspond as closely as  
possible to the strategic objective statements in 
each COSOP. Once the baseline for each of the 
COSOP strategic objectives is established, the 
expected COSOP outcomes and milestones are 
quantified.

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 influence. It may be considered as 
equivalent to a purpose-level objective in a 
logframe and is similar to the “outcomes” that 
are used in other donor results frameworks. 

IsDB 5 100

During FY2011, the IsDB has completed1 MCPS 
for Pakistan, while four other MCPSs for Kazakh-
stan, Senegal, Morocco and Malaysia reached 
near completion.

To date, the Bank has completed six MCPSs for 
Turkey, Indonesia, Uganda, Mauritania, Mali 
and Pakistan.   The results frameworks for the 
completed MCPs contained baseline data, 
monitoring indicators, and outcome statements.

Results Frameworks of the MCPSs are being 
enhanced by including monitoring indicators 
with baseline and targets. 

WB 17 100

In FY11, the Bank prepared 17 RBCASs. The 
Bank also produced 17 CASPRs at the midpoint 
of CAS implementation.  In addition, Interim 
Strategy Notes were delivered in 5 cases where 
CASs could not be prepared due to country 
circumstances.

All CASs discussed by the Board in FY11 included 
a detailed results framework. The results 
framework lists outcomes that the Bank program 
expects to influence, with outcome indicators, 
baselines and targets. The results framework 
captures the results chain linking Bank 
interventions to CAS outcomes and longer-term, 
higher order country development goals. The 
results framework is updated in the CASPR.
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Project design and results frameworks

4. Number and percentage of projects approved in FY11 that have explicit baseline data, monitoring  
indicators, and clearly defined outcomes to be reached.
MDB # % Comments Policy

AfDB 54 79

In 2011, the Bank approved 116 projects out 
of which 68 were public sector investment 
operations and were subjected to quality at 
entry review process. Out of this number, 54 
projects fulfilled all the three requirements.

All projects are now subject to quality at entry 
reviews at project concept note and appraisal 
stages.

AsDB 76 72

106 sovereign loans and grants approved in 
2011 had a design and monitoring framework 
(DMF).  Out of the 106 DMFs, 76 or 72% were 
generally satisfactory. AsDB continues to 
address weaknesses by strengthening staff 
capacity in preparing design and monitoring 
frameworks.

AsDB requires all projects to have a DMF, 
which is a matrix containing a hierarchy 
of results (impact, outcome, outputs) and 
the means to deliver them (activities and 
inputs); performance targets and indicators; 
data sources and reporting mechanism; and 
assumptions and risks covering external events 
and actions that influence project success but 
are outside the project’s direct control.

EBRD 215 100

All Board-approved projects have explicit 
baseline data, monitoring indicators, and 
clearly defined outcomes to be reached. The 
explicit baseline data is established for most 
quantitative benchmarks, however, due to the 
nature of some of the qualitative indicators, 
this may not be possible to do for all of the 
project benchmarks.

Note: 73 additional operations (to the 215 
listed) were signed which were not approved 
by the Board. The success of these operations 
is measured on facility level, i.e. they also have 
monitoring indicators and clearly defined 
outcomes defined for them on aggregate level. 

Ex ante project assessment and the building 
of monitoring indicators and clearly defined 
outcomes to be reached is undertaken by the 
Office 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 backdrop 
against which ratings are set and indicators 
devised. Thereafter OCE reviews all projects.

IADB 89 73

73% of sovereign-guaranteed operations 
approved in FY11 had all of the following 
characteristics: explicit baseline data, 
monitoring indicators, and clearly defined 
outcomes to be reached. 

The number and percentage of projects that 
met each of the characteristics are:

Baseline data: 111/122 (91%)

Monitoring Indicators: 96/122 (79%)

Outcomes:  118/122 (97%)

Every indicator should have a baseline value or 
a predetermined starting point for subsequent 
comparison of performance. 

At least one indicator should be identified 
for each impact/outcome/output. Indicators 
are SMART (specific, measurable, achievable, 
relevant and time-bound).

The desired improvements (effects) as a result 
of the project are clearly stated. The outcome(s) 
should describe what is expected to be 
different as a result of the delivery of project 
outputs; not what the project is going to do.

IFAD 34 100

All project design reports (PDRs) for the project 
approved in 2011 include the project goal and 
main development objective(s) consistent with 
the logical framework, as per IFAD’s project 
design procedures.  

Project design entails various stages. The 
project concept will initially be elaborated 
as part of the COSOP formulation. This will 
establish the initial framework for project 
processing. For countries without a COSOP, 
the project concept will be derived from 
consultation with the Government and relevant 
stakeholders, followed by the project  design. 
The detailed project design will be reflected

Category B: Managing for Development Results through the Project Cycle
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4. Number and percentage of projects approved in FY11 that have explicit baseline data, monitoring  
indicators, and clearly defined outcomes to be reached.
MDB # % Comments Policy

in a project design report (PDR). The PDR will 
cover: 

strategic context and rationale for IFAD’s 
involvement, commitment and partnership 

poverty, social capital and targeting

project description (including project goal, 
development objectives, components, 
target group, and expected results)

implementation and institutional 
arrangements 

project benefits, costs and financing 

project risks and sustainability

innovative features, learning and 
knowledge management. 

project logframe (including indicators, 
targets, and outcomes to be reached).

IsDB 62 100

In FY2011, the IsDB approved 62 projects using 
its Ordinary Capital Resources (OCR).  All OCR 
Projects have comprehensive log-frames with 
monitoring indicators and clearly defined 
outcomes.

The IsDB has made it compulsory for all 
ordinary operations to have log-frames, which 
have monitoring indicators, baseline data, and 
clearly defined outputs and outcomes.  

The IsDB ensures consistency of log-frames. It 
continues to make efforts for improving the 
quality and reliability of the baseline data used 
in project log-frame.

WB 183 92

Of 200 IDA/IBRD Investment Lending 
Operations reviewed in FY2011, all projects 
have results indicators and project outcomes 
specified in the results framework in the Project 
Appraisal Document (PAD) as well as in the 
Implementation Status and Results Report 
(ISR); and 92% (183 projects) have baseline data 
for all or some of key results indicators in PAD.

All lending operations are required to have a 
results framework in the PAD, which defines 
project development objectives, intermediate 
outcomes, and associated outcome indicators 
with baselines and targets established.

5. Number and percentage of projects approved in FY11 whose design quality was reviewed at an arms’ 
length basis (e.g. quality-at-entry reviews).
MDB # % Comments Policy

AfDB 68 100

All the 68 public sector investment operations 
approved in 2011 were subjected to the quality 
at entry process.

The quality and entry review process is a 
requirement for project concept and appraisal 
reports.  In 2011, it was mainstreamed for 
country strategy papers and regional strategy 
papers.

AsDB

32 
(2010)

28 
(2011)

22 
(2010)

22 
(2011)

The quality at entry (QAE) of projects approved 
during 2010–2011 will be assessed in 2012 
and reported in the 2012 Development 
Effectiveness Review (DEfR), which will be 
released in 2013.

The AsDB conducts a QAE assessment 
biennially, covering projects approved during 
the previous two years. The AsDB results 
framework sets a performance standard for the 
minimum QAE rating desired, and the ratings 
achieved are reported through the DEfR.
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5. Number and percentage of projects approved in FY11 whose design quality was reviewed at an arms’ 
length basis (e.g. quality-at-entry reviews).
MDB # % Comments Policy

EBRD 215 100

All projects are reviewed by EBRD Internal 
Operations Committee before being presented 
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 122 100

122 projects approved in 2011 were reviewed 
by the SPD prior to board approval.

The policy requires 100 percent of Sovereign 
Guaranteed (SG) operations to have a  
Development Effectiveness Matrix (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 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 SPD-validated DEM is presented to 
the Board as part of the loan proposal.

IFAD 39 100

All projects designed (and the 34 approved) in 
2011 underwent IFAD’s quality enhancement 
process and independent Quality Assurance 
(QA) review. Results from the QA 2011 review 
process point to sustained performance in the 
quality-at-entry of IFAD projects.

IFAD project design procedures foresee 
that arrangements are made for systematic 
improvements to the project quality, in the 
light of IFAD’s own quality enhancement 
process, including a self-assessment by the 
initiating IFAD unit - based on a set of key 
success factors - complemented by substantive 
observations and suggestions through a 
technical review by internal and external peer 
reviewers. Once the project has reached its 
design completion point, the final step in the 
process will be independent quality assurance. 
The quality assessment review process has 
three objectives including: 

(a) Clearing designed projects for loan 
negotiations 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 
Framework at entry; and

(c) Assessing the quality enhancement process.

In addition, the QA review recommends 
measures that could help enhance the 
likelihood of achieving the projects’ 
development objectives. 
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5. Number and percentage of projects approved in FY11 whose design quality was reviewed at an arms’ 
length basis (e.g. quality-at-entry reviews).
MDB # % Comments Policy

IsDB 62 100

All 62 OCR projects were reviewed, on an arms-
length basis, for design quality, at each stage 
of the approval process. The quality of the 
project documents were rated by the Regional 
Networks.

Each project approved under OCR and/or 
Loan financing is subject to a thorough review 
process involving all relevant departments and 
project approving forums.

WB N/A N/A

The quality-of-design assessment conducted in 
FY10 covered 145 (31%) of a total of 473 active 
projects approved in the FY05-08 period. The 
term ‘active projects’ excludes projects that 
were not yet effective, projects that had been 
included in the previous review, and projects 
that were within 12 months of their closing 
date.  (No change from FY10 COMPAS).

Every two years the World Bank conducts a 
portfolio assessment (Quality Assessment of 
Lending Portfolio (QALP)) on a statistically 
significant portion of its active portfolio. This 
includes quality of design assessment.

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

AfDB 63 93

The majority of projects reviewed received “satisfactory or better” ratings in the project. This 
rating refers to the project appraisal reports. The quality at entry assessment is conducted by 
AfDB 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 results of the QAE assessment will be available in 2013.

EBRD 215 91

At Board 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. 91% or 
these were rated either “Good” or “Excellent”. 

IADB 120 98
This score takes into account the following dimensions of the Evaluability Score: program logic, 
evaluation and monitoring, economic performance, and risk management. (Highly Evaluable 
86%, Evaluable 12%) 

IFAD 34 88

The quality assurance (QA) review assesses the likelihood of each project meeting its 
development objectives through the following criteria: effectiveness of thematic areas; projected 
impact on poverty measures; innovation, learning and scaling up; and sustainability of benefits. 
In 2011, 38 % of projects reviewed by the quality assurance function were cleared for Board 
approval with few or minor changes; while some 60 per cent required substantive design 
modifications; overall, some 88% percent of projects assessed were judged likely to achieve their 
development objectives. Such findings are noteworthy considering that the number of IFAD’s 
annual operations has increased by more than 30%, financing volume levels have more than 
doubled and co-financing amounts have increased by 150% since 2008.

These results notwithstanding, scope for improvement in IFAD’s project designs remains, given 
the number of projects reviewed that required further design modification. QA ratings for 
“Innovation, Learning and Scaling-up” and “Sustainability of benefits” continue to underperform 
when compared to other indicators, and have yet to meet their 2012 targets.

IsDB 59 95

IsDB has developed a formal rating system, which has been put in practice. In addition, the 
Bank is using a review checklist to assess quality of all projects at the design and approval stage. 
Over 95% of projects approved in 2011 received satisfactory or better rating. Project related 
unsatisfactory are improved and again subjected to review and rating.

WB N/A N/A

Quality of design is now reviewed every two years as part of the broader QALP review. The 
quality-of-design assessment performed in FY10 as part of the QALP, which covered a sample of 
145 projects approved by the Board in FY05-FY08, rated 83% of that sample of randomly selected 
projects as “marginally satisfactory” or higher.
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Implementation performance

7. Number and percentage of projects in execution at the end of FY11 with unsatisfactory implementation 
progress and with development objectives not likely to be achieved.
MDB # % Comments

AfDB 91 22

The so-called development objective and implementation progress indicators are the two main 
AfDB project performance indicators used to classify projects as a problematic project or a 
potentially problematic project. Here AfDB reports figures related to the first category.

A new Implementation Progress and Results Reporting (IPR) tool has been introduced by the Bank 
in 2012 and will be fully implemented by the end of the year. This tool is expected to significantly 
enhance transparency and accountability in project performance ratings and improve risk 
assessment and focus on development results.

AsDB 51 9

As of end 2011, 51 out of 559 ongoing projects were classified as “actual problems” and “at-risk.”  
Only 16 or 2% of those 51 projects will not likely achieve their development objectives.  

The AsDB used a new project performance ratings (PPR) system starting 2011.  The PPR system 
applies five portfolio performance indicators—technical, procurement, disbursement, financial 
management, and safeguards—to derive a rating for a project and the portfolio. The new rating 
applies a larger weight to disbursement and contract awards. 

EBRD 60 8

Comparing all active projects in the EBRD portfolio at the beginning of 2011 to those still in the 
portfolio at the end of the year (758 operations), it appears that 7.9% 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. Out of 911 
operations in the active Transition Impact and Monitoring System (TIMS) portfolio at end-2011, 
43 or about 5 per cent may be characterized as the ones with transition objectives not likely to be 
achieved. (Those assessed with Marginal or Unsatisfactory potential).

Note: Starting 2011, only those projects that were monitored at least once form  part of the EBRD 
active TIMS portfolio.

IADB 48 12

The PMR tracks project performance using a Performance Index (PI) based on the Earned Value 
Methodology.  It is a quantitative measure of a project’s progress in outputs. Projects with a PI 
below 0.4 are classified as Problem (12%) and thus considered unlikely to achieve Development 
Objectives. 

IFAD 46 19

In the 2010-2011 review period, 46 projects, or about 18.7% of ongoing projects were identified 
as “actual problem” projects; these are projects which have been rated unsatisfactorily on one or 
both of the following criteria: (i) progress achieved in meeting the development objectives; and 
(ii) project implementation progress.

IsDB 68 12

Sixty-eight projects (12 percent) of 568 projects are experiencing implementation delays and 
aging (projects are facing implementation delays and are completing beyond completion date). 
These projects are discussed in special Committees, issues are addressed and their status is 
upgraded. Some of these projects are in countries facing special situations or in transition.

During the year, IsDB has undertaken 78 Project Implementation Assessment and Support 
(PIAS) missions to facilitate implementation of ongoing projects and to upgrade the status of 
problematic projects. Out of the 78 completed PIAS Reports, 48 Projects (62%) were rated above 
satisfactory in terms of implementation progress with the rating of 2.5 or above on the scale of 4. 

During the year, the Country Portfolio Performance Reviews (CPPRs) was undertaken for Albania 
to address issues faced by the Bank’s portfolio in the Country.

WB 252 15

The WB had a total of 1,699 projects under execution at the end of FY11. Out of this total, 252 
were rated “Unsatisfactory” (Highly Unsatisfactory, Unsatisfactory or Marginally Unsatisfactory) 
on two dimensions: (a) implementation progress (IP) and (b) progress towards development 
objectives (DO). 
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8. Number and percentage of projects that were unsatisfactory in FY10 and that became satisfactory in FY11.

MDB # % Comments

AfDB 20 19

AfDB has several measures in place aimed at reducing the number of projects with unsatisfactory 
performance, such as the above mentioned Implementation Progress and Results Reporting 
tool (IPR) with detailed guidelines on project performance rating and risk assessment and 
management.

AsDB 5 63 Five of the 8 projects that were rated “unsatisfactory” as of end 2010 became “on track” as of end 
2011. (Please note that the AsDB still used the old PPR rating criteria in 2010). 

EBRD 1 3

Thirty out of 758 projects used to be rated “unsatisfactory” at the beginning of 2011 that were 
still part of the portfolio at end-2011. Out of these, only 1 has now become “satisfactory”. EBRD 
project ranking is a combination of expected transition impact (see scale described in question 
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 or excessive 
risks). The upgrade here is understood when unsatisfactory projects, defined as those with 
Unsatisfactory/Marginal impact or Excessive risks to transition (mostly in ranks 6 to 8), are now 
ranked 5 or above (indicating projects are now on track to achieving the desired transition 
impact). Projects that have so far failed to achieve their transition potential only accounted for 5 
per cent of the EBRD’s active TIMS portfolio at end-2011. 

IADB 53 40
40% of projects improved their status in 2011. Projects identified the delayed outputs and 
addressed the delays. Also, additional resources for project supervision were made available.

