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This Annual Report on Operations Evaluation recog-

nizes the increased Bank emphasis on the results and

effectiveness of its development activities, and its

efforts to build results orientation in client countries

in the past year. It takes stock of the Bank’s frame-

works both for monitoring and for evaluation, com-

ments on their effectiveness, and highlights areas for

improvement and greater management attention.

MONITORING AND EVALUATION 
OF BANK OPERATIONS

Although monitoring and evaluation are usually dis-

cussed in tandem, they serve distinct and comple-

mentary functions. Monitoring facilitates manageri-

al decisionmaking and determines whether adequate

implementation progress has been made to achieve

outcomes. Evaluation provides attribution and

causality. It determines the extent to which outcomes

have been achieved and helps demonstrate results.

This report raises three broad areas for Bank

improvement: the need to enhance outcome orienta-

tion and evaluability of activities in the design stages;

the need to strengthen the quality and realism of

reporting on implementation progress, based on the

performance indicators set out during the design

stages; and the need to close gaps in self- and inde-

pendent evaluation.

Monitoring

One clear institution-wide priority is to establish

clear and realistic outcomes and to develop moni-

torable indicators, baseline data, and benchmarks of

progress. Another imperative is to enhance the

framework for monitoring and reporting on imple-

mentation progress against the specified outcomes.

The Bank’s quality assurance process should widen

its focus to include greater outcome orientation and

evaluability.

Management has a well-established monitoring

framework for its projects, but the emphasis on set-

ting clear outcomes and supporting monitorable

indicators needs to be enhanced. Country strategy

and project design processes and documents should

v

Foreword

There is increasing international pressure on the development community to demonstrate value

added and to strengthen the results focus of aid management. In the last fiscal year, the Implemen-

tation Forum has given new impetus to the need for measuring and demonstrating results in the

Bank. The Better Measuring, Monitoring, and Managing for Development Results initiative,

launched in September 2002, aims to establish a framework for increasing the results orientation in

both the Bank and client countries. 



systematically set outcome objectives for the Bank,

explicitly link Bank intervention to expected out-

comes, and clearly define performance indicators.

Progress reports should use these performance indi-

cators to report on and to assess implementation

progress. The newly piloted results-based Country

Assistance Strategy aims to strengthen outcome ori-

entation of Bank country-level assistance.

The outcome orientation of the Bank’s nonlend-

ing operations, knowledge sharing activities, and sec-

tor strategies needs strengthening. Monitoring of

implementation progress against outcomes is weak

for grants and global programs, trust funds, sector

strategies, and knowledge sharing initiatives. Man-

agement has initiated reforms to enhance monitor-

ing of trust funds and global programs, but it is too

early to comment on their effectiveness, and that of

sector strategies is evolving.

Evaluation

The framework for self-evaluation by management,

and independent evaluation by OED, is strongest at

the project level. At the country level, the framework

for independent evaluation, comprising OED Coun-

try Assistance Evaluations, is well established. The

recent introduction of CAS Completion Reports

responds to a longstanding OED recommendation

and closes gaps in self-evaluation at the country level.

But there remain other gaps in both self- and inde-

pendent evaluation. Self-evaluation of sector strate-

gies, nonlending operations, trust funds, and knowl-

edge initiatives is weak. New initiatives are under way

to improve self-evaluation of grants and global pro-

grams, though it is too early to comment on their

effectiveness. Independent evaluation of sector strate-

gies and global programs needs strengthening.

Corporate Level 

Management expects to report on Bank performance

at the corporate level primarily by developing the

Annual Review of Portfolio Performance into an Oper-

ational Performance and Results Review (OPR). The

OPR will need to evolve over time to become a com-

prehensive report on the results of all Bank activities,

including corporate-level initiatives such as global

programs, capacity building, and knowledge sharing.

Initially, the OPR will be based on limited informa-

tion on country-level outcomes, pending main-

streaming of the results-based Country Assistance

Strategy initiative and other efforts to enhance out-

come orientation of lending and nonlending activi-

ties. Management has also developed the Interna-

tional Development Association (IDA) results

measurement framework to report to donors on

progress on important development outcomes in

IDA-eligible countries.

BUILDING MONITORING AND EVALUATION
CAPACITY IN CLIENT COUNTRIES

Bank and borrower monitoring and evaluation

(M&E) are closely related: the Bank relies on country

data for measuring the performance of its interven-

tions at the project, sector, and country levels. But

limitations in country M&E—data, systems, and

capable evaluators—have encouraged the Bank and

other donors to take an enclave approach to M&E,

with little emphasis on building sustainable country

capacities and systems. This has resulted in a multi-

plicity of donor M&E burdens on borrowers (CDF

Secretariat 2003). The Bank has been active in help-

ing borrowers strengthen their results orientation

and evaluation capacity in order to enhance govern-

ment performance. Yet the Bank has made limited

progress in mainstreaming evaluation capacity

building in its operations.

Self-Evaluation in OED

OED’s annual self-evaluation this year surveyed one

relevant audience—the evaluees—on their reactions

to two OED products: sector and thematic studies

and Project Performance Assessment Reports

(PPARs). The results of the survey suggest that OED

should clarify and better present its methodology,

including its evidentiary base, for sector and themat-

ic studies. It should also better target and disseminate

vi



its sector and thematic and project evaluations to

Bank staff, and enhance consultation with borrow-

ers. This year, OED has also complemented its annu-

al survey with detailed reviews in two areas of its

work: a CAE retrospective and a review to enhance

the use of the Web site as a tool to serve OED’s busi-

ness strategy. These reviews are currently under way.

Although OED has largely implemented the rec-

ommendations that evolved from the 2002 AROE,

there is a need for more effective internal dissemina-

tion of OED products through enhanced targeting

and active participation in Regional and sector

events. As OED moves to rate CAS Completion

Reports, it should ensure that there are more trans-

parent procedures to resolve differences in project

and country ratings between management and OED.

A review of the geographical distribution of OED

evaluations over the last four fiscal years suggests

that the country distribution of OED’s work is large-

ly consistent with patterns of operational activities,

as measured by number of exiting projects and share

of lending.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO MANAGEMENT 
AND TO OED

Management

(a) Issue an Operational Policy/Bank Procedure

that sets out the mandate, framework, roles,

and responsibilities for self- and independent

evaluation.

(b) Mainstream greater outcome orientation in

CASs and a self-evaluation framework for Bank

assistance at the country level.

(c) Strengthen the M&E of the development out-

comes for activities financed by trust funds.

(d) Strengthen outcome orientation and evaluation

of nonlending activities, at the aggregate level

and at the task level (either individually or in

clusters).

OED

(a) Enhance borrower consultations on sector and

thematic studies and PPARs.

(b) Improve internal dissemination of sector and

thematic studies through better targeting and

more active participation in sector and Region-

al events.

(c) Institute a transparent procedure to resolve dif-

ferences in ratings between OED and manage-

ment for country and project-level evaluations.

Gregory K. Ingram

Director--General, Operations Evaluation
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The 2002 AROE took a 10-year retrospective view of

the evolution of controls and M&E at the Bank. It

noted the Bank’s progress since 1992 in establishing

greater staff accountability, focusing on portfolio

implementation, and intensifying managerial and

Board oversight of development effectiveness. The

Bank has implemented a risk assessment and control

framework; established and strengthened fiduciary

policies and compliance; and created a professional

fraud and investigation unit, a Quality Assurance

and Safeguard Compliance Unit (QACU), and a

Quality Assurance Group (QAG) to track risks and

quality in real time. Simultaneously, OED’s 1997

Renewal Strategy has increased the scope and role of

independent evaluation.

Several recent developments have heightened the

pressure on countries, the Bank, and donor agencies

to demonstrate the results of development assis-

tance. The Comprehensive Development Frame-

work, the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries initia-

tive, the IDA 13 Replenishment Agreement, and the

Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers all represent

efforts to associate development assistance flows

more directly with demonstrable results. The need to

demonstrate value added and strengthen the results

focus of aid management was a major stimulus of

the development consensus reached at the Monter-

rey Conference on Financing for Development in

March 2002. Since then, the Johannesburg and Doha

Conferences have reaffirmed the commitment of

development agencies—including the Bank—to

demonstrate and disseminate results.

In the Bank, the 2002 Strategic Forum (now the

Implementation Forum) gave new impetus to the

need for measuring and demonstrating results. In

March 2002, a vice-president and senior adviser to

the managing directors were tasked to ensure a coor-

dinated approach for the Bank’s results work. In Sep-

tember 2002, the Bank launched the Better Measur-

ing, Monitoring, and Managing for Development

Results (or Managing for Results) initiative, which

aims to establish a framework for increasing the

results orientation both in the Bank and in client

countries. An implementation plan for the Managing

for Results initiative was presented to the Committee

on Development Effectiveness (CODE) of the Bank’s

Board in December 2002. A Results Secretariat was

created in February 2003 in Operations Policy and

Country Services (OPCS). While the development

community and clients together seek to achieve the

Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and other

targets of development success, the challenge for Bank

1.  Introduction

The Annual Report on Operations Evaluation (AROE) fulfills the OED mandate to assess monitoring

and evaluation (M&E) of development effectiveness of World Bank activities. It focuses on the 

status, effectiveness, and progress in improving the M&E framework for the Bank. It does not report

on evaluation findings, which are reported in the Annual Review of Development Effectiveness.
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management is to translate these goals into a set of

outcomes, along with monitorable indicators, bench-

marks of progress, and adequate baselines for demon-

strating improvements in its own performance.

