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REVIEW OF SELF-EVALUATIONS AT OTHER MULTILATERAL DEVELOPMENT 
BANKS 
 
A. Self-Evaluation Systems at Comparable Multilateral Development Banks 
 

1. Public Sector Operations 
 

1. Project Design. All of the multilateral development banks (MDBs) that were reviewed state project 
objectives and provide results frameworks, normally, but not always, with baselines. The World Bank and 
the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), but not the Inter-American Development 
Bank (IDB) or the African Development Bank (AfDB), include a theory of change at the approval stage. At 
the World Bank, if such a theory of change was not included at the approval stage, it is introduced 
retroactively in the project completion report (PCR).1 
 
2. Implementation. For each MDB, the system includes a standardized project supervision system, 
regular supervision missions, and an expectation of a midterm review. This is the case for all the MDBs 
reviewed for this evaluation, although the actual practice may at times vary. 
 
3. Completion. The systems include requirements for a project completion report (PCR) at or around 
project closing. This has several aspects: 

(i) All MDBs require completion reports for each project at project completion.  
(ii) All the MDBs state when the PCR is to be delivered to the independent evaluation office. 

For the World Bank, IFAD and AfDB this is within 6 months of project closing. At IDB 
there is in practice a tight deadline to prepare PCRs and their validations, since validated 
results are needed for IDB’s annual Development Effectiveness Overview. 

(iii) Governments contribute to the completion process in different ways. At IFAD, the formal 
responsibility for preparing a PCR has been the government’s; however, that is now being 
modified with responsibility shifting to IFAD. At the World Bank, the government or 
borrower normally prepares a separate completion report that is attached to the World 
Bank PCR. For IDB, governments prepare inputs to the PCRs, while for AfDB there is an 
expectation that the borrower will be consulted for the PCR preparation. 

(iv) A beneficiary survey is expected for IFAD, but this is not a standard practice for the World 
Bank or IDB. There is no particular practice at AfDB. 

(v) Typically, there are four evaluation criteria: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and 
sustainability, following the standard Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD) criteria. MDBs also have criteria specific to their respective 
mandates. 

(vi) All the MDBs used ratings. Most used a six-point scale, but AfDB and ADB use a four-
point scale.  

(vii) Validation ratings are provided by the independent evaluation office in all cases. 
(viii) PCRs are in most cases prepared before the actual closing date. 
(ix) Preparation of the PCR is the responsibility of operational management. In practice the 

PCR is normally produced by junior staff or consultants. Until recently, at IFAD the PCR 
has been prepared by government or borrower with IFAD support. 

(x) At all the MDBs, PCRs are sent to the Board of Directors. 
(xi) PCRs are normally publicly disclosed, although for IFAD this has so far required the 

approval of the government. 
(xii) At IFAD and IDB, a management development effectiveness report uses the self-

evaluation results. This is not the case for IFAD and IDB. 
  

 
1  In this appendix, the term project completion report (PCR) is used generically. Each MDB may have its own specific name for the 

document. 
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2. Private Sector Operations 
 
4. Project design. For IFC and IDB Invest, issues at entry are influenced by the organizations’ 
respective monitoring systems (see below). For the Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA), 
the particular features of a political risk insurer are important. 
 
5. Implementation. IFC and IDB Invest have implemented new monitoring systems that focus on 
key expected deliverables and their likelihood of being achieved. For MIGA, implementation and 
supervision are limited to environmental and social aspects, because of the nature of MIGA’s products. 
MIGA has an arms-length relationship with its clients. 
 
6. Completion. The characteristics of the systems for private sector operations include the following: 

(i) Evaluation reports are prepared at early operating maturity rather than at completion. 
(ii) The evaluation reports are prepared by the MDB and not by borrowers or investees. 
(iii) Beneficiary surveys are normally not used. 
(iv) IDB self-evaluates a sample of projects. MIGA evaluates all projects, as do IDB Invest and, 

in principle, AfDB.  
(v) Evaluation criteria typically follow the standard OECD or Evaluation Cooperation Group 

(ECG) criteria. Some aspects to be evaluated are unique to private sector projects. In 
principle, IDB Invest follows the general IDB approach. 