IFAD 21 50

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 
lacking, partly because of the multiplicity of Cooperating Institutions adopting different 
standards and procedures. As a consequence, of the 41 projects identified as at risk in 2009-2010, 
21 projects improved their performance or were completed in 2010-2011. 

IsDB 249 54
There are 249 projects facing implementation delays and were classified as projects needing 
immediate attention at the beginning of 2011.  About 134 projects were up-graded in FY2011 
with effective follow-up.

WB 149 54

The WB had 1,699 projects under execution at the end of FY10. Of this total 257 were rated 
“Unsatisfactory” (unsatisfactory or marginally unsatisfactory) for progress on achieving their 
respective development objectives (DO). However, 149 (54%) of these have subsequently 
improved their development objective rating to “Satisfactory” (satisfactory or marginally satisfac-
tory) in FY11, reflecting measures taken by the WB 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 FY11, and for which a PCR was actually finalized in FY11.
MDB # % Comments Policy

AfDB 72 91

Ninety-one percent of the Project Completion 
Reports (PCR), scheduled to be completed in 
2011, were submitted in time.

AfDB’s new revamped policy provides for the 
commencement of the PCR preparation once 
the disbursement has reached rate has reached 
85 percent. When the disbursement rate 
reaches 98 percent however, the preparation 
of the PCR is mandatory. The PCR is jointly 
done by AfDB and borrower and has more 
involvement of AfDB’s Field Office staff.  
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9. Number and percentage of projects for which a “Project Completion Report” (PCR) was scheduled to be 
completed in FY11, and for which a PCR was actually finalized in FY11.
MDB # % Comments Policy

AsDB 76 85

In 2011, 76 project and program completion 
reports of sovereign operations were prepared 
out of 89 reports scheduled. 

A PCR is prepared one to two years after a 
project has been completed, and is required 
for all completed projects that have incurred 
disbursements. It evaluates the development 
effectiveness of a sovereign operation, 
provides lessons to improve the performance 
of ongoing and future operations, and serves 
as input to CPS formulation.  The PCR uses a 
fixed format and ratings rely on the standard 
evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness, 
efficiency, and sustainability. 

EBRD 78 100

An Expanded Monitoring Report (XMR - EBRD 
equivalent of a PCR) was originally scheduled 
for 92 operations in 2011. 78 XMRs were 
actually completed in 2011. In both cases, 
this amounts to 100% of projects ready (or 
expected to be ready) for evaluation. 14 
projects were originally expected to be ready 
for evaluation proved not to be, following 
additional disbursements or adverse project 
developments, which made an evaluation 
impossible or inappropriate in 2011.

An XMR is prepared on all projects ready for 
evaluation. 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.

The Evaluation Department has introduced a 
new self-evaluation format and as of 2012, the 
Operation Performance Assessment (OPA) will 
replace the XMR.

IADB 81 92
88 projects completed during FY10 were 
required to present a PCR between Jan 2011 – 
June 2011; 81 of them actually presented it.

All SG operations are required to present a PCR 
within 180 days of completion.

IFAD 24 100

The 24 PCRs reviewed in 2011 to assess 
portfolio performance cover the universe of 
projects completed during the review period. 
These were approved by the Executive Board 
from 1996 to 2006.

The PCR is prepared at the end of the 
project cycle. It is part of the contractual 
arrangement between IFAD and the borrower 
and is submitted by the date stipulated in 
the loan agreement, normally six months 
after the completion date. In line with the 
Methodological Framework for Evaluation, 
project performance is assessed in terms 
of standard evaluation criteria: relevance, 
efficiency, effectiveness, impact, sustainability, 
innovations, replicability & scaling-up, 
performance of partners and lessons 
learned. The criteria for assessment and the 
methodology are aligned with the evaluation 
dimensions and methodology used by the 
Independent Office of Evaluation and therefore 
facilitates comparison. Guidelines for Project 
Completion (to ensure quality during the 
preparation of the report) and for in-house 
review (to ensure rigour during the review and 
rating process) have been prepared and used. 

IsDB 41 70

Against the target of 62 PCRs (70 percent of the 
Completed Projects) during 2011, 41 PCRs (67 
percent of the target) were completed during 
FY2011.

The number of PCRs undertaken by IsDB as a 
proportion of completed projects is expected 
to significantly increase in future.       

WB 233 87

A total of 268 Implementation Completion and 
Results (ICR) Reports were scheduled to be 
delivered in FY11. Of these 233 ICRs delivered 
on schedule.

ICRs are to be completed within six months of 
the closing of the project.
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10. Quality of PCRs: Number and percentage of PCRs evaluated during FY11 as “satisfactory or better” quality.
MDB # % Comments

AfDB 50 76

Sixty-six out of 72 PCRs submitted in 2011 have been reviewed of which fifty have been 
evaluated “satisfactory” or “better”. 

The criteria used by OPEV evaluation team to rate PCR quality include PCR evidence quality and 
completeness; PCR assessment objectivity; PCR assessment internal consistency: adequacy of 
treatment of safeguards, fiduciary issues, and alignment and harmonization; soundness of data 
generating and analysis processes; overall adequacy of the accessible evidence; lessons learned 
clarity and soundness.

AsDB 23 82

In 2011, AsDB’s IED validated 28 PCRs for recently completed sovereign operations—23 of them 
were rated as “satisfactory” and 5 “partly satisfactory.”  From 2007 onwards, the IED validates 
all PCRs to improve accountability for achieving results, quality of completion reports, and 
independence of project/program ratings.

The AsDB and IED use the validation report’s rating as final for their compilation of the level of 
operational success, unless the IED also conducts a Project Performance Evaluation Report (PPER) 
later.

EBRD 78 100

XMRs could not be finalized until the Evaluation Department has signed off on them as being 
acceptable. The OPA report, which has replaced the XMR from 2012, is entirely the responsibility 
of the operation team and the Evaluation Department no longer signs them off. However, in its 
validation of OPAs, the Evaluation Department is assessing the quality of the OPA and will report 
on this in future years.

IADB N/A N/A 81 out of 88 projects completed a PCR in 2011. OVE’s review is ongoing.

IFAD 15 62

PCRs quality is measured against four indicators: (i) the scope of the report which reflects 
whether the guidelines were respected; (ii) the quality and depth of the analysis; (iii) the quality 
and relevance of lessons learned; and (iv) the candour of the PCR (which was analysed for the first 
time in 2011). The ratings given over the period 2009/10/11 show that the overall quality of the 
PCRs has improved compared to the 2006/07/08 period. The scope of the PCRs has improved, 
as has their quality and the lessons they derive. In 2011, for the first time, PCRs have been rated 
also in terms of their candour, namely considering if the PCRs have been transparent in their 
assessments, as well as self-critical in highlighting both positive and problem areas. During 2011, 
79 per cent of PCRs have been assessed as satisfactory or better in terms of candor.

IsDB 32 78 Thirty-two out of 41 PCRs completed during 2011 were reviewed and rated above satisfactory 
with the rating of 2.5 or above on the scale of 4.

WB 192 94 Out of 261 ICRs delivered (in FY10 exit), 205 ICRs were evaluated by the IEG. Of these, 192 (94%) 
were rated “Satisfactory or better” for ICR quality.

11. Number and percentage of projects independently reviewed ex post during FY11, as a percentage of the 
average number of projects completed annually during the last 5 years.

MDB # % Comments Policy

AfDB 6 7

The annual average number of projects 
completed by AfDB between 2007 and 2011 
were 92. In 2011, AfDB conducted independent 
review on six (6) completed projects.

The norm is to carry out PPERs for about a 
quarter of the projects for which PCRs are 
prepared. OPEV is revising its policy to undertake 
Cluster Evaluation of projects.

AsDB 35 50

The IED reviewed 35 sovereign operations in 
2011 through 28 validation reports and 7 PPERs. 
The number of operations independently 
reviewed ex post in 2011 was 35 or 50 percent of 
the average number of projects with PCRs issued 
during the period 2007–2011.  Forty percent 
were validation reports and 10 percent PPERs.

The IED has validated PCRs since 2007 following 
AsDB’s introduction of the PCR validation 
guidelines. The IED has prepared PPERs for 
selected operations since the 1970s. PPER 
focuses on project achievements and their 
sustainability; overall assessment affecting 
project implementation performance; and issues, 
lessons, and recommendations according to a 
consistent set of criteria.
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11. Number and percentage of projects independently reviewed ex post during FY11, as a percentage of the 
average number of projects completed annually during the last 5 years.

MDB # % Comments Policy

EBRD 39 38

An average of 103 operations were ready for 
evaluation annually over the 5 years 2007-2011.

The number of projects independently reviewed 
by the Evaluation Department in 2011 was lower 
than in previous years because fewer projects 
were ready for evaluation and because the 
department is in the process of developing new 
evaluation processes.

The 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, representative sample of sufficient 
size to establish, for a combined three-year 
rolling sample, success rates at the 95 percent 
confidence level, with sampling error not 
exceeding ±5 percentage points, for the 
population’s development (transition) outcome, 
MDB investment outcome, additionality, and 
MDB work quality.

IADB 5 6

The OVE independently reviewed projects in:  
Watershed Management in Guaiba, Brazil (1), 
Impact evaluation of the resettlement plan of the 
hydroelectric power plant Porce II in Colombia 
(1), Impact of environmental mitigation 
measures in hydro and thermal power plants in 
Mexico and Colombia (3).

Ex-post policy calls for 20 percent. OVE is cur-
rently revising this policy.

IFAD 28 100

In 2011, IFAD’s Office of Evaluation (IOE) 
evaluated a total of 28 projects ex-post, 
including project completion evaluations, 
project completion report validations (PCRVs) 
and project performance assessments (PPAs). 
This figure is above the average number of 
projects completed annually during the last five 
years, due to the fact that a few projects which 
completed their operations in 2010 were also 
evaluated in 2011. 

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.

Following the completion in 2010 of the Peer 
Review of IFAD’s Office of Evaluation and 
Evaluation Function, IOE changed its approach 
to projects evaluations by introducing two new 
products, namely the Project Completion Report 
Validation (PCRV) and the project performance 
assessment (PPA). This effectively means that all 
projects which complete their operations in any  
given year are now evaluated. 

PCRVs and PPAs support: (i) accountability on 
the performance and development results of 
IFAD’s operations; (ii) institutional learning; 
(iii) improvement of IFAD’s operations; and 
(iv) reliability and quality of the self-evaluation 
system at IFAD, including project-level 
monitoring and evaluation (M&E), as well as 
quality of the project completion process and 
report. PCRVs consist of desk reviews of PCRs. 
PPAs are conducted on a subset of projects for 
which PCRVs have been already undertaken, and 
involve country visits. 

PCRVs and PPAs follow the evaluation criteria 
outlined in the Evaluation Manual of 2009, 
which sets the methodological fundamentals for 
evaluations at IFAD. 
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11. Number and percentage of projects independently reviewed ex post during FY11, as a percentage of the 
average number of projects completed annually during the last 5 years.

MDB # % Comments Policy

IsDB 21 40

Twenty-one IsDB ordinary projects were post 
evaluated during FY2011. This was out of 52 
completed projects which were eligible for post 
evaluation: (i) completed not less than 2 years 
and not more than 5 years before FY2011, (ii) 
approved less than 10 years before FY2011, and 
(iii) not covered before by post-evaluation.

In line with Good Practice Standards (GPSs), 
the selection of completed projects for post-
evaluation - under ordinary operations - was 
made on a random basis. A list of 52 projects 
eligible for post-evaluation was prepared. 
Subsequently, a computer program was used to 
generate a randomly selected list of projects for 
post-evaluation.

On the other hand, PCRs that were completed 
during the previous year were considered for 
independent review by GOED. 

WB 205 70

For FY07-11, on average 292 projects were 
closed each fiscal year and 252 ICRs were 
delivered on average for the closed projects. 
During FY11, the IEG reviewed 205 ICRs.

All projects are evaluated at completion through 
an ICR, and 100% of ICRs are independently 
reviewed and validated by IEG.

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

AfDB 3 50
The Project Performance Evaluations initiated in 2011 are in the final draft stage. Provisional assess-
ment shows that of the six (6) PPERs initiated in 2011, three (3) have obtained satisfactory or better 
ratings to achievement of development objectives.

AsDB 15 43 Of the 35 PCR validations or project evaluations in 2011, 15 projects were rated “successful” or “highly 
successful.”

EBRD 36 92 92% of the 39 operations independently evaluated in 2011 were rated “satisfactory” or better for 
transition impact. The proportion rated “good” or “excellent” was 64% (25 operations).

IADB N/A N/A OVE protocol does not include rating projects as part of the ex post evaluations.

IFAD 21 75

In line with IOE’s evaluation methodology, projects are rated on a scale of 1 to 6 (6 = highly satisfac-
tory; 5 = satisfactory; 4 = moderately satisfactory; 3 = moderately unsatisfactory; 2 = unsatisfactory; 1 
= highly unsatisfactory) against a set of standard evaluation indicators. 

Among these are the following:

Relevance: The extent to which the objectives of a development intervention are consistent with 
beneficiaries’ requirements, country needs institutional priorities and partner and donor policies.

Effectiveness: The extent to which the development intervention’s objectives were achieved, or are 
expected to be achieved.

Efficiency: A measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.) are con-
verted into results.

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.

Overall project achievements: The overall project achievement rating is calculated based on the 
ratings for project performance; rural poverty impact; sustainability, innovation and scaling up. 

In 2011, 21 of the 28 projects evaluated ex-post by IFAD’s Office of Evaluation were rated 4 and 
above. 

IsDB 17 81
Out of total of 21 IsDB projects ex-post evaluated by GOED during FY2011, 17 (81%) were rated 
successful or highly successful. The GOED has applied the following criteria for project ratings: (a) 
relevance, (b) effectiveness, (c) efficiency, and (d) sustainability.

WB 144 70 During FY11 IEG reviewed 205 projects out of 261 delivered ICRS with 144 (70%) projects achieving 
satisfactory outcomes
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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 9

In 2011, AfDB reported outputs and outcomes 
grouped in nine sectors: (i) energy; (ii) transport; 
(iii) water and sanitation; (iv) education; (v) health; 
(vi) microfinance and social sector; (vii) agriculture; 
(viii) regional integration; and (ix) private sector and 
trade.

In order to systematically track and report on the 
Bank’s contributions to development outcomes in 
core priority areas, the Bank issued in May 2010 its 
Guidelines for the Use of Core Sector Indicators, 
which established core indicators for all the Bank’s 
areas of intervention. In 2011 AfDB has streamlined 
this process by the establishment of sector 
indicators including both outcome and output.

AsDB 9

In 2011, AsDB’s DEfR reported outputs and 
outcome ratings in five core sectors: (i) energy, (ii) 
transport, (iii) water, (iv) finance, and (v) education. 
The DEfR reported outcome ratings in four other 
sectors: (i) agriculture and natural resources, (ii) 
health, (iii) public sector management, and (iv) 
industry and trade.

AsDB indicates its contribution to development 
outcomes in the region through the corporate 
results framework; and monitors outputs in core 
areas of operations, in line with Strategy 2020. In 
2011, DEfR reported on the status of achievement 
of the output targets in core sectors using 19 
indicators, 15 sub-indicators, and 5 additional 
output indicators; and their effectiveness in the 
achievement of core sector outcomes and intended 
thematic results. The DEfR also reported on the 
effectiveness in the achievement of outcomes.

EBRD 13

All sectors: Agribusiness, Bank Equity, Bank Lending, 
Equity Funds, Insurance and Financial Services, 
Manufacturing and Services, Municipal and 
Environmental Infrastructure, Natural Resources, 
Power and Energy, Property and Tourism, Small 
Business Finance, Telecoms Informatics and Media, 
Transport

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 institutional reporting to the Board, as well 
as on external publications such as the Transition 
Impact Retrospective.

IADB 12

Agriculture and Rural Development, Education, 
Energy, Environment and Natural Disasters, Health, 
Microenterprises, Reform and Modernization of 
the State, Sanitation, Social Investment, Trade, 
Transportation, Urban Development and Housing

IADB interventions generate outputs (deliverables 
produced during the execution of a project). 
Regional Goals cannot be soley attributed to the 
Bank’s interventions. Outputs monitor the direct 
contribution of the Bank’s interventions toward the 
achivenment of the Regional Development Goals.

Output and outcome indicators have been grouped 
into  each of IADB’s five priority areas.8 

These indicators are highly representative of IADB’s 
work but do not cover 100 percent of financing.