Although monitoring and evaluation are usually

discussed in tandem, they serve distinct and comple-

mentary functions, as noted in box 1.1. Monitoring

determines whether adequate progress on imple-

mentation is being made to achieve outcomes. It

facilitates managerial decisionmaking by providing

information on adjustments that may be needed to

the implementation process (Kusek and Rist 2001).

Evaluation provides attribution and causality, and

serves as a basis for accountability and learning.

This year’s AROE recognizes the increased corpo-

rate emphasis on M&E in the Bank since last year,

and it focuses specifically on areas that require

greater improvements and management attention.1

It thereby responds to the Board’s view in July 2002

that the AROE could be more useful if it were to

focus specifically on areas where progress was most

needed, such as lagging areas in M&E and the corpo-

rate scorecard, partnerships, and the monitoring of

trust funds. Management has acknowledged some of

these weaknesses or gaps.

This AROE takes stock of the Bank’s frameworks

for monitoring in Chapter 2 and for evaluation in

Chapter 3, commenting on their effectiveness and

pinpointing areas for improvement. Chapter 4 focus-

es on M&E at the corporate level.

The report draws on reports from Operations

Policy and Country Services (OPCS) and the Quali-

ty Assurance Group (QAG); ongoing and completed

OED evaluations; and interviews with staff in

Regional front offices, network anchors, the Devel-

opment Economics Vice-Presidency (DEC), and the

World Bank Institute (WBI).

Box 1.1: Monitoring and Evaluation: What Do They Mean? 

Monitoring is the regular and continuous tracking of inputs,

outputs, outcomes, and impacts of development activities

against stated results. It can be undertaken at any level of oper-

ation: project, program, sector, country, or global (OED 2002b).

Monitoring involves establishing (a) a set of outcome indicators

along with monitorable targets, benchmarks of progress, and

baselines, as well as data collection, analysis, and reporting

guidelines; (b) quality assurance processes, before and during

implementation; and (c) concurrent reviews of implementa-

tion progress. The purpose of monitoring is to provide man-

agement decisionmaking with information to enhance imple-

mentation.

Evaluation is the systematic and objective measurement of the

extent to which operational programs and activities produce

desired results. Unlike monitoring, evaluation attempts to

establish causality and attribution (OED 2002b; World Bank

1998). It serves as the basis of accountability and learning by

staff, management, and clients. Evaluative information is used

for the formation of new directions, policies, and procedures.

Ex-post evaluation in the Bank, undertaken on or after activity

completion, involves three aspects: completion reporting by

activity heads, internal or external reviews conducted by man-

agement (self-evaluation), and independent evaluation under-

taken for the Board or other governing bodies.
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Table 2.1: Framework for Monitoring in Bank Operations

Type of intervention or Defining outcomes and Review and quality Tracking and reporting on Managing implementation
financing instrumenta monitorable indicators assurance implementation progress progress

Lending operations Project Appraisal Document Management and peer reviews, Project Implementation Plan Mid-Term Review, Country
(PAD) or Memorandum & Quality Enhancement Reviews (PIP), Project Supervision Report Portfolio Performance 
Recommendation of the (QER), and annual QAG review (PSR) Reviews (CPPR), annual QAG
President of quality at entry b reviews of supervision (QSA)

ESW/AAA  Concept Paper Peer and management review, SAP monitoring Peer review, management
QER (few), QAG ESW reviews review, QAG ESW reviews

Trust fundsc Initiating Brief for trust funds VPU, TFO review Status reports

Sector strategy Sector Strategy Paper (SSP), QAG, network, and OPCS Implementation Progress Sector Board (SB) reviews
SSP Updates review Reports (IPR) 

Country programd Country Assistance Strategy SB, network, and OPCS review CAS Progress Report (CASPR) CPPR, management reviews
(CAS)

Grants/global programs Grant proposal Task manager review Financial reporting Task manager review

Note: ESW = economic and sector work; SAP = Systems, Applications, and Products in Data Processing; TFO = Trust Fund Operations.

a. Grants and Global Programs and Knowledge Initiatives are discussed in Chapter 3. One other means of financing not discussed here is guarantees.

b. QAG’s quality at entry assessment is undertaken after project approval.

c. Trust funds are a source of funding that is used to supplement Bank financing of various Bank and recipient development activities.

d.  Country program support includes CAS, PRSP, JSA, HIPC and other development services.

This chapter describes the Bank’s monitoring framework at the instrument, sector, and country 

levels (summarized in table 2.1).1 Each of these monitoring processes constitutes an important 

building block for the institution-wide results agenda. The chapter comments on the effectiveness of 

specific aspects of the framework, and highlights recent improvements and unresolved areas for

management attention. 

2.  Monitoring of Bank Operations
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INSTRUMENT LEVEL

Lending Operations (Investment and 
Adjustment Projects)

OED has reported on improvements in project out-

come ratings over the last two years, and QAG has

reported on improvements in overall quality at

entry since FY99. The framework for monitoring

investment projects is well established, but there

remain two areas of weakness: establishing outcome

indicators and monitoring and reporting on imple-

mentation progress. The quality assurance processes

at entry and implementation should place greater

emphasis on the evaluability and design of appro-

priate monitoring systems. Monitoring of adjust-

ment loans against the specified outcomes needs 

to be strengthened, and supervision reporting on 

all projects should be improved.2 Since lending

operations are the main tools for affecting the out-

come of the Bank’s assistance strategy, the absence of

monitorable outcome indicators and targets at the

project level and lack of adequate supervision

reporting could undermine the country-level results

initiative.

Setting clear outcomes and monitorable indica-

tors: The Project Appraisal Document (PAD) for

investment loans and the Memorandum and Recom-

mendation of the President (MRP) for adjustment

loans develop the rationale for the proposed invest-

ment. The PAD uses a log frame to specify outcomes,

intermediate indicators, and monitorable targets.

Despite the improvement in overall quality at entry of

projects since FY99, QAG assessments have noted

shortcomings in setting interim benchmarks, confu-

sion among staff between output and outcome indi-

cators, and the lack of baseline data against which to

gauge change, particularly on structural and sector

policy reforms (QAG 2003a, p. 12). For adjustment

loans, there is no explicit requirement to set out-

comes; the emphasis is on tracking actions specified

in the policy matrix (QAG 2003a, p. 12; World Bank

2001b, pp. xvi, 88). A new policy on adjustment lend-
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ing, to be issued by the end of calendar year 2003, is

expected to include specific provisions to strengthen

the articulation of development objectives as desired

outcomes and to assess fulfillment of conditions in

the context of achieving these outcome objectives.

Monitoring has been weak: A small proportion

of projects build good M&E into their design. Only

42 percent of projects assessed by QAG in FY02 had

appropriate monitoring systems. Consistent with

this finding, OED data indicates that 40 percent of

evaluated projects between July 1997 and March

2003 incorporated M&E indicators at the appraisal

stage. OED also found that 54 percent of projects

included an M&E system for the implementation

phase, 38 percent had clear project and component

objectives verifiable by indicators, 33 percent had a

structured set of indicators, and 29 percent had

requirements for data collection and management

(figure 2.1). To help redress this weakness in design,

DEC is planning to assist operational staff in setting

up baseline data for a few pilot projects in order to

facilitate periodic impact evaluation. This is expect-

ed to enhance the evaluability of project outcomes.