(vi) All the MDBs reviewed used ratings.  
(vii) In all cases validation ratings are prepared by the independent evaluation office. 
(viii) Preparation of the PCR is the responsibility of operational management in all MDBs 

except for IDB Invest, where the PCR is prepared by the Development Economics 
Department.  

(ix) At IFC, after the Independent Evaluation Group’s (IEG’s) random sampling and selection, 
IFC management can decide when to deliver the PCR within the calendar year. For IDB, 
in practice, there is a tight deadline to prepare PCRs and their validations, since validated 
results are needed for the annual IDB Development Effectiveness Overview. For AfDB the 
deadline is, in principle, 6 months; and 

(x) IDB Invest and MIGA deliver a heavily redacted PCR to Board of Directors. At IFC this is 
not done because of confidentiality (and because its reports are supervision reports and 
not completion reports).  At AfDB, reports are not delivered to the Board of Directors.  

 
B. Internal Reviews of Self-Evaluation Systems at Other Multilateral Development Banks 

 
7. In the current decade, there have been only a few evaluations of MDB self-evaluations, all 
prepared by the relevant independent evaluation office. These include, “Behind the Mirror,” IEG’s 
evaluation of self-evaluation systems at the World Bank Group;2 the assessment of the Monitoring and 
Evaluation Systems of the International Finance Corporation and Multilateral Investment Guarantee 
Agency conducted in the context of the Biennial Report on Operations Evaluation (BROE);3 and the 
assessment of self-evaluation at the International Monetary Fund conducted by the Independent 
Evaluation Office in 2015. 4 The evaluation offices of the African Development Bank and the European 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development are currently finalizing assessments of their self-evaluation 
functions. 

 
2  Independent Evaluation Group. 2016. Behind the Mirror. A Report on the Self-Evaluation Systems of the World Bank Group. 

Washington: World Bank. 
3  Independent Evaluation Group. 2013. Assessing the Monitoring and Evaluation Systems of IFC and MIGA. Biennial Report on 

Operations Evaluation (BROE). Washington: World Bank Group. 
4  Independent Evaluation Office. 2015. Self-Evaluation at the IMF. An IEO Assessment. Washington: International Monetary Fund.  
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1. “Behind the Mirror”: IEG’s Evaluation of the Self-Evaluation Systems at the World Bank 
Group 

 
8. This 2016 report covered all the main self-evaluation systems for the World Bank Group entities: 
the World Bank (public sector), IFC (private sector), and MIGA (political risk insurance). It included projects 
and country programs. 
 
9. Before the report, IEG reviewed and assessed the self-evaluation systems of the World Bank 
Group through the Annual Report on Operations Evaluation (AROE). This discussed the coverage and 
quality of evaluations and self-evaluations. The 1998 edition of the AROE was probably the first document 
in the World Bank to discuss the application of results-based management in a systematic way. After the 
last AROE in 2006, IEG started to publish the Bi-Annual Report on Operations Evaluation (BROE), which 
also included IFC. The most recent BROE, discussed below, was issued in 2013.  
 
10. The “Behind the Mirror” report defined self-evaluation as: the “formal, written assessment of a 
project, program, or policy by an entity engaged in that activity” and found that such self-evaluation 
lies at the heart of the World Bank Group’s results measurement system. The report noted that self-
evaluation systems had expanded since the World Bank began operations and that compliance with 
requirements was mostly strong. However, it also found that the potential use of self-evaluations was 
not being maximized, although the systems had been emulated and adapted by other development 
agencies. The key conclusions were as follows: 

(i) Compliance with requirements was mostly strong. Self-evaluation systems meshed well 
with and provided information to the independent evaluation systems.  

(ii) Having all operational units write substantive end-of-project reports was a noteworthy 
accomplishment that not many other organizations afforded themselves.  

(iii) The self-evaluation systems primarily focused on results reporting and accountability 
needs. The systems did not provide the information necessary for the World Bank Group 
to develop learning to enhance performance. Information generated through the self-
evaluation systems was not regularly mined for knowledge and learning except by IEG, 
and its use for project and portfolio performance management could be improved upon.  

(iv) Implementation status and results (ISR) ratings (for the project supervision system) and 
indicators derived from them were not always precise because of weak project monitoring 
and optimistic reporting. The ISR would be more effective for early warnings if team 
leaders had incentives to proactively acknowledge issues and raise risk flags.  