 Progress on these indicators in 2011 was published 
in the Development Effectiveness Overview.

Category C: Corporate Results Reporting
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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

IFAD 13

IFAD’s work is focused on the rural sector.  The 
Fund uses the following indicators to report on 
the achievements of its operations. Relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency, rural-poverty impact, 
sustainability of benefits, innovation, learning 
and scaling up, gender (outcome level). Natural 
resources management, agricultural technologies, 
rural financial services, marketing, microenterprise, 
policies and institutions (output level). 

IFAD’s Results Measurement Framework monitors 
IFAD’s development effectiveness at five levels. 
Level 1 (macro outcomes) tracks key macro 
variables, most of which express MDG targets and 
measures, reflecting the fact that IFAD’s activities 
are an integral part of a common global effort, 
and contribute (without the possibility of direct 
quantitative attribution) to their achievement. 
IFAD does not monitor results at this level 
independently, but relies on the data sources used 
by the international community as a whole. Level 
2 focuses on the outcomes of the projects that 
IFAD plays a major role in designing, financing 
and assisting during implementation – and that 
contribute to the achievement of the macro-level 
results tracked at level 1. Level 3 refers to the 
outputs being generated by ongoing projects 
(area under irrigation, kilometres of road built, 
etc.). Level 4 involves indicators of the quality of 
the work that IFAD does to ensure the best outputs 
and outcomes in projects. Level 5 uses indicators 
of how well IFAD manages its resources within the 
organization to optimize performance at the higher 
and more direct impact levels.

IsDB 6

In FY2011, IsDB assessed the outputs, outcomes 
and impacts of the post-evaluated projects 
covering IsDB’s interventions in six key sectors.

In FY2011, the IsDB has assessed the outputs, 
outcomes and impacts of the post-evaluated 
projects in six key sectors  (i) infrastructure 
(transport & energy)  (ii) urban development (water, 
sanitation and waste management)  (iii) industry 
and mining  (iv) agriculture and rural development 
(v) social services (health & education) and (vi) 
Islamic financial services industry. 

WB 7

In 2009, the WB developed a standardized set of 
four core sector (Education, Roads and Highways, 
Health and Water Supply) indicators for IDA 
investment operations to systematically capture, 
aggregate, and report on the results achieved 
through IDA support. The WB has added three 
core indicators for urban development, ICT and 
MSME in FY10. These indicators cover both IDA and 
IBRD. Work is underway on additional sector and 
thematic indicators.

The Bank reports on output and/or outcome 
indicators in all sectors and thematic areas (total of 
21) for all investment lending operations, through 
regularly monitored ISRs.

With the introduction of its Access to Information 
policy, the Bank is now reporting on all sectors and 
themes at the project level by making ISRs publicly 
available as well as at the corporate level through 
its World Bank for Results (WB4R) report.
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 14. Does results data collection take place during project implementation, post project completion, or both?

MDB
Both/ 
Live

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 the Bank information system.  Data on closed projects is collected through 
the project completion reports.

AsDB Both

The AsDB started to implement to a new project performance reporting system in 2010. The new system 
relies on new data requirements for reporting the performance of active projects. It focuses on three 
main pillars: 

(i)Annual monitoring of ASDB-wide progress towards the delivery of 19 key outputs in core sectors; 

(ii)Quarterly monitoring of project-specific targets recorded in the projects’ design and monitoring 
frameworks, and 

(iii)Quarterly portfolio performance monitoring which relies on five key composite indicators: (a) 
technical, (b) procurement, (c) disbursement, (d) financial management (audits), and (e) safeguard 
compliance. Programs follow a separate performance assessment process.

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 XPMR (to replace the Project Completion Reports) will 
collect information on outputs and outcomes once the project is closed. Additionally, impact evaluations 
are conducted for selected projects.

IFAD Live No further data collection once project has closed.

IsDB Both

The data for completed projects is collected by the Operations Complex at completion stage through 
available documents including progress reports and reports submitted by the project implementation 
units, staff field missions, and consultants. The data on outputs and outcomes is also collected by the 
Operations Complex for completed projects through PCRs and during the post-evaluation phase by 
GEOD.

WB Both

Results data is collected during implementation and at completion of projects. During implementation 
an interactive web-based management and reporting tool (the ISR) is used to report on implementation 
progress, progress towards achieving the development objective, results, and other critical information 
on projects. The ISR results data are regularly collected and aggregated for all projects under 
implementation for reporting purposes. 

ICRs are produced within six months after completion of a project and include reporting on cumulative 
results achieved against the indicators in the ISR measuring whether or not the project development 
objectives were met. 



44

Multilateral Development Banks’ Common Performance Assessment System

Private sector business environment

15. Number and percentage (%) of MDB country strategies approved in FY11 that includes an explicit strat-
egy to promote private sector development.

MDB # % Comments

AfDB 6 43
In 2011 AfDB produced 14 CSPs Of the 14, six have an explicit Private Sector Development 
strategy, another six have an “implicit” strategy (i.e. targeting infrastructure development for 
enhanced competitiveness).

AsDB 7 100 All 7 Country Partnership Strategies set directions and priorities for the promotion of private 
sector development.

EBRD 11 100 All country strategies include explicit strategies to promote private sector development. EBRD 
country strategies are prepared on 3-year cycles, with annual updates.

IADB 9 100
In 2011, the Board approved 9 country strategies. In all strategies, support for the private sector 
constituted key activities in the strategies, including areas such as housing finance, small or 
medium-sized entity (SME) financing,  infrastructure, climate change, agribusiness, and tourism.

IsDB 1 100

The private sector development is identified as one of the key pillars for six completed MCPSs 
during 2010-2011 for Pakistan, Mauritania, Mali, Turkey, Uganda, and Indonesia. 

In addition, the ICD10 has developed its new operational strategy to better cater the needs of 
private sector in member countries. 

IsDB has developed a broad framework and overall operational guidance for each entity of the 
IsDB Group on private sector operations.

IFC 20 100 In FY11, a total of 20 country strategies, covering both public and private sector, were 
approved, 16 of which had an in-depth private sector development component.

16. Number and percentage (%) of MDB country strategies approved in FY11 that have been informed by an 
independent evaluation of the MDB private sector activities.

MDB # % Comments

AfDB N/A N/A
The independent evaluation of AfDB private sector activities is still ongoing. All CSPs are 
supposed to draw on lessons from ex post evaluations of operations which are documented in 
the completion reports for CSPs.

AsDB 5 7 In general, CPSs are informed by independent evaluations, when they are available. For two 
country strategies approved in 2011, there were no recent independent evaluations. 

EBRD N/A N/A N/A

IADB 9 100

All the nine country strategies approved in 2011 were informed by Country Strategy 
Evaluations carried out by the IADB OVE, which included IADB activities for private sectors. 
These strategies were also informed by various evaluations of private sector activities carried 
out by OVE.

IsDB 1 100
The GOED completed CAEs for 2 countries (Bangladesh and Morocco) and initiated work for 
CAE for Iran in 2011, which also covered evaluation of the private sector operations of IsDB 
Group.

IFC 16 80

Of the 20 country strategies approved in FY11, 16 had some form of independent review of 
IFC’s private sector activities by the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG-IFC). In the others, no 
independent review by IEG-IFC was undertaken as the underlying CASs being evaluated had 
not been joint Bank-IFC strategies.

Category D:  Private Sector Development and Operations9
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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 Evaluation Cooperation Group (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 first 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 first, against GPS-1, was completed in 2002; the second, against GPS-2, in 
2005; and the third, against GPS-3, in 2010). The ECG members accepted the final 
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 classifies standards as follows: (a) Good Practice 
Standards lay down key principles and are essential to compliance; (b) Best 
Practice Standards reflect 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 evaluation 
standards, performance criteria, and components within each criterion. 
Nevertheless, challenges remain in harmonizing development results monitoring 
systems. MDBs are at different stages in implementing their development 
results monitoring systems, and there are considerable differences 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 define 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 departures 
from the GPS present two challenges: (a) they make comparisons between the 
data from the Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) systems within each MDB difficult, 
and (b) they result in diverging monitoring systems among the MDBs. In addition, 
there are also differences 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. ECG members discussed the draft proposal in March 2011 at 
the ECG meetings in Manila, and the 4th private sector GPS were approved by ECG 
in November 2011.   

AfDB 64% 44%

The ECG third benchmarking exercise awarded AfDB the following scores 
for Substantially Unchanged Standards: 68 percent material consistence 
with harmonization standards in terms of adoption; and 65 percent material 
consistency with harmonization standards in terms of adoption and full 
application (up from 39 percent in the 2004 benchmarking exercise).  

The ECG third benchmarking exercise stated that: “Nearly all the organizations 
covered have made significant progress towards harmonization. On average, 
their practices are now materially consistent with 69 percent of the good practice 
harmonization standards, well above the 59 percent for the good practice 
standards in 2004 and 39 percent in 2002.”
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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

“Although it [AfDB] improved its consistency rating for the substantially 
unchanged standards from 39 percent in 2002 to 65 percent 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 sufficient attention 
to the private sector GPS, since private sector operations accounted for only 
26 percent of its 2008 investments. It has expressed its intention to improve its 
performance.”

The gap in AfDB compliance with the GPS was mainly in adoption of the 
unchanged standards. OPEV has initiated the process of revising the guidelines 
in order to incorporate issues raised in the benchmarking report and incorporate 
amendments as provided in the GPS 4th edition.

AsDB 65% 63%

The 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 the AsDB kept it from adopting the GPS standards. The AsDB subsequently 
effected changes in its latest annual evaluation review report to comply with GPS 
on annual reporting. If these were taken into account, the AsDB compliance score 
would have been 72 percent.

EBRD 83% 81%

The EBRD scored 83 percent 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 percent. The 
fourth edition of the GPS has recently been finalized, while the EBRD is currently 
developing a new evaluation policy. As part of this process, it will review any areas 
of non-compliance with the new GPS.

IADB 90% 75%

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

IIC 98% 79%

The review concluded that IIC evaluation system met 98 percent of the 
harmonization GPS. The review also highlighted the importance of commitment 
by the IIC to evaluation. This favorable result was significant 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

GOED is using private sector evaluation system which assesses the projects 
achievements against the stated objectives based on results-based analysis. It 
is also making efforts for aligning its methodology and ratings for evaluation of 
private sector operations with the Good Practice Standards (GPS), in collaboration 
with evaluation departments of other MDBs. 

The ICD has recently adopted a Development Effectiveness Policy and the 
related framework which ensures compliance with GPSs in self-evaluation of its 
operations.

IFC 93% 93%

On the basis of current practice, IEG deems IFC to be compliant with 93 percent of 
all GPS-3 standards. IFC adopted and implemented practices were determined to 
be 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 additionality and rating business success 
of loans to financial intermediaries. 

Additionality (3 standards): These three standards related to IFC rating additionality 
as part of work quality, rather than as a separate dimension of performance, as 
proposed by these standards.
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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%

Additionality (3 standards): These three standards related to IFC rating additionality 
as part of work quality, rather than as a separate dimension of performance, as 
proposed by these standards.

Rating business success of loans to financial intermediaries: The GPS requires that 
if the financed sub-projects are identifiable, the project portfolio’s contribution 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 financed by the loan, write offs, 
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 financial intermediary. In addition, IFC adopted a return on 
equity as one of the quantitative metrics for tracking development effectiveness, 
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 (financial performance, economic performance, 
environmental & social performance, private sector development impact).

MDB (i) Development 
outcome

(ii) Financial 
performance

(iii) Economic 
performance

(iv) Environmental & 
social performance

(v) Private sector 
development 

impact

AfDB 53% (9) 65% (11) 76% (13) 82% (14) 76% (13)

AsDB 14 of 20 (70%) 10 of 20 (50%) 12 of 20 (60%) 19 of 20 (95%) 16 of 20(80%)

EBRD
77% of 39 rated 

projects (transition 
outcome)

87% of 39 rated 
projects

Not applicable. Not 
rated by EvD.

92% of 39 rated 
projects

92% of 39 rated 
projects (transition 

impact)

IADB 53% (15) 40% (15) 26% (15) 55% (15) 80% (15)

IIC 81% (27) 85% (27) 63% (27) 93% (27) 89% (27)

IsDB 

Group
N/A

The GOED post-
evaluates private 
sector projects 
financed by ICD 
and also Public-
Private Partnership 
(PPP) projects of 
IsDB. 

The rating system 
is being revised in 
line with the new 
version of the ECG 
GPS for the private 
sector released in 
late 2011.

IFC 
(CY09-11 

evaluation

by IEG)

69%  
(of 230 evaluated 

projects with ratings)

62%  
(of 231 evaluated 

projects with ratings)

69%  
(of 228 evaluated 

projects with ratings)

67%  
(of 192 evaluated 

projects with ratings)

81%  
(of 231 evaluated 

projects with ratings)
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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 outcome for lines of credits, for example, are included below:

“Highly successful”: The line of credit has overwhelming positive development outcomes, without any 
flaws- financial 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 
redeeming 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 fulfilling AsDB development objectives. The 
development impact rating is a synthesis of four criteria: private sector development; business success 
(financial performance); 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 Non-sovereign Operations.

EBRD 
(transition 

outcome)

The overall performance rating is the composite of the following individual ratings: transition impact, 
environmental performance and change, EBRD additionality, project and company financial performance, 
fulfillment 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 
performance 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 Effects (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 flaws. This type of projects 
could be used to illustrate the contribution made by the IADB to illustrate its contribution to the private 
sector development.

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

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

MDB Comment
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IIC

“Highly Successful”: A project with clearly positive development indicators, without any flaws. 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 performance indicators (DPIs) to evaluate the development outcomes 
of its operations. Overall success is based on the project’s performance and development outcomes in five 
areas: (i) Financial, (ii) Promotion of Islamic Finance, (iii) Economic, (iv) Environmental and Social, and (v) 
Contribution to the Private Sector Development.

IFC

The development outcome rating is a synthesis of the overall effect of the project on the development of 
its host economy. A project’s development outcome encompasses all its effects on a country’s economic 
and social development; including all four performance areas: financial, 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.

(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 profitability

“Satisfactory”: Project has a neutral to positive effect on profitability (or adequate overall profitability, i.e. 
satisfactory long-run return for promoter(s)

“Unsatisfactory”: Project returns were sufficient 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 financing)

“Highly unsatisfactory”: Project returns insufficient to cover cost of associated debt (or expected long-run 
returns less than cost of debt financing)

AsDB

The project’s contribution to business success is measured primarily by the real after tax financial 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, financial, economic, etc.) have been encountered that can influence 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.

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

MDB Comment

(i) Success Standards for Development Outcomes (Institutions with ECG rating scale: AsDB, AfDB, IADB, IIC, IFC) (cont’d)
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IADB

For non-financial 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 Identified 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 inflation 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 
“excellent” rating

For financial 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 inflation 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

The financial performance of investment projects is considered successful if a project’s Internal rate of 
return (IRR) is equivalent to the required return by ICD based on the risk profile and sector characteristics. 
For term financing, a benchmark for a successful project comprises a preferable minimum IRR of 12 
percent. To asses this dimension, a set of indicators is used depending on the sector of the project.

IFC

Projects are considered successful on financial performance when they generate a project financial 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 financial sector projects, the associated sub-portfolios or 
asset growth must contribute positively to the intermediary’s profitability, financial conditions, and 
business objectives. Success standards thus vary by company.

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

MDB Comment

(ii) Success Standards for Financial Performance (cont’d)
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(iii) Success Standards for Economic Performance

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

MDB Comment

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 substantial and widespread contribution to job creation, improving living standards, significantly 
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 
contributed positively to living standards, job creation, poverty reduction, etc. 

“Highly Unsatisfactory”: when the majority of sub-projects is not economically viable, they have negatively 
affected 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 specific capital investment projects 
and expansion projects where the incremental costs and benefits cannot be separately quantified. An ERR 
of greater than 20% is rated “excellent”, and an ERR less than or equal to 10% but less than 20% is rated 
“satisfactory”. The guidelines for the calculation of the EIRR are set out in theGuidelines for the Economic 
Analysis of Projects.

EBRD Not applicable. Not rated by EvD.

IADB

For non-financial market operations:

“Excellent”: ERR or EROIC >= 20%;

“Satisfactory”: 10% <= ERR or EROIC < 20%

For financial market operations:

“Excellent”: The evaluation report provides acceptable evidence that (a) the combined ERRs of the 
sub-projects financed would probably be greater than 20% or (b) that (i) the combined ERRs of the 
sub-projects financed would probably be greater than 10% and (ii) the operation has contributed to the 
development of a more efficient capital market.