Quality assurance at entry: QAG has reported

improvements in overall quality at entry from FY99

onward. Although QAG’s quality at entry process

applies only to a sample of 100 projects each year, its

findings provide demonstration effects and offer

opportunities for learning. The peer review process

and Quality Enhancement Reviews, along with man-

agement review meetings, are two important tools for

quality assurance during project design. Although

these tools have increased quality, task teams appear to

be reducing their use of the advice, as shown in figure

2.2 (QAG data). A recent internal management survey

of task team leaders notes that 73 percent of respon-

dents were dissatisfied with peer review processes, and

69 percent with Regional quality assurance arrange-

ments.3 The peer review and Quality Enhancement

Review (QER) process should work more effectively

to ensure greater clarity of outcome objectives and

performance indicators at the time of appraisal.
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Tracking and reporting on implementation

progress: For investment loans, the Project Imple-

mentation Plan (PIP), prepared by the borrower, was

expected to provide the framework for monitoring

implementation progress.4 The Bank uses Project

Supervision Reports (PSR) and supporting docu-

mentation (aide-memoires and back-to-office

reports) for monitoring and reporting on imple-

mentation progress that should be based on the

updated PIP. But neither the PIP nor the PSR is fully

effective. QAG reports suggest that the PIP is little

used and is seldom updated, and questions its use-

fulness. As a result, management has made the PIP

optional for projects approved on or after July 1,

2003. QAG also reports weaknesses in performance

and progress reporting during supervision and deteri-

oration in the quality and realism of project reporting

during implementation (figure 2.3). This finding is

supported by OED data. Although 70 percent of

projects evaluated between 1997 and 2003 reported

on project implementation progress and problems,

only 36 percent used performance indicators. In

projects that involve extractive industries, for

instance, a recent OED review highlighted the pauci-

ty of information on implementation of safeguards

in PSRs and other monitoring documentation. This

weakness in reporting makes it difficult for the Bank

to monitor the implementation of and compliance

with safeguard policies (OED 2003e). For adjust-

ment loans, QAG assessments of the quality of

supervision normally rely on policy matrices because

interim indicators and benchmarks for measuring

progress toward outcome goals are not required and

often not provided (QAG 2003a).

The PSR is not aligned with the borrowers’ mon-

itoring framework. Most government systems are ill-

adapted to take on demanding monitoring require-

ments. This has led donors to establish enclave M&E

systems, separate from government processes, that

do not build public sector capacity, and are therefore

unsustainable (CDF Secretariat 2003). Borrowers

view donors’ proposals on monitoring as elaborate

and complex, and the indicators as unwieldy, diffi-

cult to substantiate, and conforming more to donors’

reporting requirements than to what the country

needs to manage national service delivery. Ideally, the

Bank and other donors would rely on country-led

data and monitoring systems for tracking implemen-

tation progress. The PRSP advocates this approach,

and calls for strengthening borrower systems for data

collection, where necessary. Yet OED data (July

1997–April 2003) suggest that only 23 percent of all

evaluated projects included institutional arrange-

ments for capacity building for M&E and received

feedback from the project-designed M&E system.

Only 32 percent of evaluated projects used borrower-

provided M&E data from the system designed at

project appraisal.5

Managing implementation progress: Country

and sector managers carry out biannual reviews of

their portfolios of lending operations through

Country Portfolio Performance Reviews (CPPR) and

project Mid-Term Reviews (MTR). QAG rates the

quality of MTRs to be 84 percent satisfactory or bet-

ter. But recent QAG evidence suggests that task teams
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have expressed dissatisfaction with the quality of

guidance during implementation.6 This has led to a

recently initiated management effort to review and

enhance guidance to task teams working on invest-

ment loans.

Low quality of supporting documentation: This

has been a persistent problem in reporting, especial-

ly for the PSR. QAG assessments of supervision sug-

gest that the PSR is not relevant to operational staff

needs, and that there is little incentive to use it effec-

tively. They suggest that improvements in progress

monitoring and reporting would not require funda-

mental changes to the PSR format or to the support-

ing information technology architecture, but rather

stronger incentives and managerial emphasis on

high-quality and candid reporting throughout the

project cycle. Management is simplifying PAD tem-

plates and the log-frame, customizing sections in the

PAD for instruments such as Adaptable Program

Loans and Learning and Innovation Loans, and

introducing project concept notes and reviews earli-

er in the project cycle.7 These initiatives will stream-

line investment-lending processes, but will not

address the weaknesses noted above in monitoring

outcomes of adjustment loans and supervision

reporting.8

Nonlending Instruments

There has been an improving trend in the overall

intellectual quality of economic and sector work

(ESW).9 The monitoring framework for ESW tasks

remains relatively weak. Measurable outcomes and

performance indicators are rarely set, even for large

tasks. Quality assurance mechanisms can be used

more effectively to foster greater clarity on outcomes

in the design stages, and thereby enhance the evalua-

bility of ESW.

ESW and analytical and advisory services (AAA)

are key instruments for supporting the Bank’s coun-

try strategies, policy dialogue, and project design.

Nonlending products range from country diagnostic

and advisory reports, to process tasks, informal poli-

cy notes, and events such as workshops and confer-

ences. The Bank has undertaken two phases of

reform under the Fixing ESW program that have

helped to define and establish a monitoring system

for ESW, but the outcome orientation for ESW tasks

and related monitoring remains weak.10

Setting clear outcomes and monitorable indica-

tors: Regional guidelines indicate that the Concept

Paper is expected to set out the outcomes and objec-

tives of every ESW task that costs over $50,000.11

Unlike the PAD/MRP in lending, Concept Papers for

ESW lack specific development objectives or out-

comes, measures of success, or interim indicators or

benchmarks (QAG 2003b) (box 2.1). The recent

QAG assessment of ESW tasks relied on surveys of

task team leaders rather than Concept Papers to

Box 2.1: OED’s Suggestions for Enhancing the Evaluability 
of ESW/AAA

The Concept Paper for individual or clusters of nonlending

tasks should specify the audience, outcomes being sought, and

the most relevant outcome indicators that may be used to

judge progress and achievements. A task may have one or

more of the following outcomes:

• Respond to specific client requests for information.

• Provide policy advice and influence policymaking.

• Diagnose the nature of the problem.

• Determine the needed sequence of reforms.

• Inform policymakers on cross-country experience,

sequencing, or implementation of reforms.

• Facilitate consensus building among policymakers and

stakeholders.

• Facilitate specific lending operations or programs.

• Remain engaged in a country that is not an active 

borrower or has a poor policy environment.

The desired outcomes should determine the nature, number,

and timing of deliverables as well as the leading and interme-

diate indicators for determining progress and achievements.

A monitoring framework for nonlending activities is more

important than ever as management seeks to place all AAA

tasks in a comprehensive, country-level perspective to deter-

mine their achievements and contributions to country-level

outcomes. Concept Papers should establish outcomes and relat-

ed indicators for individual ESW tasks or for clusters of tasks.



identify development objectives and corresponding

success indicators, since in ESW task planning,

development objectives are typically not well speci-

fied. This lack of outcome objectives and related

indicators undermines the evaluability of tasks on

completion. Setting of outcome objectives is even

less common for the small tasks that accounted 

for 40 percent of all ESW deliveries in FY02: only 

two Regions (Middle East and North Africa and

South Asia) require concept notes or reviews for all

small tasks.

Quality assurance at entry: Quality assurance for

nonlending tasks consists of peer and internal

reviews by management during design and decision

draft/event stages. Each Region has guidelines on

process requirements for small and large nonlending

tasks, including quality assurance. In FY02, QAG

noted that peer reviews are rigorous and effective

during task entry (QAG 2003b). The peer review

process could also help to foster greater clarity in the

Concept Paper on task outcomes and related indica-

tors to enhance their evaluability.

Monitoring and reporting on implementation

progress: The monitoring of ESW involves two

aspects: (a) monitoring of outputs, time, and costs

through the SAP system, and (b) real time monitor-

ing by country and sector units. All Regions and a

few sector units systematically monitor SAP data for

large ESW tasks. QAG reviews have reported inaccu-

racies and inconsistencies in SAP reporting. For real

time monitoring, management needs to track

progress against the objectives and outcome indica-

tors set out in the Concept Paper. QAG has also

advocated creating in-country advisory panels and

introducing annual reviews of performance of non-

lending tasks into the Country Portfolio and Perfor-

mance Review (CPPR) process. In November 2002,

management proposed a new, flag-based system for

monitoring the ESW portfolio to provide timely sig-

nals to managers about tasks at risk. The indicators

for determining risk are being fine-tuned, and the

system has not yet been introduced.

QAG has proposed an assessment of randomly

selected ESW tasks with a country-focused

approach, summarized in box 2.2. This approach will

require the Country Assistance Strategy to articulate

interim benchmarks and indicators of success for the

ESW program. The new approach can enhance the

results focus at the country level and should ensure

comprehensive coverage of all ESW tasks—small and

large, formal and informal, either individually or in

clusters.12 But as proposed, the QAG review will

remain focused on the quality of inputs rather than

on outcomes or achievements of ESW activities.13

Trust Funds 

Management has initiated several reforms to

enhance monitoring and reporting on the use 

of trust funds, as well as on their development con-

tribution. The reforms to enhance reporting on

development gains from trust funds are in their

infancy, and it is too early to comment on their effec-

tiveness. Performance indicators for trust fund–

assisted programs should go beyond the measure-

ment of inputs to capture program outputs and 

outcomes. OED recommends that the Bank link

monitoring and reporting on the use and perform-

ance of trust funds with the development activities

they support.
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Box 2.2: QAG’s Country-level Approach 
to Assessing ESW Quality

QAG is piloting a program to assess the

quality and influence of ESW at the country

level. In this pilot, QAG chose a selected, rep-

resentative sample of all ESW tasks during

the Country Assistance Strategy period. The

assessment reviews quality of individual

tasks, uses borrower inputs to assess likely

impact, and considers the task in light of the

proposed CAS objectives and its contribu-

tion to the country program. QAG has

undertaken three such country assessments

and rated the overall AAA program in all

three countries as satisfactory. QAG expects

to provide an aggregate report of its coun-

try-level findings to the Bank’s Board in

FY04.