(v) Many midterm reviews were late. Remedial actions to address identified problems were 
also late because the World Bank and client procedures were complicated, and they 
delayed restructuring of project; and 

(vi) The evaluation identified three broad causes of misaligned incentives for writing and 
using self-evaluations: excessive focus on ratings, attention to volume that overshadowed 
attention to results, and low perceived value of the knowledge created.  

 
11. Use of self-evaluations The report noted that World Bank management had put processes in place 
to monitor and manage operational quality and portfolio performance using a comprehensive system of 
cascading indicators, some of which drew on information from ISRs and implementation completion and 
results reports (ICRs). The information produced by this system was used in regular processes for 
performance management. Thus, management had access to, and made use of, data that could track 
performance, identify problem areas, and foster corrective action. Thanks to self-evaluation frameworks 
and data, the World Bank Group had been able to produce comprehensive and high-level corporate 
results reporting to the Board and externally that were easy to compare across time, contexts, and 
sectors.  
 
12. Use of performance management. The report concluded that the World Bank’s performance 
management system, built around the ISRs, served its purpose but could be used more effectively. When 
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the ISR worked as intended, warning flags were raised at the right time, and teams and managers acted 
on these flags; problem projects could be turned around and results delivered. Yet ISR ratings and 
indicators derived from them were not always precise because of weak project monitoring and optimistic 
reporting. The ISRs would be more effective for early warning if team leaders had incentives to 
acknowledge issues proactively and raise risk flags. Weaknesses in project M&E systems remained, 
despite various initiatives to strengthen M&E and results orientation. Some key indicators of operational 
quality and results were not delivered in a timely way or were unreliable.   
 
13. Role of monitoring and evaluation (M&E). Regression analysis of World Bank projects developed 
for this evaluation showed that World Bank projects with good M&E systems tended to have 
substantially and statistically significant higher outcome ratings than similar projects, controlling for 
other factors. Given the association between M&E and the outcome rating, the report argued that it was 
better to identify M&E shortcomings early on and to address them, which often did not happen. The 
low quality of M&E systems and inadequate use of their findings could be traced to a lack of rewards 
and incentives for results-based management.  
 
14. Impact evaluations. The World Bank Group had expanded and deepened its impact evaluation 
work over the preceding decade, financed mostly by trust funds. The selection of projects for impact 
evaluations was made by operational teams, guided by the interests of trust fund donors, reducing the 
suitability of this instrument for corporate accountability purposes or for aggregated reporting. The 
report suggested that embedding impact evaluations in projects would be useful for measuring results 
and allowing for attribution. 
 
15. The report noted that IFC had sought to reform and reduce the scope of its results measurement 
and self-evaluation. There had been only limited progress toward systems that would meet learning and 
business needs more effectively while maintaining a credible level of accountability. The leadership of 
the institution had not been supportive of self-evaluation. The evaluation also considered that IFC did 
not provide sufficient support and guidance on writing and learning. The evaluation noted an excessive 
focus on evaluation ratings, an attention to volume that overshadowed the attention to results, and the 
low perceived value of the knowledge created. The report noted that IFC had a long history of using self-
evaluation to assess performance, results, and effects on private sector development, with formal self-
evaluations of its projects starting in 1987.  However, only limited progress had been made toward 
systems that met learning and business needs yet maintained a credible level of accountability.  
 
16. IFC had a comprehensive M&E system, with its corporate annual report presenting development 
results alongside financial results. Expanded project supervision reports, sampled by IEG, were the only 
instruments providing an in-depth evaluation of evidence, since IFC had stopped conducting annual 
supervision reviews of projects because they duplicated its quarterly credit risk rating. Starting in 2014, 
IFC had sought to reform how it measured results. In response to the 2013 BROE, IFC carried out an 
internal review of the expanded project supervision reports, which found that IFC staff used the report 
seldom if at all. The review proposed several changes. IEG and members of the Board’s Committee on 
Development Effectiveness (CODE) expressed concern that the proposed reforms risked weakening the 
credibility of IFC’s results measurement and that not all the proposed changes had been implemented. 
IFC and IEG subsequently jointly developed a streamlined expanded project supervision report template 
and workflow.  
 