“Satisfactory”: The evaluation report provides acceptable that (a) the combined ERRs of the sub-projects 
financed would probably be greater than 10% (but less than 20%), and (b) the operation has not 
contributed to a less efficient capital market.

IIC

For corporate projects:

“Excellent”: ERR/EROIC >=20% 

“Satisfactory”: ERR/E ROIC >=10%=<20%

For financial market projects: 

“Excellent”: The evaluation report provides acceptable evidence that (a) the combined ERRs of the 
sub-projects financed would probably be greater than 20% or (b) that (i) the combined ERRs of the 
sub-projects financed would probably be greater than 10% and (ii) the operation has contributed to the 
development of a more efficient capital market.

“Satisfactory”: The evaluation report provides acceptable evidence that (a) the combined ERRs of the 
sub-projects financed would probably be greater than 10% (but less than 20%) and (b) the operation has 
not contributed to a less-efficient capital.
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18. Reported share of success ratings (%) in the latest published annual evaluation reports for development 
/transition outcome and ratings on all four GPS criteria (financial performance, economic performance, 
environmental & social performance, private sector development impact).

MDB Comment

ICD

ICD places a great emphasis on the economic performance of projects by estimating Economic Internal 
Rate of Return (EIRR), especially for those projects where feasibility studies are conducted by independent 
consultants. In most cases, EIRR in the range of 10-15% is considered satisfactory for ICD. However, in some 
cases, the estimation of EIRR is practically difficult and ICD instead applies other relevant criteria such as 
employment and income generation, foreign exchange gains, tax paid, and import substitution impacts of 
the projects.

IFC

Where measurable, operations generate an ERR of at least 10%. This indicator takes into account net gains 
or losses by non-financiers. In the overall rating, non-quantifiable impacts and contributions to widely 
held DO are also considered. For financial markets projects, the success standard includes the project and 
sub-project effects on the local economy, taking into account economic distortions. For a “satisfactory” 
rating, the project has to have contributed to efficient asset allocation and/or most sub-projects have to 
be considered economically viable.

(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 effects follow:

“Highly Satisfactory”: the Policy Framework for Investment (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 significant 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 participa-
tion. 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 Resettle-
ment: 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 identified 
and the sponsor is implementing the environmental action plan as prescribed.” 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

“Excellent”: The company (a) meets (i) IADB approval requirements (including implementation of the 
environmental 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 performance (e.g., through addressing pre-existing environmental issues) or (iii) 
contributed to a material improvement 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 
implementation of the environmental action program, if any.

(iii) Success Standards for Economic Performance (cont’d)
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IIC

For corporate projects: 

“Excellent”: The company (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 performance (e.g., through addressing pre-existing environmental issues) or (iii) 
contributed to a material improvement 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 
implementation of the environmental action program, if any. 

For financial projects:

“Excellent”: The financial 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 performance (e.g., through addressing pre-existing environmental issues) or (iii) 
contributed to a material improvement in the environmental performance of local companies (e.g., by 
raising industry standards, acting as a good practice example, etc.). 

Satisfactory: The financial 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 
social and environmental impact of its projects before approving the financing. These factors are usually 
identified at project appraisal stage and are considered at approval. ICD insists on full compliance with 
relevant local environmental and social safeguards, and monitors such compliance during project 
implementation.

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 Principles, are available at http://www.ifc.org/environment.

(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 financial market development beyond the financial institution.

“Satisfactory”: The line of credit had some positive outcomes toward the growth of private enterprises and 
private sector development as well as financial market development.

“Unsatisfactory”: The line of credit had not contributed to growth of private enterprises and private sector 
development as well as financial market development.

“Highly Unsatisfactory”: The line of credit had contributed negatively to the growth of private enterprises 
and private sector development as well as financial market development.

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

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

MDB Comment

(iv) Success Standards for Environmental and Social Performance (cont’d)
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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, 
innovation 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 theGuidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation Report 
on Non-sovereign Operations.

EBRD

EBRD transition impact captures results on the ground in the country that can be verified 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) institutions, laws, regulations, and policies that promote market functioning and 
efficiency; (e) transfers and dispersions of skills; (f) demonstration effects 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 Evaluation 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 efficient 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 
efficient 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 financial market projects:

“Excellent”: The project (a) made substantial contributions to the country’s private sector development or 
development of efficient 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 
efficient 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 both quantitative and qualitative aspects of expected project outcomes in assessing the 
success of a project. A project is considered successful in terms of its positive impact on private sector 
development if it enhances competition in the sector/industry, leads to the development of new/better 
products and/or services, improves corporate governance, helps in adopting new technology and creates 
employment.

IFC
Private sector development impact is rated “satisfactory” if a project has positive private sector 
development beyond the company, particularly through demonstration effects, creating sustainable 
enterprises capable of attracting finance, increasing competition, and establishing linkages.

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

MDB Comment

(v) Success Standards for Private Sector Development Impact (cont’d)
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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) defined at approval; (ii) tracked during supervision; (iii) assessed at evaluation.

MDB (i) Defined at 
approval (%)

(ii) Tracked 
during 

supervision (%)

(iii) Assessed at 
evaluation (%)

Comments

AfDB
35 of 35 
(100%)*

60 of 60 
(100%) **

9 of 9  
(100%)

*The Board-mandated ADOA exercise requires all private 
sector operations to undergo an ex ante DO assessment 
and rating. This has been in effect since late 2008. 

**This number reflects only those operations that have 
been ADOA rated; many of the remaining operations under 
supervision may also meet the 4 GPS performance criteria. 
Data collection for 2010 results is underway in 2011, so this 
figure is a forecast rather than actual achievement.

AsDB

14 of 14 
(100%)  

projects 
approved in 

2011

134 of 134 
(100%)  

of projects in 
the portfolio

20 of 20 
(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 development 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:  14 projects were evaluated by PSOD 
through the XARR.

Independent evaluation: IED conducted 6 evaluations

EBRD

215 of 215 
(100%) of 
projects 

approved 
have clear 
transition 
objectives

215 of 215 
(100%)of all 

approved 
and rated 
projects in 
2011 are 

monitored

39 of 39 
(100%) 

projects 
evaluated by 

EvD***

***In 2011, EvD evaluated 39 of the 78 completed 
operations ready for evaluation. In addition, operational 
staff prepared very brief self evaluations covering the 
remaining 39 operations ready for evaluation. EvD is 
conducting a strategic review of the work program and 
product line-up that may result in some modification of this 
approach.

IADB
76% 

(35 of 46) 
23% 

(22 of 96)

100% 
(of 15 

projects)

With the introduction of the new framework based on DEM, 
the assessment of the development in the whole project 
cycle (approval, supervision and evaluation) is expected 
to be aligned to ECG-GPS. Among 46 projects approved 
in 2011, 35 projects had DEM, while 11 projects did not 
have DEM because they were either trade finance credit 
lines or 2nd phase of the project. For the supervision, 
among 68 projects which were in the portfolio at the end 
of 2011, development results were tracked for 22 projects 
with updated DEM. In addition, development results of 
15projects were tracked with focus on project contribution 
to development outcome through the result matrix. For 
the evaluation, for the third exercise of Expanded Project 
Supervision Reports (XPSRs) in 2010, 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) defined at approval; (ii) tracked during supervision; (iii) assessed at evaluation.

MDB (i) Defined at 
approval (%)

(ii) Tracked 
during 

supervision (%)

(iii) Assessed at 
evaluation (%)

Comments

IIC 71 (100%)

71(100% 
of projects 
which had 
received a 

previous DIAS 
score)

27 (100%of 
projects that 
reached early 

operating 
maturity)

All 60 approvals in 2011 have received a DIAS score. For 
the third year, investment officers monitored development 
indicators during project supervision in the same way as 
they do for financial indicators. Information collected is 
included in Annual Supervision Reports.

IsDB 

Group
17 (100%) N/A - -

IFC

100 %  
(of 230 projects 

approved in 
2011)

93%  
(of 1,432 

companies in 
supervision)

100%  
(of 86 projects 
evaluated in 

2011)

Approval: Approval and Supervision:  The Development 
Outcome Tracking System (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 the Independent Evaluation 
Group (IEG), DOTS has enhanced results measurement in 
IFC by both expanding the evaluation scope to the entire 
portfolio and shortening the time lag for evaluation.  DOTS 
entries exclude some project approvals, for example 
because they are tracked as part of a different 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 FY11, 99% of relevant approved projects had DOTS 
indicators with baselines, targets, and timelines by which 
targets are expected to be achieved.

Evaluation:  In 2011, IEG conducted in depth evaluations of 
86 projects, all applying the GPS framework.  This random 
representative sample constitutes 45% of the 190 projects 
that had reached early operating matury. 

20. Number (%) of projects for which additionality – defined as the benefit 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 35 of 35 (100%) 0% 9 of 9 (100%)
The Board-mandated ADOA exercise requires all PSOs to 
undergo an ex ante additionality assessment and rating. 
This has been in effect since late 2008.

AsDB
14 of 14 (100%) 

approved 
projects

N/A
20 of 20 (100%) 

evaluated 
projects

Assessment of AsDB additionality is based on whether 
(a) AsDB finance 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 Recommendation of the 
President.

Supervision: AsDB is studying the possibility of tracking 
additionality in its monitoring reports.

Evaluation: Additionality is a specific criterion in self-
evaluation and independent evaluation.
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20. Number (%) of projects for which additionality – defined as the benefit 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
215 of 215 

(100%) of proj-
ects approved

N/A
39 of 39 (100%) 
projects evalu-
ated by EvD***

***In 2011, EvD evaluated 39 of the 78 completed operations 
ready for evaluation. In addition, operational staff prepare 
very brief self evaluations covering the remaining 41 
operations ready for evaluation. EvD is conducting a strategic 
review of the work program and product line-up that may 
result in some modification of this approach.

IADB
76% 

(35 of 46) 

23% 
(22 of 96 
projects)

(100%) 
(Of 15 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) financial additionality [(i) provisions of 
amounts, tenors and/or key terms & conditions not available 
in market place as well as (ii) resource mobilization]; and 
(b) non-financial additionality [improvement in (i) project 
structure/risk allocation through financial engineering 
or innovative financial instruments, (ii) the context of the 
project (e.g. regulatory framework) through use of technical 
cooperation (TC) or other intervention, (iii) corporate 
governance, and (iv) environmental and social standards.]
Tracking of additionality was carried out for those projects 
with DEM as a part of project supervision exercise.

IIC 71 (100%) 71 (100%) 27 (100%) -

IsDB 

Group
17 (100%) N/A N/A

IsDB assesses additionality at the approval and evaluation 
stages. The additionality is also assessed partially during 
supervision.

IFC

100%  
(of 240 projects 
committed in 

FY11)

74%  
(of 906 projects 

from FY08 to 
FY11)

100%  
(of 86 projects 
evaluated in 

2011)

Approval and supervision: Additionality is entered into IFC 
systems (“iDesk”) before Board approval and then tracked 
during supervision. Given the nature of additionality, the total 
number of supervised projects includes not only projects in 
supervision but also projects pending first disbursement. 

In FY11, additionality was assessed in 100% of relevant 
committed projects. In FY12 it was tracked in 74% of all 906 
FY08-FY11 commitments that are in supervision and pending 
disbursement. Most of the 238 projects for which additionality 
was not rated in the system yet were FY11 commitments, 
where additionality is expected to materialize later. IFC 
excludes some types of projects such as splits (e.g. between 
a holding company and an operating company), or rights 
issues, typically to avoid double-counting. 

Evaluation:  In 2011, IEG conducted in-depth evaluations 
of 86 projects, all of which had additionality.  This random 
representative sample constitutes 45% of the 190 projects 
that had reached early operating maturity.
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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 field by an environmental/social specialists.

MDB # and % Comments

AfDB

At least 30 proj-
ects representing 

close to 20% of 
the portfolio

In 2011, 150 supervision missions were conducted, plus an additional 30 desk or field 
reviews carried out with environmental purposes. Around 20% of Private Sector and 
Microfinance (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 AfDB and the 
borrower and with environmental and/or social reports from and independent engineer. If 
need be, a field mission is undertaken.

AsDB

17 of 17 (100%) of 
projects classified 
as category A and 
B projects which  
require environ-
mental and/or 

social supervision

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

Category A projects – with potential to have significant 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 – financial intermediaries.

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

EBRD
95% of 1,240 

active transac-
tions

In 2011, 95% of active transactions provided environment reports. The Environment and 
Sustainability Department staff visited 195 projects for due diligence and monitoring.

IADB

100%  
(148/148*) 

*Includes trade 
finance facilita-
tion program 
operations.

IADB monitors 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 148 projects in 2011 portfolio, 
including those for financial institutions, were supervised by environmental and social 
specialists. 15 site visits were conducted*.

(*This number does not include operations monitored by consultants through 
environmental and social monitoring agreement.)

IIC 124 (98%)

Each project, at each stage of the project cycle, is supervised by the environmental specialist. 
In 2011, a total of 90% of the environmental reporting documents were received and 
reviewed by environmental staff. The standards against which they were assessed for 
corporate projects are the Environmental and Social Action Plan (ESAP) annexed to each 
corporate loan agreement. The ESAP outlines the company’s corrective actions and the 
implementation schedule developed in order to ensure compliance with IIC environmental 
requirements, and local environmental and labor laws. For financial 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 Management System (which should include 
the financial intermediary’s environmental policy, environmental review procedures, as well 
as monitoring procedures).

IsDB 

Group
N/A

Environmental and social concerns are duly addressed during the preparation and approval 
process for all private sector projects financed by the IsDB Group. It also requires for its 
private projects 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 specialists to supervise 
large industrial projects during implementation. The Bank is also developing strategy for 
applying environmental safeguards in its operations.
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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 field by an environmental/social specialists.

MDB # and % Comments

IFC 981 (100%)

IFC has a risk based approach to managing environmental and social (E&S) risk in its 
portfolio. Projects with a higher risk and those performing poorly receive focused 
supervision efforts. All active IFC investment projects are assigned an E&S specialist and 
are regularly supervised (with the exception of projects in litigation or liquidation, where 
IFC may not have access to the site or to E&S information). 

An environmental and social risk rating (ESRR) is assigned and updated, usually once a 
year, by our environmental and social specialists, and is based on reports provided by 
clients and on IFC’s site supervision visits. The ESRR is IFC’s tool to indicate potential 
E&S risk associated to the project and takes into consideration the investment’s 
environmental and social 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). After IFC financing is committed and disbursed, we conduct 
site supervision visits and review project performance on the basis of the applicable 
requirements of IFC’s Performance Standards and the agreed Environmental and 
Social Action Plan (ESAP). The ESRR provides a source of essential information for CESI 
management, as well as enabling specialists better to prioritize their efforts during 
supervision. The frequency of supervision visits depends on the current risk rating and its 
performance against the ESAP.

At the beginning of each financial year a Supervision Plan is prepared following a set 
of rules that give priority to those projects with high level of risk (high ESRR scores, 
Category A projects, projects with challenging E&S Action Plans). To strengthen IFC’s 
environmental and social risk management, we focus supervision efforts on reducing the 
so-called environmental and social knowledge gap in IFC’s portfolio. The gap refers to 
the percentage of companies in IFC’s portfolio for which we have not received updated 
information on its environmental and social performance within the last two years. The 
Knowledge Gap for FY 2011 was 3.1 % (well below the FY11 target set as 6%)

As of July 2011 IFC’s portfolio included 1,609 companies, of which 1152 companies 
are potentially subject to regular environmental and social supervision activities. This 
includes companies with and without reporting requirement and companies for which 
first reporting is not yet due. It does not include projects or companies that are Category 
C, in special operations, or litigation/liquidation, and have received supervision waivers. 
In FY11, a total of 981 clients were expected to either submit an AMR or be supervised 
through site visit; as of year-end, 585 clients submitted AMRs to IFC and 396 companies 
that were supervised through site visit. 

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

MDB (i) Defined at 
Approval (%)

(ii) Tracked 
during 

Supervision (%)

(iii) Assessed at 
Evaluation (%)

Comments

AfDB

(FAPA)
6 of 6 (100%) 17 of 19 (89%) (No evaluations 

in 2011)

All project sponsors receiving Fund for African 
Public Sector Assistance (FAPA) grants from AfDB 
are responsible for providing a quarterly Beneficiary 
Quarterly Report. Relevant outcomes and indicators 
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 field officers 
semiannually to evaluate development outcomes of 
each project. 