Trust funds are a financing mechanism that sup-

ports a range of Bank operations, including research,

global programs, knowledge services, and the design

and implementation of nonlending and lending

tasks. The issues in monitoring and evaluation of

these activities are equally relevant, even when these

activities are financed by trust funds. At the same

time, in 2001 the Bank initiated a reform process to

strengthen the monitoring, reporting, and evaluation

of the development gains specifically attributable to

trust funds. Operational Policy/Bank Procedure

14.40, which guides the Bank’s trust fund activities, is

being revised. The revised Operational Policy sets out

the policy framework, including arrangements for

monitoring, reporting, document retention, and

evaluation. The Trust Fund Operations (TFO) unit is

now responsible for policy development, clearances,

and allocation of new funds. It supports reporting,

dissemination, and oversight. While the primary

responsibility for control and ensuring appropriate

use of trust funds rests with task teams and relevant

vice-presidential units, the Bank has set up a Trust

Fund Quality Assurance and Compliance Unit

(TQC) to verify the effectiveness of Regional quality

control procedures and oversee compliance with trust

fund policies and donor agreements.

Setting clear outcomes and monitorable indica-

tors and quality assurance at entry: The Initiating

Brief for a Trust Fund (IBTF) clarifies the objectives

and outcomes of a trust fund. An FY02 review of

trust fund activities indicates that the IBTF should

incorporate relevant monitoring indicators at the

time of approval, and the review process should

focus on enhancing evaluability.14

Tracking and reporting on implementation:

Management has initiated several improvements to

enhance the monitoring and reporting of develop-

ment gains for trust fund activities in order to ensure

comprehensive reviews of the portfolio. The initia-

tives include tool kits and learning programs for task

team leaders and managers, an accreditation program

on trust fund management, and SAP-based status (or

supervision) reports for major trust fund programs

such as Policy and Human Resources Development,

the Japan Social Development Fund, and the Nether-

lands–World Bank Partnerships Program.15 These ini-

tiatives are too recent to have fully taken effect. The

learning and accreditation pilot program was effec-

tive, and now all staff responsible for using trust

funds must receive accreditation.16 There appear to be

several inadequacies in SAP-based data and informa-

tion (financial, performance reporting) on trust

funds.17 Systems for recipient-executed trust funds

need strengthening. Given the lack of monitorable

indicators in the IBTF, the inadequacies in SAP

reporting, and the few standard performance meas-

ures for trust fund programs, vice-presidential units

(VPUs) still do not have the ability to properly mon-

itor the use of trust funds and their impact on Bank

activities. In FY02, TQC recommended that manage-

ment develop a systematic classification to describe

the trust fund portfolio as it relates to the strategic

and operational activities the funds support.

The Bank may wish to enhance the monitoring of

the development impact of trust-funded activities,

and link the monitoring and reporting on the use

and performance of trust funds with the develop-

ment activity they support (box 3.1). This would

provide a more comprehensive view of the activity’s

achievements, highlight the factors behind them, and

serve as a useful building block for the Bank’s results

initiative, which seeks to determine the contribution

of individual activities to country-level outcomes.

SECTOR LEVEL 

The framework for monitoring outcomes of the

Bank’s sector strategy and programs is evolving. Sec-

tor Strategy Papers (SSPs) lack measurable, time-

bound performance targets that would serve as the

basis for M&E. The framework for reporting on the

implementation of sector strategies continues to be

in flux. It is not clear which SSPs will have progress

reports, what form they might take, and when they

would be done.

Setting clear outcomes and monitorable indica-

tors. The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)

provide the broad framework for setting sector and

country goals for development agencies, including the

Bank, but they have distinct limitations as operational

indicators of outcomes, as summarized in box 2.3.

9



Box 2.3: Some Limitations of the MDGs as Monitorable 
Targets

Limitations of the MDGs as outcome targets include the fol-

lowing:

Not based on outcomes: In the education sector, the MDG

indicators focus on enrollment and completion rates, and not

on improved learning achievement.

No clear definition: There is no common definition of safe

water and sustainable access in the urban sector.

No means of measurement: There are no established measure-

ments for sustainable access to urban areas or markets.

Not specific: On environmental sustainability, the MDG calls

for “integration of sustainable development into country poli-

cies and programs” without specifying what integration would

mean and the level and intensity of integration needed. The

MDG about slums is expressed in absolute terms (“improving

the lives of 100 million slum dwellers”) and does not address

the growing proportion of the population in slums.

Data not available: Data on sanitation coverage and secure

tenure are available for only half of developing countries.

Source: OED 2002g, p. 32.

The SSP is the Bank’s main instrument for link-

ing the MDGs and other development targets to a

set of outcomes for the Bank, with supporting mon-

itorable indicators. SSPs are expected to establish the

basis for evaluation through a matrix that specifies a

system for monitoring and evaluating their imple-

mentation, and that includes indicators, baselines,

and targets over a specified time frame. Following a

self-evaluation of SSPs in 2001 that noted weakness-

es in M&E, SSPs were required to provide a set of

monitorable indicators of Bank and client perform-

ance. But SSPs continue to be weak in establishing

such measurable performance targets and in defin-

ing monitoring schedules and responsibilities.

Quality assurance: Quality assurance for sector

strategies and their implementation is evolving. In

FY03, QAG started assessing the activities of Sector

Boards to identify systemic strengths and weaknesses

and to provide a framework for greater accountabili-

ty and learning. QAG will use the results to develop

indicators of Sector Board performance, covering

strategy in Bank operations, quality support services

and knowledge management, human resources and

learning, external partnerships, and Sector Board gov-

ernance. Such assessments should include an explicit

focus on the role of Sector Boards in monitoring

progress of Bank operations at the instrument and

country level in meeting SSP outcomes and MDGs.

Monitoring, reporting, and reviewing imple-

mentation progress: In 2001, management pro-

posed a succinct biennial report to the Board detail-

ing progress on SSP implementation that would

build on monitoring indicators proposed in the SSP.

These periodic implementation reviews were expect-

ed to identify and address systemic issues such as

weak CAS linkages, impact of budget constraints,

and gaps in Bank Group coordination.

Since then, management has provided formal SSP

implementation reviews on energy and environment

and on gender. These interim reports on SSP imple-

mentation are provided to the Board for information

and are not discussed. The progress reports have

generally not been produced on a biannual basis and

have varied in quality, with no standard format or

scope. In addition, management has prepared four

topical briefings in the form of presentations. These

are prospective rather than retrospective, and only

two have commented on SSP implementation. An

update to the 2001 SSP stocktaking exercise was

scheduled for FY03, but is yet to be completed. The

2003 update was expected to include the evaluability

of SSPs and the extent to which SSPs have adopted

frameworks for M&E.

Network anchor and sector units are responsible

for monitoring sector strategy implementation and

the Bank’s operations. Most of their monitoring is

currently centered on lending operations, with less

emphasis on nonlending activities and on tracking

the consistency between sector operations and coun-

try strategies and their mutual relevance. The indica-

tors used for monitoring relate to portfolio quality,

risk, and SAP-based information on timing, costs,

and deliverables, but not to progress against out-
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comes and related intermediate indicators.18 Institu-

tional arrangements for monitoring sector opera-

tions vary among networks. In the Private Sector

Development and Infrastructure Network, the

Financial Sector Network, and the Human Develop-

ment Network, the responsibility for monitoring sec-

tor operations largely rests with sector units, while in

the Poverty Reduction and Economic Management

Network, the anchor unit plays a significant role.

However, there appears to be no correlation between

the quality of a sector’s portfolio and the arrange-

ments for monitoring sector operations.

Of the 25 OED sector and thematic evaluations

completed since FY98, more than half have recom-

mended strengthening the monitoring of sector out-

comes. Some examples are noted in box 2.4. While

progress has been made in implementing many of

these recommendations, they are not yet complete. A

2001 self-evaluation noted that future SSPs would

more systematically incorporate management action

responses to OED sector evaluations, offering anoth-

er way to clarify a selected set of SSP implementation

indicators.

COUNTRY LEVEL

The introduction of pilot results-based Country

Assistance Strategies aims to enhance the outcome

orientation of Bank assistance and enhance the mon-

itoring of Bank operations at the country level. Most

Country Assistance Strategies (CASs) do not system-

atically set out clear outcomes for the Bank, link

Bank interventions to expected outcomes, or define

performance indicators. The success of this results

framework for CASs hinges on the quality and use-

fulness of the proposed CAS outcome matrices. CAS

Progress Reports are expected to use these perform-

ance indicators in assessing implementation and

progress against expected CAS outcomes.