2.  Monitoring and Evaluation Systems at the International Finance Corporation (IFC) and 
the Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA) 

 
17. This report on the IFC and MIGA was a self-standing report that also served as an input to the 
“Behind the Mirror” report. The report found that IFC had advanced systems to gather, analyze, and 
apply investment and advisory project information, while MIGA had made progress in upgrading its 
system of assessing its development performance. IFC had a system to monitor the development results 
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of its investments from screening and appraisal until closure, rating evolving outcomes against targets 
for: financial, economic, environment and social, and private sector development, while also assessing 
IFC additionality. However, the report found gaps in the use of private sector development indicators 
where there was an apparent trade-off between the relevance of the indicators and their standardization 
(allowing for aggregation at corporate level).  
 
18. IFC used expanded project supervision reports for self-evaluation of a sample of mature 
investments, but the report found a deteriorating quality in these reports over the previous 2 years. The 
quality of the evidence on the outcomes of IFC’s advisory services was weak but had improved over time. 
In this regard, the report noted that, at the project completion point, many advisory services projects 
could not demonstrate outcomes and impacts because not enough time had passed for these effects to 
have taken place.  
 

3.     Self-Evaluation at the International Monetary Fund (IMF) 
 
19. The benchmarking exercise for the current evaluation did not include the IMF, since its activities 
are very different from those of ADB. However, its self-evaluation is included for background information. 
This report noted that self-evaluation, in tandem with independent evaluation, could help to improve 
the IMF’s effectiveness by fostering learning. It can also contribute to the governance and legitimacy of 
the IMF by establishing a framework for accountability and enhancing transparency.  
 
20. Overall, the report found that the IMF took an ad hoc approach to self-evaluation, requiring self-
assessments and setting guidelines only in limited instances, and conducting self-evaluations of policy 
and institution-wide issues as input or as background for policy or other thematic reviews. For the most 
part, this approach has served the IMF relatively well. However, the approach also has important 
weaknesses and risks.  
 
21. The report found that considerable self-evaluation took place at the IMF. Many IMF self-
evaluation activities and reports were of a high technical quality and self-evaluation was used to inform 
reforms in policies and operations. Yet there were gaps in coverage (about half of the IMF-supported 
programs were not subject to self-evaluation), some weaknesses in quality, and shortcomings in the 
distilling and dissemination of lessons, in part due to the absence of an explicit, conscious, institution-
wide approach to this work. On this basis, the report made recommendations to enhance the IMF’s 
approach to self-evaluation as a tool for systematic learning and accountability, as well as institutional 
effectiveness and transparency. It proposed that the IMF set out more explicitly what needed to be 
evaluated and how, who would be responsible for these evaluations, and how they would be followed 
up. The report noted that the absence of an explicit institution-wide framework meant that the 
organization might miss important lessons and vulnerabilities. There was a perception among some 
external stakeholders and staff that the IMF did not value self-evaluation as a key learning tool. 
 
22. The close integration of self-evaluation into the policy development process helped policy 
development become better informed. However, there were also disadvantages to subsuming self-
evaluation into reviews aimed at policy development, since lessons, especially those focused on staff 
practices, could get lost: 

(i) Staff involved in the preparation of key policy reviews saw policy development as their 
overriding objective.  

(ii) Board discussions focused on policy reforms, with little reference to past institutional or 
staff performance; and 

(iii) There was no established mechanism for disseminating lessons and promoting staff 
learning from the evaluation findings in reviews, as the corresponding guidance notes 
focused on how to operationalize decisions about policies.  

 



6 Linked Document D 

 
 
23. The report also noted that self-evaluation activities were weak at distilling lessons on staff 
practices and more generally at disseminating lessons in a way that would promote learning. To address 
these concerns, the report recommended that management should develop products and activities that 
distilled and disseminated evaluative findings and lessons in ways that would highlight their relevance 
for staff work and facilitate learning. The report also stated that, to be effective, a self-evaluation function 
needs to be supported by interrelated policy, organizational, and cultural characteristics: 

(i) An organization should have policies or guiding principles that define what needs to be 
evaluated, by whom and how, and how evaluation results should be disseminated and 
used to enhance effectiveness and strengthen accountability; and 

(ii) Systems should be in place for gathering, monitoring, and disseminating evaluation 
evidence. Time and resources should be made available for analyzing and reflecting on 
experience.
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