PCRs are filed at the conclusion of each project to 
clearly evaluate all development outcome metrics, as 
per project log frame.
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22. Number (%) of Technical Assistance (TA) and advisory services projects for which clear development 
objectives are: (i) defined at approval; (ii) tracked during supervision; (iii) assessed at evaluation.

MDB (i) Defined at 
Approval (%)

(ii) Tracked 
during 

Supervision (%)

(iii) Assessed at 
Evaluation (%)

Comments

AsDB 9 of 9 (100%) N/A (1 of 1) 100%

Approval: A design and monitoring framework (DMF) is 
included in each TA proposal. The framework includes 
indicators to be used to monitor results. 

Supervision: TAs are checked for progress, but not 
specifically for development outcomes.  

Evaluation:  The TA completion report requires an 
evaluation of development  outputs and outcome.  As 
ADB private sector operations began substantially using 
TAs only in 2010, there is only 1 TA completion report in 
2011.

EBRD

469 of 493 (95%) 
of approved  

technical 
cooperation 

projects have 
clear transition 

impact objectives

N/A 100% of projects 
evaluated by EvD.

The policy established by the Official Co-Financing Unit 
(OCU) ensures that all investment-related technical 
cooperation projects have transition objectives and 
success indicators. In 2012, the work is being carried 
out to establish the system for monitoring of technical 
co-operation projects by OCU.  Also underway is a 
donor Funds IT Systems review that will introduce more 
efficient way of analyzing the data.

Over the period 1993-2011, the Evaluation Department 
has evaluated around 20% of all TC commitments. 
All are assessed for achievement of development 
objectives.

IADB
16 out of 16 

(100%) N/A N/A

New Guidelines for TC Activties were approved in 2011. 
Under these Guidelines, activities and putputs of TC 
are speficied by Results Matrix at approval.  Progress 
of activities and outputs are monitored every year, 
and a completion report is required at the close of the 
TC.  Monitoring of indicators and outputs started to be 
tracked in a standardized results matrix starting with 
the new TC Guidelines approved in 2011. Results will be 
presented in 2012.

IIC 22 (100%) 22 (100%) N/A

Out of 22 TA projects, 5 were stand-alone operations 
and 17 were related to specific IIC investment projects. 
All TA projects are required to have objectives defined 
at approval, and are tracked during supervision. By the 
end of the year, the IIC will implement a methodology 
to improve measurement of development results

IsDB 

Group
3 (100%) 3 (100%) N/A

IsDB Group under its Investment Promotion Technical 
Assistance Program (ITAP) has provided assistance for 
improving business environment in member countries. 

ICD has also established an Advisory Services Depart-
ment to provide advisory services to the private sector. 
Guidelines for self-evaluation (Project Outcome Reports) 
have been introduced as well.

IFC 140 (100%) 486 (100%) 196 (100%)
All IFC advisory services projects are required to have 
clear development objectives defined at approval, 
tracked during supervision, and assessed at evaluation.
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 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 √

AfDB result reporting system (RSS) is going to be rolled 
out in 2013. It is expected to provide external and internal 
stakeholders with a clear view of results achieved by the Bank. 

In 2011 several case studies have been highlighted in reports 
for external audience with a view to provide an overview of the 
results achieved during the year.

AsDB √

100% of 
projects 

that have 
reached 

early 
operating 
maturity

All projects are evaluated through XARR. The XARRs are 
published on the ADB website.  IED validates all XARRs.

EBRD

√

by the 
Office of 
the Chief 

Economist

√

by EvD

The projects subject to independent evaluation are selected 
by a completely random sampling technique. The sample 
is of sufficient size to establish, for a combined three-year 
rolling sample, success rates at the 95% confidence level, 
with sampling error not exceeding ±5 percentage points. 
The Chief Evaluator also selects specific 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. EvD is conducting a strategic review of the 
work program and product line-up that may result in some 
modification of this approach.

IADB
√

XPSR

√

PSR

“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-DEM ratings of all projects approved after 
2003 are reported in the IADB Development Effectiveness 
Overview Report, which is made public. For 2011, 35 out of 96 
projects in portfolio were monitored. (check DEO 2011) 
For the evaluation of projects, random sample is applied 
based on ECG-GPS. Summary of ratings on all four areas 
(development outcome, IADB profitability, additionality, and 
IADB’s work quality), validated by Office of Evaluation, are 
made public. 

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
√ √

√ 

(Purpose 
Selection)

ICD undertakes self-evaluation of its projects where as GOED 
undertakes independent evaluation of selected private sector 
projects. 

The project selection for evaluation by the GOED is based 
on representative sample which also includes few projects 
suggested by IsDB Group members for evaluation.
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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

IFC √ √

Development results monitoring for entire portfolio: IFC 
uses DOTS to report on overall development results and on 
the four GPS performance criteria for its entire portfolio. IFC 
2011 Annual Report focused on 582 active projects approved 
during 2002-07 (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 operations). However, 
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 projects 
and ensures proportional distribution of evaluations among 
departments. IEG’s annual reports are based on evaluations 
that occurred in the three prior years. In 2011, IEG reported 
on development results of 255 projects evaluated during 
2009-11; these were selected randomly and represented 45% 
coverage of all qualifying 522 operations.

24. Validation mechanism for external reporting and tracking of portfolio development outcomes.
MDB Yes/No Comments

AfDB Yes

AfDB Evaluation Department produces the Expanded Supervision Reports Evaluation Notes 
(XSRENs) which are desk-based project-level independent-evaluation products on the XSRs 
(released to the Board for information). These XSRENs are shared with AfDB Private Sector 
Department. 

The XSRENs mainly verify the Development Outcomes reported in the XSRs (both quantitative 
and qualitative), validate the self-evaluation performance ratings, assess the quality of XSRs in 
terms of scope, coverage, and rating judgment, and finally, recommend future actions if there is a 
need for further in-depth assessment of the project’s development results.

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 available 
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 
Office 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 Office of Evaluation as an independent evaluation 
office. A summary of the results is posted on IIC’s external website.

IsDB 

Group
Yes

The GOED reports the outcomes of the evaluated projects of IsDB Group in its Annual Report and 
key findings are published in Annual Report of IsDB.

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 first 
among MDBs. For the assurance statement, see www.ifc.org/annualreport. 

A comprehensive independent evaluation of IFC Development Results is also published annually 
by IFC IEG, which is independent from IFC Management and reports directly to IFC Board.
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The AfDB Institutional Profile

Operational Highlights

In 2011, important institutional measures were taken to implement AfDB’s commitments for MfDR at the 
corporate level. The Bank adopted quality-at-entry standards for both public sector operations and country 
strategies. Comprehensive reviews during concept and appraisal help ensure good design and the use of 
strong results frameworks. Since January 2011, all public sector operations and country strategies undergo a 
systematic quality-at-entry assessment through the Readiness Review. For each new project, a team carries 
out desk reviews: first of the Project Concept Note and then, following the design process, of the Project 
Appraisal Report. The review criteria include alignment and strategic fit, lessons learnt from prior operations, 
and the focus on results. The Readiness Review has helped guide project teams in improving the readiness 
of the operations and country strategies. AfDB will continue its efforts to train staff in the use of the various 
quality assurance tools. AfDB also introduced a new Implementation Progress and Results Report with the 
aim of changing from sporadic supervision—as a one-off event or mission—to a continuous and field-based 
approach. A new project rating methodology with related rating criteria—based on evidence and focused on 
results (outcome and output reporting)—was adopted with the new report. Staff members are being trained, 
and a help desk and a project clinic initiative will be established in 2012.  

Vision 

The African Development Bank Group strives to be the leading development finance institution in Africa, 
dedicated to providing quality assistance to African Regional Member Countries (RMC) in their poverty 
alleviation efforts.

Mission 

Contribute to the sustainable economic development and social progress of its regional members individually 
and jointly.  

Members 

Shareholders include 54 African countries (RMCs) and 27 non-African countries from the Americas, Asia, and 
Europe (non-regional member countries—non-RMCs).

Offices 

AfDB is headquartered in Abidjan, Cote d’lvoire. However because of political instability AfDB Governors’ 
Consultative Committee (GCC) moved the Bank to its temporary location in Tunis, Tunisia in February 2003. It 
has 30 field offices across Africa and about 1,900 budgeted staff.

Financial Resources

As of December 31st 2011:

 Authorized Capital: UA 66.05 billion (approximately US$ 102.4 billion) 

 Subscribed Capital: UA 37.32 billion (approximately US$ 57.8 billion)
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AfDB Distribution of Lending by Sector, FY11 AfDB Distribution of Lending by Region, FY11

Main Operational Activities 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Lending 

Amount (UA millions) 1,815.73 2,275.20 2,604.05 6,617.70 3,077.90 3,549.24

Number of operations 44 46 61 64 53 60

Grants 

Amount (UA millions) 492.39 307.08 566.19   887.96 596.6 578.71

Number of operations 70 26 41 77 56 75

Of which:

Technical Assistance

Amount (UA millions) 59.34 6.05 45.25 143.45 212.47 45.02

Number of operations 25 5 7 28 33 20

Project Grant

Amount (UA millions) 419.91 260.21 424.35 140.51 257.88 224.46

Number of operations 27 15 14 4 8 10

Others Grants

Amount (UA millions) 13.14 40.82 96.59 604 14.00 309.23

Number of operations 18 6 20 45 7 45

Loans and Grants Sub-Total

Amount (UA millions) 2,308.12 2,582.28 3,170.24 7,505.65 3,674.50 4,127.95

Number of operations 114 72 102 141 109 135

Other Approvals: 

Amount (UA millions) 288.75 515.36 358.49 558.84 425.25 1,404.22

Number of operations - - - - - 14

of which:

Equity Participation

Amount (UA millions) - 185.36 145.51 142.47 189.92 53.37

Number of operations - 6 11 13 11 7

Guarantees

Amount (UA millions) 8.75 - 24.89 11.55 - 188.12

Number of operations 1 - 3 2 - 35

TOTAL APPROVALS

Amount (UA millions) 2,596.87 3,097.64 3,528.73 8,064.49 4,099.75 5,720.29

Number of operations 137 100 133 181 139 184

  Units of Account (UA) are similar to the IMF’s Special Drawing Rights with the average annual exchange rate for 2011 of UA 1= US$ 1.55.
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AsDB Institutional Profile

Operational Highlights 

Asian Development Bank (AsDB) loans, grants, equity investments, technical assistance, and guarantees—
including cofinancing—totaled US$ 21.7 billion in 2011. AsDB’s operations continued to focus on three primary 
strategic agendas— inclusive growth, environmentally sustainable growth, and regional integration— using 
instruments as project finance, technical assistance, knowledge products and policy dialogue.  

Vision

An Asia Pacific region that is free of poverty.

Mission

Help developing member countries in the Asia and Pacific region reduce poverty and improve the living 
conditions and quality of life of their citizens.

Members

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

Offices

AsDB has its headquarters in Manila, Philippines. It has 26 country offices, and representative offices in Tokyo, 
Frankfurt, and Washington, DC.  

Staff

Around 2,900 employees from 59 countries.

Financial Resources

Authorized and subscribed capital stock: US$163.3 billion and US$162.5 billion, respectively, as of December 
31, 2011.

Special Funds as of December 31, 2011:

 Asian Development Fund: US$ 1.0 billion

 Other funds: US$ 0.1 billion    
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AsDB Distribution of Lending by Sector, FY11 AsDB Distribution of Lending by Region, FY11

Main Operational Activities 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Lending

Number of Projects 64 77 81 93 105 104

Commitments (US$ millions) 7,264 9,516 9,899 13,216 11,444 12,605

Disbursements (US$ millions) 5,758 6,852 8,515 10,099 7,516 7,722

Equity Investments

Amount (US$ millions) 231 80 103 220 235 239

Number of Investments 12 5 7 5 7 6

Grants

Amount (US$ millions) 530 673 707 924 982 614

Number of Projects 41 39 48 64 40 23

Technical Assistance

Amount (US$ millions) 240 251 189 202 174 148

Number of Activities 259 239 298 313 243 212

Guarantees

Amount (US$ millions) 125 251 - - 700 417

Number of Projects 3 3 - - 3 4

Trade Finance Facilitation Program

Amount (US$ millions) - - - 850 - -

Memorandum Items

Amount (US$ millions) 970 321 1,275 4,921 5,431 7,695

Number of Projects 14 7 109 132 150 155

Total Operations including  
Co-financing 9,360 11,092 12,174 20,333 18,967 21,718
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EBRD Institutional Profile

Operational Highlights

The European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) had a record €9.1 billion in business volume 
in 2011. Of this amount, 54 percent was committed to the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and 
Mongolia, 30 percent to South East Europe (including Turkey), and 16 percent to Central Europe and the Baltic 
States. In 2011 the Bank began laying the foundations for the expansion of its operations to the southern and 
eastern Mediterranean (SEMED) region.

Vision

The attainment of higher living and working standards through well-functioning market economies, where 
businesses are competitive, where innovation is encouraged, where household incomes reflect rising 
employment and productivity, and where environmental and social conditions reflect 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

The EBRD is owned by 63 countries and two intergovernmental institutions.

Offices

EBRD headquarters are located in London, United Kingdom. The EBRD has 33 regional offices in 25 of its 29 
countries of operations.

Staff

As of 31 December 2011, the EBRD has 1,418 employees, including 390 in resident offices.

Financial Resources

At end 2011, the EBRD has a subscribed capital totaling EUR 28.4 billion (EUR 6.2 billion paid-in and EUR 22.2 
billion callable) and enjoys credit rating of AAA from Standard & Poor’s, AAA from Moody’s, and AAA from 
Fitch.
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Main Operational Activities 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Lending

Number of Projects 301 353 302 311 386 380

Commitments (US$ 
millions) 6,501 8,218 7,152 11,336 12,086 11,716

Disbursements (US$ 
millions) 4,944 6,000 6,989 7,918 8,070 8,626

Equity Investments

Amount (US$ millions) 1,327 2,466 1,525 1,668 1,520 1,721

Number of Investments 64 91 76 56 64 58

Grants

Amount (US$ millions) 246 82 48 74 353 88

Number of Projects 8 6 4 8 12 11

Technical Assistance

Amount (US$ millions) 97 144 115 146 187 165

Number of Activities 382 474 432 502 518 493

Co-financing(commercial)

Amount (US$ billions) 3.4 4.8 2.7 3.7 3.4 8.4

EBRD Distribution of Lending by Sector, FY11 EBRD Distribution of Lending by Region, FY11
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IADB Group Institutional Profile

Operational Highlights

IADB: In 2011, lending by the Inter-American Development Bank (IADB) reached US$ 10.9 billion. IADB lending 
was strongly based on investment lending (representing 84% of total lending), fast-disbursing policy-based 
operations representing 16% of lending. Non-sovereign guaranteed investment lending accounted for 13% of 
the 2010 total, up from 7% in 2009. 

IIC: 2011 has been a year of milestones for the IIC.  For the first time in IIC’s history, loans and equity investments 
reached the 1-billion-dollar mark in disbursements of own and third-party funds. In 2011, the IIC allocated 
US$ 464.7 million in financing to 71 projects for enterprises across the region, nearly 24 percent more than 
the value of IIC loan approvals in 2010.  The IIC also approved US$ 470.5 million in cofinancing operations that 
substantially leveraged the resources provided directly by the IIC.

Mission

IADB: The 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.

IIC: The IIC’s mission is to promote economic development in its regional developing member countries by 
fostering the establishment, expansion, and modernization of private enterprises, with a focus on SMEs. 

Members

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

IIC: The IIC has 44 members.  26 are from Latin America and the Caribbean, and 18 are from other parts of the world.

Offices

IADB: The IADB Group is headquartered in Washington, D.C., and has offices in all 26 of its borrowing countries, 
as well as in Paris and Tokyo.

IIC: The IIC is headquartered in Washington, D.C., and has 10 regional offices in Latin America.

Staff

IADB: The IADB has 1,947 staff, of which 643 are located in country offices.

IIC: As of December 31, 2011, the IIC had 107 staff positions, 24 of which were located in regional offices

Financial Resources

IADB: Subscribed capital stock for the Ordinary Capital is US$ 105 billion. Contribution quotas authorized and 
subscribed for the Fund for Special Operations total US$ 10 billion.