Setting clear outcomes and monitorable indica-

tors: The CAS is the Bank’s tool for articulating its

assistance program and outcomes at the country

level, typically over a three-year period. The CAS is

intended to tie project outcomes to country out-

comes and to the higher-order objectives that the

project may support (such as sector impact, poverty

reduction, and the like). In FY03, an internal review

found that the main challenge for CASs is to articu-

late the links between desired results, appropriate

mix of products and services, and types of interven-

tions. CASs are often weak in setting out program

goals. For example, only 60 percent of CASs carried

out in FY00 and the first half of FY01 contain core

targets on poverty reduction or MDGs, and as many

11

Box 2.4: OED’s Recommendations on Monitoring 
Sector Progress 

Several OED sector and thematic evaluations have reported on

inadequacies in the sectoral monitoring framework and have

made recommendations to strengthen it.

1. The 1998 Financial Sector Review (OED 1998) presented a

set of performance indicators to measure economic per-

formance of countries and progress in improving the 

global financial and trade system. The Bank’s financial sec-

tor strategy does not include any of these performance

measures to assess its interventions.

2. A 1999 Review of Health, Nutrition and Population (OED

1999) pointed out severe deficiencies in monitoring. This

led to the development of a recommended group of core

intermediate indicators for the sector. But the 2002 ARDE

notes that the recommended indicators—such as prevalence

of underweight children below five years, proportion of

women with pre-natal care, contraceptive prevalence rates,

etc.—have still not been fully applied in health projects.

3. The 2000 evaluation of the Bank’s Poverty Reduction Strat-

egy (OED 2000) called for enhancing monitoring through

SSPs by systematically linking sector-specific and interme-

diate development objectives with progress indicators in

poverty reduction. Management was expected to develop a

methodology for evaluating the poverty orientation of SSPs

and pilot test the methodology. This has yet to be fully

implemented.

4. The Review of the Urban Sector (OED 2003d) recommend-

ed revising the SSP to set priorities and provide explicit 

targets that would link the sector’s key instruments to the

main elements of the strategy and to urban poverty 

alleviation.



as 50 percent do not include reasonably quantifiable

and time-bound indicators. Only a fifth of those that

have performance indicators (10 percent of total

CASs) distinguish between targets for country and

Bank performance (OPCS data).

Management is piloting a results-focused moni-

toring and self-evaluation framework for CASs to

enhance outcome orientation, performance report-

ing, and accountability (box 2.5). This framework is

described in detail in Annex A. By requiring project

objectives and outcomes to be linked to CAS out-

comes alone, the results-focused CAS provides an

opportunity to clarify persistent confusion among

project-level task teams about what to monitor. OED

endorses the proposed pilot approach to the results-

based CASs. The success of the results framework

hinges on the quality and usefulness of the proposed

CAS outcome matrices. Operational guidance and

tool kits, staff incentives and training, and manageri-

al attention to the quality of results-based CAS

matrices are critical.

Quality assurance at entry: The Sector Boards,

networks, and OPCS all review CASs presented to

the Board. For countries where there is an OED

Country Assistance Evaluation, the recommenda-

tions of the evaluation benefit the in-coming CAS,

and are specifically addressed by it.

Monitoring and review of implementation

progress: The CAS Progress Report (CASPR)

updates the executive directors on implementation

of the CAS program and on key developments since

the completion of the CAS. CASPRs include ade-

quate and candid discussion of shortfalls in achieve-

ment of objectives, of progress in poverty reduction,

and of portfolio issues. Discussions of the use of

triggers in assessing lending and monitoring indica-

tors in evaluating implementation, the nonlending

program, and treatment of risks remain inadequate,

according to the FY03 internal review. The Country

Portfolio Performance Review (CPPR) is a process

for reviewing individual lending operations in a

country. Management has issued a draft Operational

Policy/Bank Procedure and guidelines for the Coun-

try Portfolio Review (CPR), which is expected to

replace the CPPR. The CPR will be a more dynamic

and integrative process that links the CAS with

Bank-supported projects, as well as grants, guaran-

tees, and selected advisory and analytical services

(box 2.6). The final Operational Policy/Bank Proce-

dure, originally expected in early 2002, is yet to be

issued.

SUMMARY 

The monitoring framework is strongest at the project

level. Recent initiatives are under way to improve

monitoring of trust fund activities and to enhance

results orientation at the country level. It is too early

to comment on the effectiveness of these new initia-

tives. Monitoring is weakest for nonlending services

and SSPs.
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Box 2.5: Results-focused CASs Designed to Provide 
an M&E Framework

The results-oriented framework envisages a set of CAS matri-

ces indicating:

(a) Key development goals (long-term, strategic) for the

country in light of the MDGs 

(b) Outcomes the Bank expects to influence during the CAS,

with related intermediate indicators 

(c) Bank interventions proposed to achieve desired outcomes,

along with associated monitorable indicators of Bank per-

formance.

To be operationally relevant, the matrix will clearly identi-

fy indicators, baselines, and targets; develop monitoring plans;

and highlight data sources. To ensure adequate prioritization

of outcomes and to avoid creation of large, complex, and unvi-

able matrices, the CAS text would include a summary matrix

that consolidates priority outcomes and links it to long-term

strategic goals and MDGs.

The Country Assistance Strategy Progress Report (CASPR)

would review progress toward desired outcomes and Bank

performance, using indicators and targets provided in the CAS

matrices. It will highlight adjustments needed to the Bank’s

program and triggers.
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Box 2.6: A New and Comprehensive Approach to Country Portfolio Reviews

The Bank is planning to revamp the CPPR into a more dynamic and comprehensive exercise—

the CPR. In the CPR, the Bank and borrower would identify and address systemic issues and learn

from experience to improve implementation of the existing portfolio and pipeline of projects and

AAA. It aims to reinforce borrower ownership of Bank-financed projects and ensure continued rel-

evance of projects in the portfolio to the country and sector strategy. The Bank would encourage

borrowers to take responsibility for the CPR process, together with key implementing agencies and

ministries, people affected by Bank projects, and other interested stakeholders and donor agencies.

Pending an Operational Policy on the CPR, several country teams, especially in the East Asia and

the Pacific and the Africa Regions, are using the CPPR process more strategically, although in differ-

ent ways. The 2002 Annual Report on Portfolio Performance reports that in Mongolia, for instance, the

country team extended the scope of the CPPR to include not just the project portfolio, but also eco-

nomic and sector work, fiduciary issues, and harmonization. It was led by the borrower and strong-

ly supported by key donors such as Japan and the Asian Development Bank. The Africa Region

model is also participatory. It uses the CPPR in the CAS design process to aid alignment with objec-

tives in the Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers and to foster programmatic approaches.





Evaluation can be of two kinds: self-evaluation and

independent evaluation. Evaluation by the manage-

ment of programs or activities is self-evaluation.

Management may carry out self-evaluation using

internal staff or external consultants or contractors.

Independent evaluations are conducted by or on

behalf of governance bodies that oversee manage-

ment, such as the Board of Directors. Both self-evalu-

ation and independent evaluation can deal with indi-

vidual activities and activities at the aggregate levels.

This chapter describes the evaluation framework

in the Bank at the instrument, sector, and country

levels (summarized in table 3.1). It aims to identify

strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation frame-

work, comment on its effectiveness, discuss recent

initiatives to improve it, and highlight areas for

greater management attention. A description of the

roles of units engaged in evaluation activities in the

Bank is provided in Annex B.

INSTRUMENTS

Lending Operations (Investment and 
Adjustment Projects)

The evaluation framework at the project level is well

established and reliable. There are two areas for

improvement: (1) the quality of project evaluations

can be enhanced by better establishing project out-

comes during design and (2) the self- and independ-

ent evaluation framework must be adapted to the

needs of special purpose lending instruments such as

Adjustment Loans and Adaptable Program Loans.

The task team for each project is expected to pre-

pare an Implementation Completion Report (ICR)

within six months of project completion. The ICR

provides ratings on outcome, sustainability, and

institutional development as well as on Bank and

borrower performance. Since the ICR is a key pillar

for evaluation at the project level, it is important that

it be reliable and of adequate quality. To validate ICR

reliability, OED conducts a desk review of each ICR

and its ratings, producing an evaluation summary

for internal use.

About 25 percent of all completed projects are

subject to an intensive independent evaluation

through OED’s Project Performance Assessment

Reports (PPARs). A PPAR may be carried out several

years after project completion. For instance, in FY02,

PPARs were carried out on projects exiting between

1988 and 2001, with an average time lag of 3 years

after project completion. PPARs usually involve a

mission to the project site. These reports have been

disclosed to the public since 2002. Management also
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3.  Evaluation of  Bank Operations

Evaluation determines the extent to which operational programs and activities produce desired

results. It attempts to provide attribution and causality. As the main tool for demonstrating results,

evaluation is fundamental to the Bank’s Managing for Results initiative.



carries out periodic self-evaluations of investment

lending and adjustment lending that address issues at

the level of the individual instrument—quality, com-

pliance with guidelines, risk, and outcome.