IIC: The IIC’s primary source of funding has been capital contributions from its member countries.  In 2011, the IIC’s 
equity rose slightly to 778 million.  The IIC continues to pursue its strategy of funding source diversification.  To 
this end, it negotiates bilateral loans with commercial banks as part of its ongoing effort to improve its debt profile 
and establish repayment schedules that spread out of maturity dates, thus avoiding concentrations on a particular 
date.  As a result, the IIC was able to increase borrowing from 634 to 659 million over the past year.

Main Operational Activities 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Inter-American Development Bank

Lending (total)

Number of Projects 87 126 152 170 167
Commitments (US$ millions) 8,769 11,262 15,623 12,675 10,911
Disbursements (US$ millions) 7,150 7,647 11,907 10,906 8,439
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Main Operational Activities 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Concessional Lending

Number of Projects 19 18 24 31 27
Commitments (US$ millions) 152 137 228 297 181
Disbursements (US$ millions) 393 415 414 398 368

Grants1

Amount (US$ millions) 217 202 363 579*** 398
Number of Projects 430 374 456 466 419

Technical Assistance**

Amount (US$ millions) 119 187 213 194 169
Number of Activities 433 510 451 416 357

Co-financing

Amount (US$ millions) 2,643 1,469 3,403 1,193 1,964

Number of Projects 38 46 54 41 32
1 Subset of grants. Excludes Grant Co-Financing Contribution administered by the Bank and Investment Grants. Starting from 2010, 
original approved amount reported. Cancellations not considered. Totals do not include the Haiti Grant Facility (251m in 2010) or 
resources specific to the Multilateral Investment Fund. Grant amount includes investment grants, PSGs, reimbursable TC operations.

Main Operational Activities 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Inter-American Investment Corporation

Lending (total)

Amount (US$ millions) 455 301 300 375 465
 Number of Investments 61 64 40 49 71

Co-financing

Amount (US$ millions) 138 301 342 536 472
Number of Projects 5 6 6 7 8

Starting from 2010, original approved amount reported. Cancellations not considered. Totals do not include the Haiti Grant Facility 
(US$ 251m in 2010) or resources specific to the Multilateral Investment Fund. Grant amount includes investment grants, PSGs, 
reimbursable TC operations.

IADB Distribution of Lending by Sector, FY11 IADB Distribution of Lending by Region, FY11

IIC Distribution of Lending by Sector, FY11 IIC Distribution of Lending by Region, FY11
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IFAD Institutional Profile

Operational Highlights

In 2011, the Executive Board of the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) approved 34 new 
programs and projects, supported by loans and debt sustainability framework (DSF) grants for a total of US$ 
947.2 million. Disbursements also reached a record high of US$ 549.7 million. IFAD’s two sub-Saharan Africa 
regions received over 40 per cent of new financing for programmes and projects in 2011. At the end of the 
year, IFAD was financing a total of 240 ongoing programs and projects reaching approximately 110 million 
people in 93 countries and one territory. The IFAD investments in these activities were worth US$ 4.6 billion. 
Co-financing and funds from domestic sources amounted to US$ 5.7 billion, bringing the total value of these 
programs and projects to US$ 10.3 billion.

Vision

The IFAD is an international financial institution and a United Nations specialized agency dedicated to 
eradicating 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. They are small farmers, landless 
people, laborers, herders, artisanal fishers, and small-scale entrepreneurs who depend on agriculture and 
related activities to survive. IFAD gives special attention to gender differences 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 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 
agencies or the International Atomic Energy Agency. The IFAD 167 Member States are classified as follows: 
List A (primarily Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) members); List B (primarily 
OPEC members); and List C (developing countries).   

Offices

IFAD headquarters are based in Rome, Italy, with smaller offices in 33 partner countries.

Staff

IFAD has 298 professional and higher-category positions, excluding the President and Vice-President, and 226 
general service positions. In the professional and higher-category positions, staff are nationals of 78 Member 
States and 42 percent are women.

Financial Resources

IFAD seeks replenishment from Member States every three years and uses these resources, together with loan 
reflows and investment income, complementary contributions and supplementary financing, to provide the 
resources available for annual commitment. The 8th Replenishment period (2010-12) includes a total program 
of work of US$ 3.0 billion together with up to US$ 1.0 billion in co-financing through specific supplementary 
funds that may be provided by individual donors.
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Main Operational Activities 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Loan and DSF Grants

Amount (US$ millions) 515.0 520.3 552.2 662.4 794.2 947.2

Number of Projects 27 34 29 32 33 34

Disbursements (US$ millions) 387.5 399.1 433.8 428.5 457.6 549.7

Grants

Amount (US$ millions) 41.8 35.7 40.7 47.0 51.2 50.4

Number of Grants 109 77 70 99 88 83

Co-financing

Amount (US$ millions) 96.1 424.4 305.0 312.0 677.2 412.2

Source: 2010 and 2011 IFAD Annual Reports.

IFAD Distribution of Lending by Sector, FY11 IFAD Distribution of Lending by Region, FY11
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IsDB Institutional Profile

Operational Highlights

In 2011, IsDB Group intensified its counter cyclical financing. Its total approvals reached a record level of US$ 8.3 
billion with an increase of 19.3%. Trade financing increased by 24.3% and project financing by 16.3%. During the 
year, resource transfer (disbursement) of the IsDB Group to member countries also reached a record level of US$ 5.2 
billion. The project financing targeted fast disbursing infrastructure sector (comprising Energy, transport, water, and 
urban development) which accounted for 63% of total OCR approvals, followed by Agriculture (15%) and  Social 
Sectors (health and education) (14%).

Islamic Corporation for the Development of Private Sector (ICD): ICD’s adopted new strategy based on 4-pillars 
which focuses on Islamic financial channels, direct financing, enabling environment, and leveraging on partnerships. 
In 2011, the ICD approved 17 new projects and participated in 6 capital increases in existing equity projects for a 
total amount of US$ 362.26 million of which US$ 270.76 million was for equity participation and lines of financing for 
SMEs. Equity investment accounted for 38.8% of ICD’s new approvals. The focus was on five sectors: financial (62.6%), 
Industry & Mining (19.5%), real estate (11%), and the remaining 7% was distributed among ICT and Trade.

Objective

IsDB: The IsDB is a multilateral development financing institution that aims at fostering the economic development 
and social progress of its 56 member countries and the Muslim communities in the non-member countries.

ICD: Supports development of private sector in its member countries through provision of wide range of financial 
products and services in compliant with the principles of the Shari’a (Islamic law).

Vision

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

ICD: To be a major player in the development and promotion of the private sector as a vehicle for economic and 
social growth and prosperity in Islamic countries.

Mission

IsDB: The 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.

ICD: To complement the role played by the IDB through: providing Islamic financial services and products, 
Promoting competition and entrepreneurship in member countries, advising governments and businesses, and 
encouraging cross border investments.

Members

IsDB: The IsDB has 56 member countries from four continents. All member countries may benefit from its financing. 

ICD: IsDB is the major shareholder with 50% of the capital, 30% from 50 member states (24 MCs from Asia and 23 
MCs from Africa, Turkey and Albania from Southern Europe, and Suriname from South America), and 20% from 
public financial institutions of member countries.

Offices

IsDB: The IsDB has its headquarters in Jeddah, the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. It has four Regional Offices in 
Kazakhstan, Malaysia, Morocco, and Senegal. In addition, the IsDB also has Field Representatives in 14 member 
countries. IsDB is also implementing a program for enhancing its Field Presence in member countries.

ICD: ICD headquarter is in Jeddah, the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, with regional coverage through IDB’s four regional 
offices.
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Staff

IsDB: The total number of regular IsDB Group staff is 1,111.

ICD: ICD has 116 employees.

Financial Resources and Group Membership

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

The primary source of IsDB Group funding has been capital contributions from its member countries. The 
Capital structure of each Entity of the IsDB Group is provided in the table: 

Main Operational Activities 2007 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Lending

Number of Projects 186 189 262 349 237 272
Approvals (US$ billion) 2.15 2.54 3.51 4.36 4.36 5.08

Disbursements (US$ billion) 2.41 3.57 3.77 3.74 3.92 5.21

Of which:  Equity Investment

Approvals (US$ millions) 128.0 329.3 289.4 379.5 273.2 194.5
Number of Projects 22 25 31 39 28 17

Of which:  Technical Assistance

Approvals (US$ millions) 13.4 26.2 38.5 36.6 18.7 34.7

Number of Projects 61 80 110 107 81 98

Special Assistance Grants

Approvals (US$ millions) 18.4 25.4 20.5 19.4 19.9 15.1

Number of Projects 47 60 55 50 55 49
Co-financing

Approvals (US$ billions) 0.89 .93 1.1 1.5 1.52 0.89
Number of Projects 31 24 20 23 25 21

Trade Financing        

Approvals (US$ billions) 2.92 2.79 2.31 2.06 2.59 3.22

Number of Projects 130 81 79 60 75 77

IsDB fiscal 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.

IsDB Ordinary Capital Resources (OCR) Lending 

by Sector, FY11

IsDB Ordinary Capital Resources (OCR) Lending 

by Region, FY11

Note: Others include Information & Communication, Public 
Administration, etc.

Note: The countries classification into sub-regions is based on the 
World Bank classification: AFR (Africa), ECA (Europe and Central Asia), 
LCR (Latin America and Caribbean), MNA (Middle East and North 
Africa), and SEA (South Asia).

IsDB 
Group

Authorized 
Capital

Subscribed 
Capital

Paid-in 
Capital

(US$ billions)

IsDBa 47.1 27.7 6.8

ICD 2.0 1.0 0.57

ICIECa 0.24 0.24 0.10

ITFC 3.0 0.75 0.67
a US amount for IsDB, and ICIEC is computed based 
on conversion of Islamic Dinar (ID)  unit of account, 
which is equivalent to Special Drawing Right of IMF 
(1 ID = US$ 1.556), on 23 November, 2011.
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WBG Institutional Profile

Operational Highlights

WB: During FY2011 the WB committed US$ 42.6 billion in loans, grants, equity investments, and guarantees to 
its members and to private businesses in member countries. IDA commitments reached US$ 16.3 billion in fiscal 
2011, including US$ 13.45 billion in credits and US$ 2.82 billion in grants. New lending commitments by IBRD 
reached US$ 26.7 billion, including 132 operations, in fiscal 2011—significantly more than the historical average 
(US$ 13.5 billion in fiscal 2005-08). 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 FY2011, IFC committed US$ 12.2 billion in loans, equity investments, and guarantees for 518 projects 
across 9 industries in 102 countries. IFC mobilized US$ 6.5 billion through syndications, structured and securitized 
products, sales of IFC loans, parallel loans, and the Asset Management Company. Half of investment projects— 
totaling US$ 4.9 billion in commitments—and about two-thirds of advisory services expenditures were in IDA 
countries.

Vision

WB: It is the vision of the World Bank Group, which includes the IBRD, IFC, and IDA, to contribute 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

WB: To fight poverty with passion and professionalism for lasting results. To help people help themselves and 
their environment by providing resources, sharing knowledge, building capacity, and forging partnerships 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

WBG: IBRD has 188 member countries; IDA has 172; and IFC has 182.

Offices

WB: The headquarters of WB is in Washington, D.C. It has over 100 other offices around the world. About half 44 
percent of operations are managed from country offices; 2,800 of Bank staff reside in the poorest client countries; 
and 690 of these staff are located in countries with fragile situations.

IFC: IFC headquarters is in Washington, D.C. IFC has 102 field offices in 92 countries.

Staff

WB: Over 10,000 development professionals from 
nearly every country in the world work at WB. 
Approximately 40% of them work in country offices 
throughout the developing world. 

IFC: IFC employs 3,438 development professionals 
representing more than 140 countries. Sixty-six 
percent of IFC staff are from developing countries; 
fifty-five percent are based in field offices; and fifty-
three percent are women.

Financial Resources  
(US$ million FY10)

IBRD IDA IFC

Operating income 1,023 816 1,579

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

132.459 125,287 42,828

Total assets 314,211 162,544 68,490

Total equity 39,683 136,416 20,279
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Main Operational Activities  
(IBRD, IDA, IFC) 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Lending

Number of Projects 606 660 667 671 609 564

Commitments (US$ millions) 28,610 30,345  32,067 52,866  64,468 47,998

Disbursements (US$ millions) 24,460 24,346 25,460  32,227 45,371 36,883

Equity Investments (IFC)

Amount (US$ millions) 1,123 1,586 2,154 2,069 2,975 1,968
Number of Investments 87 104 145 123 197 152

ESW and non lending TA (IDA, IBRD)

Number of Activities 907 961 1002 982 1,091 1,105
Co-financing

Amount (US$ millions) 8,276 10,257 9,183 5,820 9,006 6,474
Number of Projects 143 148 114 84 22 30

Guarantees and Risk Management (IFC )

Amount (US$ millions) 611 984 1,879 2,519 3,969
5,167  

(guarantees) 
+60(RM) 

Number of Projects 44 52 56 155 201
199  

(guarantees) 
+10 (RM)

*IFC’s reported amount figure for co-financing represents total mobilization (syndicated loans, structured finance, and IFC’s Asset Management Company). The 
number of projects figure includes only syndicated loans.

WB Distribution of Lending by Sector, FY11 WB Distribution of Lending by Region, FY11

IFC Distribution of Investment Commitments

by Sector, FY11

IFC Distribution of Investment Commitments 

by Region, FY11



Multilateral Development Banks’ Common Performance Assessment System

80



Appendix II:  Institutional Profiles of Private Sector Operations of MDBs | 2011 COMPAS Report

 81

Appendix II:  Institutional Profiles of Private Sector Operations of MDBs



Multilateral Development Banks’ Common Performance Assessment System

82

INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE OF PRIVATE SECTOR OPERATIONS OF MDBs

AfDB AsDB6

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

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

Investment Portfolio1 - Total 1,003 1,773 2,431 4,534 5,776 7,005 2,181 2,506 3,194 3,712 4,284 4,343

        Of which Loans 898 1,496 2,014 2,353 2,861 3,181 1,267 1,452 2,739 2,585 2,927.91 3,071

            Non-Performing Loans (Principal) 19.3 18.5 17.5 24.0 51 88 29.7 16.5 1.7 92.4 31.9 22.8

            Loan Write-offs n/a n/a n/a  n/a n/a n/a 20.5 8.6 1.9  - 38.2 -

        Of which Equity 90 262 376 545 870 967 914 1,054 815 1,126 1,356 1,271

            Equity Write-offs n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0 0 8.7 12 8 2.1

    Number of portfolio companies  47  58  67  93  129 151  122  140  143  140 141 134

New Commitments - Total 822 1,365 1,043 1,436 1,041 1,899 1,415 1,716 2,253 1,670 1,918 1,751

         Of which Real-Sector Projects 366 634 644 343 646 847 888 900 1,828 665 1,073 1,586

         Of which Financial Services 457 731 396 939 165 1,052 330 796 325 890 750 65

         Of which Funds 82 111 114 155 229 16 198 20 100 115 95 100

    Droppages2/ Approvals 0.2% 0.3% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 17.2% 0.3% 28.6% 36.5% 5.0% -

    Cancellations3 / Commitments 1.1% 0.8% 3.5% 0.0% 0.1% 6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0% 0.0% 5.5%

    Mobilization Ratio4  4.00  5.00  n/a  n/a n/a n/a 1.37 1.06 2.66 0.73 0.64 0

Advisory Services/Technical Assistance - 

Project Expenditures5
n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0 0.3 0.7 0.5 2.5 3.2 2.40

Staff

  # of staff working on Investments  16  16  35  29 34 n/a 67 74  78 83 119 3.2

 # 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 n/a n/a

EBRD7 IADB

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

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

Investment Portfolio1 - Total 16,187 20,705 22,148 27,691 30,421 33,159 1,959 2,786 4,574 4,352 4,576 5,184

        Of which Loans 11,623 14,058 14,811 19,021 20,385 23,138 1,832 2,643 4,296 4,088 4,576 5,184

            Non-Performing Loans (Principal) 29 59 174 445 629 632 66 2 n/a 0 0.0 0

            Loan Write-offs 325.3 334.1 333.2  377.8 380 384 42 21 n/a 44 0.0 0

        Of which Equity 4,564 6,649 7,337 8,669 9,412 10,021 127 143 278 264 0 0

            Equity Write-offs 363 417 420 463 472 456 0 0 14 64 0 0

    Number of portfolio companies  n/a  1,341  1,416  n/a n/a n/a  130  152  165  140 109 120