As detailed in Annex C, comparison of the ratings

from self-evaluation (ICR) and OED summary

information indicates that the self-evaluation

process is fairly reliable. For about 5 percent of the

projects evaluated each year, the rating given in the

ICR is changed in the OED review (upgrades plus

downgrades). The net rating effect (downgrades

minus upgrades) is a 4 percent downgrade between

the OED summary and the ICR. These levels have

been stable since FY99.

Management rates projects on the achievement

of development objectives during supervision and

on completion. The share of downgrades between

the final Project Supervision Report (PSR) prepared

by the task team before a project exits and OED’s

review has increased from 8 percent of projects

downgraded in FY99–01 to 12 percent downgraded

in FY02. On project completion, management pre-

pares an Implementation Completion Report. The

ICRs also downgraded the final PSR ratings in a net

of 6 percent of projects in FY02. This suggests that

the PSR has become less realistic. The net difference

in ratings between the ICR and OED’s summary has

increased marginally, from 5 percent net down-

grades during FY99–01 to net 6 percent in FY02.

Overall, these patterns in rating changes suggest that

Regions are more optimistic about development

effectiveness than OED, especially as indicated by
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Table 3.1: Framework for Evaluation in Bank Operations

Intervention or 
financing instrument Self-evaluation Independent evaluation (OED)

type Individual activity Aggregate level Individual activity Aggregate level

Instrument

Lending operations Implementation Lending retrospectives Evaluation summaries, Annual Review of 
Completion Reports Project Performance Development Effectiveness
(ICRs) Assessment Reports, (ARDE)

Impact Evaluations 

Economic and sector work/ Activity Completion Summaries Regional retrospectives Periodic studies (such as Sector and thematic 
analytical and advisory services (ACS) for tasks > $50,000 (ad hoc and rare) Public Expenditure Reviews, studies, implementation

Poverty Assessments) reviews, and Country 
Assistance Evaluations 

Trust funds Implementation Completion Annual Review of Trust Fund 
Memorandum (ICM) > $1 million Portfolio Performance, 

some donor reports 

Sector strategy SSP Stocktaking Sector Implementation ARDE
Reviews

Country program CAS Completion Reports (new) CAS Retrospectives Country Evaluation ARDE, Regional OED 
Summaries (new), CAEs Evaluations (CFA, 

transition economies)

Grants/global programs Grant Completion Reports DGF evaluations for > $300,000 OED evaluation of global
(GCR) public programs 

Knowledge initiatives

Knowledge management For few knowledge sharing Evaluation of Knowledge
activities Sharing (OED 2003a)

DEC research Research Project Completion 2001 Research Support Budget 
Reports (RSB) evaluation

WBI training & capacity Individual learning events WBI evaluations of 
building selected programs

Source: World Bank data. 



PSR ratings. It also underscores the need for detailed

independent assessments of operations through

PPARs.

On ICR quality, 94 percent of ICRs reviewed in

FY02 were satisfactory. Although the overall quality is

high, there is room for improvement in ex-post eco-

nomic analysis and presentation of evidence, poverty

analysis, and the plan for M&E of future operations.

Annex C compares management and OED ratings

and trends in ICR quality during FY96–02.

With functioning systems for completion report-

ing and periodic self- and independent evaluation,

the evaluation system for projects is stronger and

more comprehensive than the monitoring system.

Two constraints to evaluation effectiveness remain

to be addressed. First, evaluability or definition of

outcomes and arrangements for evaluation need to

be sharpened at the time of project design. As shown

in figure 3.1, QAG has noted weaknesses in this

dimension for about a third of projects reviewed.

Second, ICR design has not kept pace with the evo-

lution of lending instruments. The special features

of Adjustment Loans, Adaptable Program Loans,

and Learning and Innovation Loans need to be

reflected in the guidelines for their ICRs (OED

2002a).

Nonlending Activities 

The evaluation framework for nonlending services

is not as well established as it is for lending opera-

tions. Nonlending programs are a key building

block of Bank assistance at the country level, and

absence of information on their outcomes could

undermine the results orientation of the CAS. Two

issues need to be addressed: (a) enhancing evalua-

bility by defining outcomes and related indicators in

Concept Papers, and (b) addressing gaps in self-

evaluation of individual or clusters of tasks, and for

ESW tasks in aggregate.

For nonlending tasks, self-evaluation at the indi-

vidual activity level for tasks over $50,000 is reported

in Activity Completion Summaries (ACSs), which

are meant to be prepared within six months of task

completion.1 The ACS is expected to summarize task

objectives and the extent to which they were

achieved, to describe dissemination processes and

activities, and to identify lessons learned.

Since 1999, QAG has reported problems with the

content and quality of the ACSs that remain unre-

solved. In the absence of clearly defined expected

outcomes and related indicators in the Concept

Paper, it is not surprising that the ACS reports more

on activities completed than on the tasks’ achieve-

ments and outcomes. “Only a handful of ACSs con-

tained findings material to the achievement or lack

thereof of success indicators, including client feed-

back” (QAG 2003b, p. 16). QAG’s ratings on quality

of ACSs have fallen from 67 percent satisfactory or

better in FY00 to 52 percent in FY02. An OED

review of a random sample of 20 ACSs for tasks

completed in FY02 supports this finding. None of

the ACSs used performance indicators for assessing

outcomes or reporting on achievements. Further,

the ACS format itself requires information only on
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task conclusions and recommendations, not on task

achievements or lessons learned. Only 2 of 20 ACSs

reviewed reported on lessons.

At the aggregate level, except for annual QAG

reviews of the quality of ESW tasks, there is little

systematic Bankwide evaluation. The roles, process-

es, and responsibilities governing self-evaluation of

ESW are not well established. There is no require-

ment for the Regional Chief Economist’s Office to

review outcomes and achievements of ESW on a

regular basis. Interviews with Regional staff indicate

that ACSs are not actively used to analyze systemic

issues in ESW implementation or to capture lessons.

Two of six Regions (the Middle East and North

Africa and South Asia) have recently reviewed their

ESW programs. These retrospectives were ad-hoc;

focused on large tasks; took stock of the kinds and

numbers of tasks, costs, and timeliness; and assessed

them with QAG-like criteria of quality. They did not

report on outcomes or contributions to the CAS.

OED does not have a separate instrument for

evaluating ESW. But its sector and thematic reviews,

CAEs, and other evaluations do systematically assess

the nonlending program for outcomes and contribu-

tions to Bank strategies.2 In addition, OED has eval-

uated specific diagnostic instruments such as Public

Expenditure Reviews and Poverty Assessments. A

review of Financial Sector Assessment Program is

forthcoming; and one on fiduciary instruments is

proposed in the FY04–06 OED work program.3

There are two broad issues that need to be

addressed: first, better evaluability through clearly

defining outcomes and supporting indicators in the

Concept Paper, and, second, addressing gaps in self-

evaluation. On the latter, self-evaluation of individual

ESW tasks through ACSs is not yet effective. At the

task level (an individual task or a cluster of tasks), the

ACS should report on achievements against expected

outcomes, as specified in the Concept Paper. At

Regional and sector levels, the Regions should under-

take a systematic and periodic assessment of the out-

comes of all ESW tasks (small and large, formal and

informal). Sector Boards should build on Regional

assessments to draw sectoral lessons on cross-country

experience. At the corporate level, management

should undertake periodic self-evaluations that

extend beyond quality to the use and trends in out-

comes of different products. Completion reports,

such as the ACS, could provide useful inputs for

aggregate-level reporting of effectiveness.

OED is considering the possibility of reviewing—

on a pilot basis—a sample of ACSs, to suggest ways

to strengthen completion reporting on large ESW

tasks. QAG has also recommended that management

review the quality, prevalence, and use of informa-

tion in the ACS. The purpose would be to improve

current tools or to design alternatives for monitoring

and reporting on task progress and results.4

Trust Funds

The evaluation framework for trust funds is partial.

It focuses on compliance with Bank policy and

donor conditionality; evaluation of the outcomes of

trust fund activities needs to be strengthened. Man-

agement may also wish to integrate the M&E frame-

work for activities financed by trust funds with the

framework already in place for the core Bank activi-

ties the trust funds support.

Task teams using trust funds in excess of $1 mil-

lion provide self-evaluation of trust fund activities

through an Implementation Completion Memoran-

dum (ICM). Vice-presidential units are responsible

for the annual review of the portfolio of activities

supported by trust funds. In FY02, there were 497

such trust funds over $1 million. These amounted to

$1.68 billion and accounted for 57 percent of the

total amount of trust funds at the end of FY02. There

is no formal mechanism to report on the 4,035 trust

funds of less than $1 million, which amounted to

$1.25 billion and represented 43 percent of the net

approved value at the end of FY02.5

The information on outcomes and achievements

from ICMs and other SAP-based tools is partial. In

the absence of an effective framework for monitor-

ing and reporting on trust fund outcomes, as noted

in Chapter 2, vice-presidential unit reports are based

largely on anecdotal evidence.6 The Trust Funds

Quality Assurance and Compliance Unit (TQC) uses

the vice-presidential unit reports to prepare a con-

solidated annual summary and analysis of the Trust

Fund Portfolio. The Trust Fund Portfolio Review
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reports on the Bank’s experience in using trust funds

for program delivery, evaluates the quality of trust

fund uses, and ascertains compliance with both the

Bank’s policies and procedures and donor condition-

ality. Because of the lack of adequate information

from vice-presidential units, the TQC does not com-

ment on achievements of trust fund activities or on

the adequacy of ICMs.

The evaluation framework for trust funds cur-

rently focuses mostly on compliance and the dis-

bursement of funds. The TQC has recommended

that management develop standard performance

indicators for the use of trust funds, and that

Regional and sector units ensure greater alignment

of individual and programmatic trust fund propos-

als with CAS or sector priorities.7 This recommenda-

tion has been supported by prior OED evaluations,

which suggested that the objectives of a trust fund be

expressed in terms of its contribution to the out-

comes and development effectiveness of the project

or activity it supports (OED 2002c,h). This objective

should then form the basis for evaluation. Integrat-

ing the M&E of trust fund activities with core busi-

ness operations, as suggested in box 3.1, would have

the following benefits:

• Support the results-focused CAS initiative by pro-

viding incentives for and enhancing the trans-

parency and comprehensiveness of M&E of core

Bank operations.

• Improve Board oversight over the use of trust

funds and ensure improved alignment of trust

funds with the Bank’s country and sector priorities.

• Enhance donors’ ability to undertake periodic

assessments of the effectiveness and achievements

of particular types of trust fund programs.

• Increase efficiency by avoiding creation of parallel

structures.

Global trust fund programs accounted for about

$1.68 billion, or 44 percent of all trust fund commit-

ments in FY02 (OED 2002c). Yet regular reporting is

required for only some global programs, and even in

these cases, the reporting is often ad hoc and is

focused more on inputs and activities than on out-

comes. In this regard, management may wish to con-

sider setting guidelines for independent evaluations

of large trust funds. This would be consistent with

the existing practice, which requires external evalua-

tions of Development Grant Facility grants in excess

of $300,000.

SECTOR LEVEL

The Bank has moved from developing sector strate-

gies to implementing them. But there is no frame-

work for self-evaluation of sector outcomes. It is not

clear when the SSP would be sufficiently advanced in

implementation to warrant an evaluation of out-

comes. In the past, OED has provided independent

evaluations of Bank experience in numerous sectors,
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Box 3.1: Integrating Trust Fund M&E with Bank Operations

There is considerable potential to integrate M&E of the use of

trust funds with processes already in place for the activity being

supported. Four Regions have started to integrate trust funds

into Country Portfolio Performance Reviews (CPPRs).

• The Middle East and North Africa Region reports that dis-

cussions of trust fund issues in the CPPR, for example, have

helped stem deterioration of the grant portfolio by focusing

on implementation problems, reducing operational risks,

and improving the effectiveness and quality of trust fund

implementation.

• The Latin America and Caribbean Region notes that includ-

ing trust funds in the CPPR helps stress the importance of

trust funds in the Bank’s overall country programs.

Where the trust fund facilitates project preparation or com-

plements specific components, management may wish to link

the Status Report and ICM to the PAD and/or PSR, as well as

other project documentation. The ICR and OED reviews of the

projects would then serve as self- and independent evaluations

of the trust fund as well. For nonlending activities, management

may wish to link trust fund reporting to the Concept Note

and/or Decision Draft. As management sets up SAP systems to

report on trust fund status and completion, it may be more effi-

cient to integrate Status Reports, when applicable, with existing

SAP reports and procedures for projects and analytical and

advisory services.



timed to serve as inputs to the new or updated sector

strategy (see, for example, OED 1999, 2002f). In the

absence of a monitoring and self-evaluation frame-

work for SSPs, OED plans to provide the Board with

Sector Policy and Implementation Reviews (SPIRs)

that will independently assess sector issues and strat-

egy implementation.8 OED and management will

need to develop a formal framework and timeline for

evaluating the outcomes of sector strategies.

COUNTRY LEVEL

The independent evaluation framework at the coun-

try level comprising OED’s Country Assistance Eval-

uations (CAEs) is well established. The proposed

CAS Completion Report (CASCR) responds to a

long-standing OED recommendation and closes

important gaps in self-evaluation at the country

level. It is too early to comment on its effectiveness.

The Managing for Results initiative is piloting a

framework for self-evaluation at the country level,

comprising CASCRs that will be prepared at the end

of each CAS period. This responds to a long-stand-

ing OED recommendation and seeks to close the

gaps in the framework for self-evaluation at the

country level (detailed in Annex A). The CASCR will

assess outcomes achieved relative to expectations

and draw lessons for the next CAS.9 It will comment

on the relevance of programs to the country’s devel-

opment agenda, the quality of the portfolio, meas-

ures of development effectiveness, and include

insights from clients, where available. A limitation in

the first set of CASCRs will be the lack of a results

framework in the previous CASs.

As it does at the project level, OED will review and

validate the self-assessments of country outcomes in

the CAS Completion Reports and provide Country

Evaluation Summaries.10 And just as OED conducts

in-depth assessments of project outcomes through

PPARs, OED’s Country Assistance Evaluations will

continue to provide in-depth assessments of the

Bank’s strategy and assistance programs at the coun-

try level. Because the Country Evaluation Summaries

will assess the CASCR, they will cover only one CAS

cycle (four years).

OED has reviewed one CASCR to date and rec-

ommended that the report discuss (a) Bank lending

and nonlending assistance delivered since the last

CAS as it related to specific CAS objectives and (b)

the extent to which Bank operations contributed to

the achievement of CAS objectives and outcomes.

Because development outcomes may not be realized

in the relatively short period covered by a CASCR,

OED suggests that the conclusions and lessons for the

future presented in the CASCR be clearly linked to

the evidence on Bank assistance. OED is working

with OPCS and pilot country teams to help refine the

structure and methodology for the CASCR, including

a performance-rating system for country programs.

OED’s Country Assistance Evaluations provide

the Board with an independent assessment of the

achievements and limitations of the Bank’s country

program, usually covering a time frame of up to

three CAS periods (about 10 years). They are pre-

pared up-stream of, and provide learning inputs for,

the CAS. As of June 2003, OED had completed 62

Country Assistance Evaluations, and each year’s

Country Assistance Evaluations cover about a quar-

ter of the CASs approved in that fiscal year. As

CASCRs are mainstreamed, OED expects to increase

its resources for Country Evaluation Summaries and

reduce the number of CAEs somewhat.

Grants and Global Programs

The evaluation framework for grants and global

programs is not fully effective. A recent OED evalu-

ation of global programs highlights weaknesses in

the quality of the self-evaluations, especially in

reporting on outcomes. There are also gaps in self-

evaluation of grants and global programs at the

aggregate level. Management has generally endorsed

OED’s recommendations and plans to create a

Global Programs and Partnerships Secretariat to

enhance oversight. This new unit should set respon-

sibilities for establishing M&E frameworks for

grants and global programs.

Grants are an integral part of Bank activities and

are an important complement to its lending and

nonlending operations. Of the total grant funds from

the administrative budget, amounting to $191 mil-
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lion in FY02, about $176 million is channeled

through the Development Grant Facility (DGF),

which then allocates them to about 48 individual

programs, managed either by the Bank or by external

recipients (OED 2002c).

The program manager for each DGF grant is

responsible for preparing a Grant Completion

Report (GCR) within six months of the closing date

of the final grant Letter of Agreement. The GCR is

expected to describe the extent to which program

objectives and activities were met, to assess the pro-

gram’s development impact, to identify implementa-

tion problems, and to provide lessons learned. The

GCR often includes audited financial statements and

recipient-prepared evaluation reports. A 2002 OED

evaluation of the Global Public Programs of DGF

grants (OED 2002c) noted that only half the pro-

grams that had disengaged from DGF funding since

FY98 provided timely Grant Completion Reports.

Some recipients submitted GCRs as late as a year

after closing.11 Additional GCRs have since been sub-

mitted; currently, of the 32 DGF programs that have

exited since FY98 and for which GCRs are required,

5 have not been received. The 2002 OED evaluation

also noted that the quality of GCR reports has been

uneven: they focus on achievement of overall objec-

tives and completion of program activities, but are

weak in (a) identifying problems in program execu-

tion, (b) reporting on achievement of intermediate

objectives, and (c) assessing development impact.

GCRs are required only when a program exits

from DGF funding; in some cases (Window I grants)

this may take several years. The DGF thus requires

that grant programs of $300,000 or more carry out

an external evaluation every three years. Since exter-

nal consultants paid for by the program manage-

ment conduct most of these evaluations, they are

external self-evaluations, not independent evalua-

tions. Six such evaluations were conducted in

FY00–01, and similar assessments for all major pro-

grams are planned over FY02–04. In many cases,

these evaluations are the first for the grant programs.