New Commitments - Total 5,199 7,082 5,977 9,397 8,975 9,044 1,091 1,227 2,277 708 594 1,070

         Of which Real-Sector Projects 2,731 4,416 3,462 5,424 4,605 4,742 258 639 1,550 563 313 683

         Of which Financial Services 2,205 2,077 2,305 3,725 3,964 3,773 463 585 561 119 282 397

         Of which Funds 263 589 209 248 405 529 119 4 167 26 32 0

    Droppages2/ Approvals 25.7% 15.4% 10.7% 3.6% 4.0% 15.2% 24.0% 0.2% 3.7% 16.0% 13.0% 3.1%

    Cancellations3 / Commitments 10.0% 6.9% 10.8% 10.2% 11.3% 6.6% 1.6% 2.4% 0.0% 21.1% 7.9% 6.2%

    Mobilization Ratio4 1.23 1.78 1.88 0.94 1.20 2.50 n/a 1.68 1.34  3.77 2.02 2.35

Advisory Services/Technical Assistance - 

Project Expenditures5
135.0 136.2 n/a 146.4 186.8 157.8 77.3 107.6 109.0  131 .0 7.2 4,104

Staff

  # of staff working on Investments 406 443 465  573 531 563 57 70  104  123 95 130

 # of staff working on Advisory Services 16 16 16  19 23 28 56 75  65  84 95 130

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

IIC8 IsDB9

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
US$ millions (except company/staff numbers mobilization ratio and returns on Loan and Equity)

Investment Portfolio1 - Total 687 793 1,037 1,022 1,018 1,077 702 1,233 1,928 2,316 3,041 3,138

        Of which Loans 619 734 986 971 971 1,037 702 1,233 1,928 2,316 2,841 2,860

            Non-Performing Loans (Principal) 29 20 19 42 37.2 38 0 0 0 0 36,113 27

            Loan Write-offs 9 5 0 2.5 15.1 9.7 0 0 0 0 0 0

        Of which Equity 67 60 0 42 49.8 39.2 0 0 0 0 200 278

            Equity Write-offs 0 1 42 0 0.1 2.4 0 0 0 0 0 0

    Number of portfolio companies  46  52  63  40 210 209  15  25  34 41 45 50

New Commitments - Total 303 212 296 157 342 370 253 531 695 388 520 286

         Of which Real-Sector Projects 63 44 125 85 110 127 253 466 590 218 520 160

         Of which Financial Services 240 168 171 71 231 241 0 15 105 20 0 100

         Of which Funds 0 0 0 1 1.5 1.2 0 50 0 150 0 26

    Droppages2/ Approvals 9.8% 19.1% 0.0% 12.0% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

    Cancellations3/ Commitments 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.7% 8.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

    Mobilization Ratio4 n/a n/a 1.9  0.89 1.43 1.01 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Advisory Services/Technical Assistance - 

Project Expenditures5
n/a n/a 2.4  3.3 3.1 2.7 0 12 n/a n/a n/a n/a

Staff

  # of staff working on Investments 91 91 97  96 103 101 4 4 4 4 7 8

  # of staff working on Advisory Services 1 1 2  3 3 6 n/a 1 1 1 1 1

ICD10 IFC11

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
US$ millions (except company/staff numbers mobilization ratio and returns on Loan and Equity)

Investment Portfolio1 - Total 486 616 987 1,065 1,464 972.77 21,627 25,410 32,342 34,503 38,841 42,789

        Of which Loans 316 370 581 682 861 972.77 17,627 20,526 25,777 27,556 29,573 32,491

            Non-Performing Loans (Principal) 14.4 17.2 28.4 35.5 31 57.2 447.1 377.9 369 457 877 943

            Loan Write-offs 0 0 0  n/a n/a n/a 114.3 39.2 51 41 18 56

        Of which Equity 170 247 405 383 603 742.08 3,912 4,885 6,565 6,948 9,268 10,298

            Equity Write-offs 0 0 0 0 0 0 73 45 146 1,070 208 220

    Number of portfolio companies  91  97  132  156 160 172  1,368  1,410  1,491  1,579 1,656 1,737

New Commitments - Total 175 113 103 391 201 362.26 6,703 8,220 11,399 10,547 12,664 12,185

         Of which Real-Sector Projects 152 90 88 186 15 136 3,859 4,540 6,267 5,090 5,101 4,009

         Of which Financial Services 23 24 15 205 110 201.26 2,535 3,404 4,605 4,793 6,601 7,741

         Of which Funds 0 0 0 0 22 25 309 276 527 664 961 434

    Droppages2/ Approvals 8.9% 31.7% 8.0% 26.2% 18.6% 10 3.0% 9.0% 3.2% 11.8% 8.3% 9.2%

    Cancellations3 / Commitments 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 1.94% 7.60% 0.0% 13.5% 13.5% 9.0% 15.8% 11.2% 14.0%

    Mobilization Ratio4 n/a 0.40 0.61  0.26 n/a n/a 0.43 0.47 0.42  0.38 0.42 0.53

Advisory Services/Technical Assistance - 

Project Expenditures5
n/a n/a n/a  n/a n/a 1 82 118 151.9 183 189.4 206.8

Staff

  # of staff working on Investments 28 36 49  50 39 25 1,155 1,269 1,302  1,411 1,402 1,496

  # of staff working on Advisory Services n/a n/a n/a  n/a 16 8 978 1,087 1,185  1,141 1,069 1,089
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AfDB = African Development Bank, AsDB = Asian Development Bank, EBRD = European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development, IADB = Inter-American Development Bank, IIC = Inter-American Investment Corporation, IsDB = Islamic 
Development 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 
involvement 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. AsDB: Droppages are defined as the amount of facilities cancelled in full  prior to signing in the year / amount of 
facilities approved in the year. Cancellations are defined as the amount of facilities cancelled in full after signing / amount 
of facilities 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  figures includes all budgeted positions of Private Sector Operations 
Department only. AsDB adjusted its mobilization ratio figures for 2009 and 2010 following a clarification of direction.

7.  EBRD: Investment portfolio refers to stock amounts (total commitments less reflows The 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’s Small Business Support (SBS) programme (consultants 
amount to over 500). Project expenditures includes the provision of technical assistance, SBS programme and Legal 
Transition advisory services. Figures adjusted for 2006-2010 for sector distribution of new commitments, non-performing 
loans and droppages/commitments ratios to reflect the changes in classifications and measures. 8.  IADB: Loan portfolio 
subtotal includes guarantees.

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

9.  IsDB private sector data covers its Public Private Partnership (PPP) operation.

10.  ICD: Some data from previous years has been revised based on refined definitions

11.   IFC: Numbers by respective fiscal year (ending June 30). In addition to the staff working on investment and advisory 
services, staff engaged in Corporate Services Departments (such as Human Resources, Legal, etc.) amounted to: 853 in 
2011, 879 in 2010, 838 in 2009, 838 in 2008, 778 in 2007, and 747 in 2006. Selected advisory services project expenditure 
and mobilization ratio data have been restated for consistency and replace the data published in prior COMPAS.
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AfDB AsDB EBRD IADB
AGRICULTURE RESEARCH AND EXTENSION
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IFAD IFC IIC WB
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AfDB AsDB EBRD IADB
PRIVATE SECTOR DEVELOPMENT (continued)
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AfDB AsDB EBRD IADB
PRIVATE SECTOR DEVELOPMENT (continued)
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IFAD IFC IIC WB
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AfDB AsDB EBRD IADB
REGIONAL INTEGRATION
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IFAD IFC IIC WB
REGIONAL INTEGRATION
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AfDB AsDB EBRD IADB
SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT / SOCIAL WELFARE / SOCIAL POLICY (cont’d)
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IFAD IFC IIC WB
SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT / SOCIAL WELFARE / SOCIAL POLICY (cont’d)

�� !�$��	������	����������	�������
���.	�����������������
���
��	���	���.
�	�"��
�����
�1��	�
�����	������������
�

�� 5��.���
���������0��
�����
�������������
��	�
�����
�	"�
�		
���	�����	��	����
�1��	���	���
�
�1��	��
�������
��	����

�� 5��.���
����	��	�������
�1��	�
����	��	��
�$��	���	���
������
���
��	����

�� J���
����������
���������
���������	����
�1��	��
���	��	��
��
���
������
�1��	�����	��	�����
���.	�����
��	����

�� 3��
���������
��������
��
�������������������	���	�	���
�
�1��	����.���
�������
��	����

�� *��
���	�	�������������	"�
����������������(������
�������	��	
��	�
���	��	�
�
���
���	�������
������
�
��
������������.���
"�
���.���
"�������	���
���
��	����

�� J���
����������
���������
���.���
�"�������	�������
��
	�����	�������
�1��	�
�����	�	���������������
��(�����
�������
��	����

�� 5��.���
�������3���	"�/�	��
�
��
���������
�

�� 5��.���
�����������
�&�
(�	�
�
��
���������
�

SANITATION

�� ��	�
�+
��	��	��&��>�'�/����
�
�����������	�
��������	���	�
�
	
��	��������"

�� ��������
���������	���������	��
@���
��������	�	���������	���C�
���
�	����
�1��	������
�

�� /�����������������
�
����	�������	
��	������
�
	����
�1��	������
�

�� �������	
�����	�����
�����"�����
�������
��
����	�	����
��	�����
���
�	����
�1��	������
��

�� J����������������52;������	���
������
��������"�	���	
��	��	�
���	������
	������
�	����
�1��	�
�	��#"��
�

�� 9��
�������	
�������	
��	���
���
�	����
�1��	������
�

URBAN SERVICES FOR THE POOR

�� ����������
����
�����
�������
��	���������	��@9��
�����
3��	�	��C����
�	����
�1��	�
�����
�

�� ����������
����
�����
�������
��	���������	��
�����
�������
���	��������	������
�	����
�1��	�
�����
�

�� ����������
����
�����
�������
��	���������	��@9��
�������	�
�
3��
���C����
�	����
�1��	�
�����
�

�� ����������
����
�����
�������
��	���������	������������
�����
��	�����OKK���	�
�
�������
�
	����
�1��	������
�

�� ����������
����
�����
�������
��	���������	������	
���	"����
�	���
�
�1��	��"���������������	����
�����
�



Multilateral Development Banks’ Common Performance Assessment System

104

ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE (additional indicators tracked by the private sector arms of selected development banks)
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ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE (additional indicators tracked by the private sector arms of selected development banks)
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POLLUTION MANAGEMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH
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POLLUTION MANAGEMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH
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In 2010, AfDB launched the African Development Bank Group’s Results Measurement Framework (RMF) to 
monitor progress toward the vision described in the Bank’s Medium-Term Strategy 2008-2012. The RMF 
allows the Bank to track progress against baselines, and assess whether it is on track to meet its own targets. 
Based on the analysis of AfDB’s operations from 2009 to 2011, performance on these indicators shows a 93% 
of Bank’s operations fully achieved their development objectives, well exceeding Bank’s target for 2012. This 
has enabled the Bank to make a major contribution to Africa’s development, covering major sectors including 
microfinance and social sector, regional integration, agriculture and food security, water and sanitation, and 
health. AfDB’s contribution to development in Africa has also improved in the transport and energy sectors. 

A number of management tools have been put in place to improve the performance of Bank’s portfolio. New 
“Quality-at-entry” procedures have been introduced to ensure that AfDB projects are technically sound and 
designed to maximize development impact. Project Appraisal Reports (PAR) are increasingly well prepared, 
leading to fewer problems with implementation; from 2009 to 2011 the level of supervision of Bank’s 
operations has improved, while the level of problem projects declining to under 5 per cent. Knowledge 
management is also improving over time, with the quality and timeliness of Project Completion Reports (PCR) 
reaching their targets. The percentage of projects for which a PCR was scheduled to be completed and for 
which a PCR was actually finalized remained above 90 per cent in 2011, up from an average of less than 50 per 
cent in previous years. 

The Bank remains committed to the principles of the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness. Monitoring of 
Paris indicators, which are integrated in the RMF, shows that AfDB performance in the Aid Effectiveness area 
is very much dependent on the country context. The overall proportion of Bank’s development resources 
recorded in partner countries’ budgets measured 70 per cent in 2011while the use of country public financial 
management systems reached 50 per cent as at the end of 2011. Predictability of financing reached 61 per 
cent in 2011, and the stock of parallel project implementation units — initially measured at 113 in 2007— fell 
to 38, below the target. AfDB will review Paris indicators and targets after 2012 accordingly to the new “post-
Busan” monitoring framework.

In 2011, AfDB also endorsed the International Aid Transparency Initiative, which sets standards on the 
publication of aid data to make it more accessible and comprehensible to the public. Recognizing the Bank’s 
efforts and progress in openly reporting on its results and operational performance, the Publish What You 
Fund organization ranked the Bank among the TOP 10 donors on the 2012 Aid Transparency Index.

As the continent’s premier development bank, AfDB is constantly improving its focus on development results. 
The results data presented in the ADER 2012 reflect indeed improvements in a whole series of underlying 
systems and processes designed to increase Bank’s results orientation. AfDB will work to embedded results 
management more deeply into the culture of the organization. While systems to monitor and report on results 
are in place, it is essential to use this information as a management tool. The Bank is also working to foster 
a results culture at country level. A strong results focus at country level is indeed essential to the effective 
management of Bank’s operations.  

The current RMF will come to an end at the end of 2012. As the Bank continues to adapt its operations to 
Africa’s new and emerging development challenges, the new RMF will need to better reflect the Long-Term 

Strategy 2013-2022 which sets out the new strategic and operational priorities.    

African Development Bank
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In 2012, AsDB published the 2011 Development Effectiveness Review report. The review evaluated ADB’s 
progress against the Strategy 2020 results framework, and highlighted performance trends and needed 
Management actions. Adopted in 2008, the corporate results framework is a management tool that helps 
ADB monitor and improve its business to achieve the long-term development goals laid out under Strategy 
2020. The framework allows AsDB to focus on delivering benefits to its clients and strengthen accountability 
to stakeholders. AsDB uses the corporate results framework to clarify strategic objectives (including indicators 
and targets), plan its work, monitor progress to identify issues, and make informed decisions on future actions. 

The DEfR found that AsDB had achieved most of its operational and organizational effectiveness targets. 
AsDB improved the quality of its ongoing operations, and earned good ratings for its two previously weak 
performance areas: support for gender mainstreaming in operations and financial mobilization. 

The assessment of outcomes showed that AsDB’s performance improved considerably but remained below 
the 80% target. This is attributed to the low rating of restructured and closed projects. While AsDB fell short of 
achieving intended outcomes, restructuring enabled AsDB to focus on better projects and this is expected to 
strengthen overall outcome performance in the future.

AsDB also continued its strong support for environmental sustainability, private sector development, and 
regional cooperation and integration.

With current performance targets set to expire in 2012, a full-scale review of the existing results framework is 
now being carried out, and a refined and updated system will be put in place in 2013.

 

Asian Development Bank
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The focus of EBRD’s Results Framework (ERF) is the impact of projects on the transition of countries of 

operation towards becoming well-functioning market economies. The main purpose of ERF is to act as the 

effective MfDR instrument of tracking success of the Bank’s activity both on operational and institutional 

levels. The so-called “transition impact” on EBRD’s countries of operation represents the likely effects of 

a project on a client, sector or economy, which contribute to their transformation from central planning 

to well-functioning market-based structures. This represents the main goal of EBRD as international 

organization. 

The Results Framework of the EBRD has the following components:

assessment of “transition gaps” for 15 sectors in all EBRD countries of operation across market 

structure and market supporting-institutions dimensions. 

(via country strategies, every  3 years)

impact dimensions and checklist)

transition gaps are at least “medium”) 

incentives in the scorecard

the transition challenges faced by the country and sector. As countries make progress, periodic updates 

of the changes to market structure or market-supporting institutions necessary to bring them up to the 

standards of the most advanced market economies. The EBRD is currently considering inclusion-equality 

of opportunities, as a means as well as an end of successful transition. EBRD’s focus is on capturing 

systemic change in the countries and sectors in which it works. 

The achievement of transition objectives is tracked by a set of benchmarks pre-defined for each project. 

All operations in EBRD’s portfolio are monitored against these transition benchmarks on regular basis (as a 

general rule, once a year). Work is being carried out to complete the harmonization of the benchmarks for 

each sector, which will allow aggregation of results to improve lessons learned. 

The operational and institutional effectiveness represents the measures or controls of the EBRD’s 

management to ensure best possible and accountable results are achieved by its activities. By 

implementing these measures, EBRD takes active role in accountability for results and increasing 

effectiveness of these results’ achievement. The measures include internal institutional process and 

incentives schemes that ensure quality, focus, learning feedback mechanisms and resource efficiency with 

targets for incentivising the banking teams in both bringing in projects with potentially significant 

potential impact and ensuring the projects ultimately deliver their envisaged transition objectives.

The EBRD is undertaking a thorough review of its results framework and the way the organization can 

enhance the effective results management mechanisms. The reshaping of the EBRD’s Evaluation Policy 

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development
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The Inter-American Development Bank is focused on providing value-added to the Latin America and 
Caribbean region, which is heavily characterized by the special challenges faced by middle-income countries. 
In 2010 the Bank approved a new institutional strategy as part of the 9th General Increase in Resources (IDB-9) 
agreed to by its Board of Governors. This strategy aligns the Bank’s work to key development priorities in the 
region. The institutional strategy is complemented with a Results Framework, the Bank’s main accountability 
instrument which provides the set of indicators that will be used to report on progress against the 
commitments established in IDB-9. In 2011 loan approvals reached US$ 10.9 billion and disbursements totaled 
US$ 8.4 billion. 

IADB has focused its internal reforms on ensuring that the necessary instruments are in place to make 
decisions based on empirical evidence with the objective of achieving results. The Results Framework (see 
attached schematic) is an integral part of the IADB’s results-based management efforts. Selected outputs 
from the Bank’s programs are aggregated from the project level and outcome indicators provide metrics to 
track the Regional Development Goals these outputs contribute towards. The Results Framework also focuses 
the lending program on four specific priority areas. Finally, it reports on internal effectiveness and efficiency 
metrics guiding the decision making at the Bank throughout the year. 

At the project level, IADB ensures that designs include quantitative indicators for outputs and outcomes. This 
emphasis has allowed the Bank to report, for example, that over 12 million individuals received a targeted 
anti-poverty program through IADB-funded projects in 2011. Over 2 million people were incorporated into 
a civil or identification registry. More than 87,000 households were provided with new or upgraded sanitary 
connections. Over 800,000 people were given access to improved public low-carbon transportation systems. 
In addition to monitoring outputs, the Bank is using impact evaluations to review the link between outputs 
and outcomes. In 2011, 31% of IADB projects included a rigorous impact evaluation design at approval. Of 
projects approved in 2011, 100% included an economic analysis and 98% were rated evaluable or highly 
evaluable. For accountability, projects are designed to ensure that empirical evidence as to what works and 
what does not is monitored throughout the cycle.

The Bank’s flagship initiative to support MfDR at the country level is PRODEV, which provides technical 
assistance and training to government officials in the region to strengthen capacity of countries to manage 
for results. IADB also supports the LAC Community of Practice MfDR, which engages government officials, 
parliamentarians, and civil society practitioners.

In 2012, the IADB published the Development Effectiveness Overview 2011, the third annual corporate report 
that accounts for the effectiveness of its work in Latin America and the Caribbean. It establishes accountability 
for the effectiveness of the IADB’s work during the year, but also describes how the Bank is learning what 
works best to solve the Region’s development challenges through innovative project and evaluation designs. 

Inter-American Development Bank
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IIC’s core mandate is maximizing developmental impact through the private sector with preferential focus 
on small and medium-size enterprises while ensuring long-term financial sustainability. This mandate is 
reflected in its current 2011-2013 business plan by three overarching goals, (a) Developmental Impact: The 
operations approved by the IIC will need to achieve a minimum level of development impact as measured 
by its DIAS system, (b) Financial Sustainability: The IIC must achieve a return on average shareholder’s capital 
at least equal to the average rate of US inflation, and (c) SME Focus: IIC Management will ensure that at least 
75% of the volume and 85% of the number of operations in its portfolio reach SMEs through direct or indirect 
interventions.  To support the achievement  of these goals the IIC has put in place a rigorous measurement 
system of operational, financial, and developmental targets that are continuously updated and shared with 
staff and its Board of Directors.

Over the last ten years, IIC has implemented a comprehensive system to measure, monitor, report on and 
evaluate its core mission. From economic analysis in the nineties, to additionality matrix in 2002, to the 
Development Impact and Additionality System (DIAS) in 2008. The IIC’s evaluation framework was declared 
the “most harmonized with good practice standards” by an independent benchmarking exercise concluded in 
2010.

For the period 2011-2013 IIC is proposing a results framework based on growth and productivity to support 
the enhancement of the Corporations’ Development impact. To achieve growth, IIC seeks to increase 
operational flexibility by implementing initiatives directed at 1) enhancing its ability to reach very small 
companies, 2) significantly expand the volume and reach of its technical assistance products, 3) developing 
a new model for providing local currency support, 4) create a new operational and developmental model 
to reach larger corporate clients. To achieve more productivity by 1) developing a new model for human 
resource allocation that recognizes the institutions developmental mandate, 2) implementing significant 
process and systems updates, and 3) negotiating a comprehensive service agreement with the IDB and 
seeking ways to leverage the IIC’s competitive advantage to provide services to other IDB Group private sector 
windows.

Inter-American Investment Corporation
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IFAD’s unique mandate is to improve rural food security and nutrition, and to enable rural women and men to 
overcome poverty.  IFAD has adopted a MfDR approach to focus the organization on achieving and measuring 
development results.

The establishment and operation of a comprehensive and integrated MfDR system was guided by the need to 
ensure:

alignment between the programme area (or global, regional, country programmes and projects) and 
the organisational areas (for departments, divisions and individuals). 

decision-making and learning. 

IFAD’s Results Measurement Framework (RMF) for 2010-2012 monitors IFAD’s performance at five levels:

measures, reflecting the fact that IFAD’s activities are an integral part of a common global effort, and 
contribute (without the possibility of direct quantitative attribution) to their achievement. IFAD does 
not monitor results at this level independently, but relies on the data sources used by the international 
community as a whole. 

and assisting during implementation – and that contribute to the achievement of the macro-level 
results tracked at level 1. At this level, IFAD’s RMF assesses performance against internationally 
accepted criteria of project performance: relevance –the extent to which project objectives are 
consistent with the priorities of poor rural people and other stakeholders; effectiveness –how well 
projects perform in delivering against their objectives; and efficiency –how economically resources 
are converted into results. Further IFAD-specific dimensions measured are: rural poverty impact; 
sustainability; innovation, scaling up; and gender equality and women’s empowerment. 

and services that derive from IFAD-supported projects (area under irrigation, kilometers of road built, 
etc.) and which are relevant to the achievement of outcomes. The data source is IFAD’s Results and 
Impact Management System (RIMS), which allows aggregation of the outputs reported by the projects 
currently being implemented. 

IFAD’s work in designing and supporting the implementation of projects to ensure the best outputs 
and outcomes are achieved. 

performance at the higher and more direct impact levels. 

International Fund for Agricultural Development
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The Islamic Development Bank’s (IsDB) Results Framework is driven by its new Vision 1440H (Vision 2020G): a 
Vision of Human Prosperity and Dignity. The Vision calls for addressing the challenges facing the IsDB member 
countries, which include: (i) Achieving Healthy Human Development; (ii) Achieving Sustainable and Inclusive 
Economic Growth; (iii) Strengthening Peace and Stability; (iv) Achieving Good Governance; and (v) Fostering 
a Sense of Common Identity. The Vision defines quantitative targets to be achieved for each area by 1440H 
(2020G) which are also linked to the Organization of Islamic Cooperation (OIC) and MDGs Targets.

The 1440H Vision identifies nine Key Strategic Thrusts and addresses those challenges: (i) Reform IDB; (ii) 
Alleviate Poverty; (iii) Promote Health; (iv) Universalize Education; (v) Prosper the People; (vi) Empower 
Women; (vii) Expand the Islamic Financial Service Industry; (viii)Facilitate Integration of IDB Member 
Economies among themselves with the World; and (ix) Improve the Image of the Muslim World. 

In order to translate these Strategic Thrusts into action, the Bank has identified Thematic Strategies which 
comprise of four Priority Areas and two Cross-cutting Areas, taking into account the priorities of its member 
countries.  The Focus Areas are: (i) Comprehensive Human Development / Poverty Reduction; (ii) Islamic 
Financial Sector Development; (iii) Infrastructure Development / Prospering the People; and (iv) Economic 
Cooperation and Regional Integration, and the two Cross-Cutting Areas are: (i) Capacity Development; and (ii) 
Private Sector Development. 

The IsDB Results Framework is broadly divided into 2 parts with 4 levels. 

Progress on Development Goals in the member countries.  

For the Performance part, a scorecard based on KPIs has been developed and put in place since the last two 
years. Based on the scorecard KPIs, the Bank is actively monitoring and reporting its performance to the 
Management and the Board. The KPIs of the scorecard are also being cascaded down to the staff level and 
incorporated into the staff annual performance evaluations.

The IsDB is making efforts for developing and implementing “Results” part of the framework to measure 
and report results of its interventions at the country and regional level. The Bank is also strengthening 
its institutional capacity and putting in place institutional mechanisms, processes, systems and tools for 
assessing, monitoring and reporting on results. The Core Sector Indicators (CSIs) are being finalized to help 
assess results at sector and project level.

At the country level, the Bank uses country specific Results framework agreed during the Member Country 
Partnership Strategy process for monitoring, and reporting progress on Results. The results will also be 
aggregated and reported at the regional level. 

The planning and budgeting process is being further strengthened by integrating Results Framework into the 
Medium Term Business Strategy (MTBS) and Sector Strategies. 

Islamic Development Bank
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Through the establishment of the Results Measurement System in IDA13, the World Bank was the first 
multilateral development institution to adopt a framework within which progress on results and performance 
could be monitored. For the past several years, the Bank has continued to focus on results in its operations and 
policies as a critical strategic basis for development. The World Bank is at the forefront for innovative MfDR 
approaches. All country assistance strategies (CAS), sector strategies, and projects have results frameworks. 
The outcomes are assessed by staff, and validated independently by the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG). 

In 2011, the World Bank published its first Corporate Scorecard report, providing detailed information on 
the Bank’s performance in the context of global development results through an integrated results and 
performance framework. Key findings from the Corporate Scorecard are the significant contributions made 
by the Bank over the past decade to human development, infrastructure and access to services for the poor. 
Support to governance and institutional development has been provided in many countries. The Bank is 
on-track with the lending commitments it has made in four Post Crisis Directions related sectors: agriculture; 
infrastructure; health, nutrition and population; and education.

Going forward, focus on building country MfDR capacity remains a priority for the World Bank. All World 
Bank operations work through and therefore aim to strengthen country systems, including the use of impact 
evaluations, procurement, financial management, and monitoring and evaluation. These are complemented 
by policy dialogue and knowledge sharing to support country institutions and reforms. In addition, the World 
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 Community of Practice and Statistics for Results Facility. 

World Bank
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IFC’s corporate results framework features three mutually reinforcing components: the IFC Development Goals, 
a monitoring system to measure development results, and a system to evaluate the outcomes and impact of 
IFC activities. It reflects a deliberate and systematic approach that allows IFC to track the progress of its projects 
throughout their life cycle and incorporate lessons learned into strategy and operations.

The IFC Development Goals (IDGs) are targets for reach, access, or other tangible development outcomes that 
investment and advisory projects committed or signed by IFC are expected to deliver during their lifetime. The 
IDGs cover six areas: agribusiness, health and education, financial services, infrastructure, economic growth, and 
climate change. They are currently being tested, to assess whether they are the right goals, as well as whether 
the methods, numerical targets, and tracking systems that IFC has in place are appropriate to implement them. 
The agreed IDGs are expected to become fully operational between FY13 and FY14, when they will be used to 
assess departments’ performance – and be included in relevant staff objectives. Once operational, the IDGs will 
help IFC reach a double-bottom line of financial sustainability and development impact.

IFC’s Development Outcome Tracking System (DOTS) monitors the development results of investment and 
advisory services.  At the outset of a project, IFC staff identify standardized indicators with baselines and targets, 
whose progress is tracked throughout supervision – allowing for real-time feedback into operations, until 
project closure.  IFC’s monitoring and evaluation framework for investments meets 93 percent of the Good 
Practice Standards for the evaluation of private sector operations agreed within the Evaluation Cooperation 
Group. The overall DOTS score is a synthesis of four performance areas; to obtain a high rating, a project must 
make a positive contribution to the host country’s development. For Advisory Services, the overall DOTS 
score or development effectiveness rating is a synthesis of the overall strategic relevance, efficiency, and 
effectiveness (as measured by project outputs, outcomes, and impacts). In 2007, IFC was the first multilateral 
development bank to report on development results for its entire portfolio, and  have an external firm review 
and assure the application of its methodology and reported results.  

Project-level evaluations complement the monitoring in DOTS. In an effort to focus attention on the poverty-
reduction effects of its work that typically cannot be captured by monitoring and tracking alone, IFC has 
recently launched a new evaluation strategy that encompasses both investment and advisory projects. The new 
strategy has four primary objectives: (1) credibly articulate IFC’s development impact; (2) learn how to maximize 
the effectiveness of IFC interventions; (3) provide useful business intelligence to clients and partners; and (4) to 
exchange knowledge with external actors. 

Since 2004, IFC has had a corporate scorecard that ties incentives to the achievement of development results, 
with specific targets in the areas of development impact, financial sustainability, client satisfaction and human 
resource management.  

Specifically, in the area of development impact the corporate scorecard measures:

1) The development results of IFC’s activities (investments and advisory services) in terms of DOTS scores.

2) The extent to which IFC’s activities are aligned with IFC’s strategic focus areas, which in turn are informed 
by where IFC expects to achieve the greatest development impact, and where IFC can add most value – IFC’s 
“additionality”.

As a private sector-oriented development institution, financial sustainability (as measured, for example, by IFC’s 
commitments, mobilization, productivity, profitability, capital adequacy, liquidity, leverage and return on net 
worth) is also a key factor in IFC’s scorecard, as are client satisfaction, and various measures of human resource 
management.

International Finance Corporation
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Scorecard

IFC’s Performance on Strategic Pillars

Financial Resources  
(US$ million FY10)

Indicator
Performance

FY12 FY11

Development Results

   Investment Projects Rated High (DOTS score)1 68% 67%
   Advisory Projects Rated High2 72% 67%

Frontier Markets

   Number of Investment Projects in IDA Countries 283 251
   Commitments in IDA Countries (millions) $5,864 $4,867
   Advisory Services Expenditures in IDA Countries (millions)3 $122 $107
   Commitments in Sub-Saharan Africa (million) $2,733 $2,150
   Commitments in MIddel East and North Africa (millions) $2,210 $1,603

Client Partnerships

   Number of South-South Investment Projects 41 32
   Commitments in South-South Investment Projects (millions) $1,515 $1,034

Climate Change

   Climate-Related Investments (millions)4 $1,621 $1,671

Infrastructure, Health & Education, Food

   Commitments in Infrastructure, Health & Education, Food (millions)5 $3,642 $2,200

Local Financial Markets

   Commitments in Financial Markets (millions)6 $9,375 $8,176

   Commitments in Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises Sector (millions)7 $6,077 $6,020
Notes:
1 DOTS scores: Percentage of client companies with development outcomes rated high as of June 30 of the respective year, 

for a rolling average of 6 years of approvals (2003–2008 for FY12).
2 FY12 and FY11 ratings are based on a review of completion reports fi led in calendar years 2011 and 2010, respectively.
3 FY11 and FY12 fi gures refl ect improved methodology for measuring Advisory Services expenditures in IDA countries, 

incorporating regional projects.
4 Includes investments in energy effi ciency (EE) and renewable energy (RE).
5 Commitments of IFC’s Infrastructure, Communications and Information Technologies, Subnational Finance, Health & 

Education, and Agribusiness departments (not the entire food supply chain).
6 Commitments of IFC’s Financial Markets excluding Funds and Private Equity.
7 Includes direct MSME borrowers, fi nancial institutions with more than 50% of their business clients being MSMEs, and any 

other investments that specifi cally target MSMEs as primary benefi ciaries.







African  
Development 

Bank

Asian  
Development  

Bank

Inter-American  
Development Bank Group

International Fund for  
Agricultural Development

World Bank GroupEuropean Bank for  
Reconstruction and 

Development

Islamic Development  
Bank Group