OED’s evaluation of grants and global programs

has reported concerns about the quality of the exter-

nal self-evaluations. Typically, the external evalua-

tions report on implementation of activities, but not

on outcomes and impacts. Only the Consultative

Group on International Agricultural Research

(CGIAR) has systematically and quantitatively

attempted to assess impact. This limits information

needed by the Bank to determine funding priorities.

OED has called for “standardized evaluation criteria,

clear performance indicators, and timely and clear

definition of what constitutes independent evalua-

tions of high quality to enable learning, effective pri-

oritization and resource allocation across programs

and networks.”12 Management has generally endorsed

OED’s recommendations and plans to consolidate

existing units into a Global Programs and Partner-

ships Secretariat to provide guidance on and enhance

oversight of global programs. The Secretariat will set

responsibilities for monitoring and self-evaluation of

grants and global programs.

In general, the Bank, as a grantor, has only limit-

ed legal responsibility for the use of individual pro-

gram funds. But where a program is Bank-managed,

there is no arms-length relationship between grantor

(the Bank) and the program. Hence, the Bank must

ensure adequate oversight for such programs. As part

of phase two of its evaluation of global programs,

OED is reviewing 26 programs that involve the Bank.

Following this, OED will determine its role in the

evaluation of grants and global programs.

KNOWLEDGE INITIATIVES: KNOWLEDGE 
SHARING, RESEARCH, AND TRAINING 

Evaluation of the Bank’s knowledge sharing activities

needs strengthening. There is no M&E framework

over the Bank’s knowledge sharing activities. Evalua-

tion of the Bank’s research is sporadic and needs to

be formalized.

In 1996, the World Bank committed itself to

developing a world-class knowledge management

system to improve and expand knowledge sharing

among staff and with clients and other development

partners, and to help countries strengthen their own

capacities for acquiring and using knowledge. There

are three components to the Bank’s knowledge agen-

da: (a) network and Regional knowledge manage-

ment and knowledge sharing activities, (b) research
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and data (Development Economics Vice-Presidency,

or DEC), and (c) capacity building and training

activities (World Bank Institute, or WBI).

Evaluation of the Bank’s knowledge sharing and

management activities: In response to the 1996 com-

mitment, the Bank initiated several knowledge man-

agement programs and activities, amounting to

approximately $220 million during FY97–02. These

activities include the (a) collection and dissemination

of knowledge and best practice by network and

Regional units; (b) creation of thematic groups to

enhance connectivity among staff around shared

areas of work; (c) use of on-demand assistance by

advisory services; and (d) knowledge sharing innova-

tions in country programs and projects. The Bank has

also created several global knowledge initiatives that

leverage technology to enhance knowledge sharing

and client capacity.13

An OED evaluation, which is the first independ-

ent assessment of the gamut of knowledge sharing

activities (OED 2003a), notes that M&E has not kept

pace with the implementation of the Bank’s knowl-

edge sharing initiatives, or with leading industry

practices. It reports that the Bank still lacks the

framework and measurements needed for assessing

the effectiveness of knowledge sharing initiatives and

recommends ways to strengthen it.

Management has recently established a Steering

Committee at the vice-presidential level to guide and

oversee the Bank’s knowledge sharing activities. It will

set responsibilities for M&E. QAG has also recently

initiated an assessment of the activities of Sector

Boards, including knowledge management services.

Evaluation of the Bank’s Research: DEC carries

out most of the Bank’s research, which is divided into

two categories based on the source of funds: (a)

Research Support Budget (RSB) activities and (b)

non-RSB–supported activities. In FY02, the RSB

activities amounted to $4.2 million, or 29 percent of

the total Bank research activities of about $14.5 mil-

lion. DEC’s share of total Bank research was 83 per-

cent (about $12.3 million), of which 73 percent was

financed by DEC’s administrative budget and 27 per-

cent by the RSB.

Oversight of the Bank’s research, which is man-

dated to ensure the quality of Bank research and its

relevance to the Bank’s mission, rests with the Bank

Chief Economist, with the advice of the Research

Committee (for the RSB activities). DEC has carried

out self-evaluations of RSB-supported research in a

number of dimensions such as relevance, quality,

dissemination, and impact. The most recent report

on RSB research dates from FY01. As noted in the

2002 AROE, non-RSB activities have never been

evaluated systematically, and past efforts to evaluate

non-RSB research through client surveys were not

systematically followed through. While most of

DEC's research is published in professional journals,

and is therefore vetted by an external peer review for

intellectual quality, such reviews do not necessarily

address the impact or applicability of the research to

Bank operations and effectiveness.

The Development Economics Vice-Presidency

should establish a framework for evaluating all its

research (RSB- and non-RSB funded) at three levels:

(a) the program level, especially for large research

projects; (b) the operational level, for the applicabil-

ity, utilization, and impact of DEC research in aggre-

gate on Bank operations; and (c) the global level, for

the impact of DEC research on the development

community at large (research, academia, borrowers,

donor agencies). DEC has carried out evaluations at

each of these three levels sporadically, but this work

should be instituted as a regular and formal feature

of its evaluative framework. DEC also undertakes

periodic self-evaluation of its cross-support activities

through client surveys.

Evaluation of Training Activities: In 1997, WBI

introduced a four-level evaluation framework for all

Bank training activities that ranges from monitor-

ing trainee feedback to assessing outcomes and

impacts.14 WBI now requires that all major learning

offerings be evaluated for their perceived usefulness

to participants. In FY02, WBI developed and imple-

mented 28 valid and reliable tests to measure

enhanced learning, and learning gains have been

measured on over 100 courses. In FY02, for the first

time, WBI also undertook an impact evaluation for

five thematic programs aimed at 1,200 participants

in 82 client countries. This impact evaluation repre-

sents progress in self-evaluation of training activi-

ties. It measures program effectiveness and impact

22



based on participants’ perceptions, but does not val-

idate them with indicators of enhanced learning or

knowledge applicability. The impact evaluation also

called for greater linkages or coordination of WBI

programs with core Bank operations.

WBI’s recent shift of its capacity building activi-

ties to the country level (starting with five pilot

countries) aims to support country teams and bor-

rowers in conducting a capacity needs assessment

and using it to develop an action plan for building

capacity. WBI’s planned capacity building will be

reflected in the CAS. Building WBI’s work into the

CAS is expected to encourage coordination of WBI

activities with Bank operations, and to make WBI

interventions more strategic and results-focused.

The corresponding evaluation strategy is expected to

use prospective evaluation methods to collect base-

line data before WBI programs begin, and to set up

in-country evaluation infrastructure (local evalua-

tors, intermediate indicators, reliable data collection

and monitoring systems).

SUMMARY 

The self- and independent evaluation framework is

strongest at the project level. Several recent initiatives

are under way to improve the evaluative framework

for trust funds, grants, and at the country level,

although it is too early to comment on their effec-

tiveness. The evaluation framework is weakest at the

sector level, for nonlending operations, and for the

Bank’s knowledge-based initiatives.
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HELPING CLIENT COUNTRIES BUILD 
RESULTS ORIENTATION 

The Bank has been active in helping borrowers

strengthen their results orientation and evaluation

capacity in order to enhance government perform-

ance. Yet it has made only limited progress in main-

streaming evaluation capacity building into core

Bank operations.

The Managing for Results initiative rightly empha-

sizes results—the achievement of MDGs and the

need for well-functioning M&E systems in the Bank

and in borrower countries. Bank and borrower M&E

are closely related: the Bank relies on country data

for measuring its own performance at the project,

sector, and country levels. But limitations in country

M&E—data, systems, and capable evaluators—have

encouraged the Bank and other donors to take an

enclave approach to M&E, with little emphasis on

the building of sustainable country capacities and

systems. This has resulted in a multiplicity of donor

M&E burdens on borrowers (CDF Secretariat 2003).

Building governments’ own capacity for M&E not

only makes the aid process more effective, but it also

contributes to improved government performance—

the ability of governments to use both domestic and

donor funds to achieve development outcomes.

Thus, since the 1970s the Bank has been involved in

evaluation capacity development (ECD).

OED conducted stocktaking of Bank work to help

borrowers build their M&E systems, with a specific

focus on systems that measure government perform-

ance.1 The stocktaking is based on an examination of

project appraisal documents and other Bank loans

and credit documents for projects approved in FY02,

and approved Institutional Development Fund

grants, Poverty Reduction Strategies Trust Fund

grants, and grants made under the Trust Fund for

Statistical Capacity Building. Also included is Bank

capacity-building work identified by OED in 2002

where that work is still active. In the absence of a

management initiative, OED is preparing a database

on Bank work in this area.

Based on this stocktaking, OED has found that

the Bank is currently providing ECD support at the

national level in 21 countries.2 Over half of these

countries (13) have prepared or are preparing a

PRSP, reflecting the potential importance of PRSPs

for achieving a substantial focus on government per-

formance. Two of the countries are European Union

25

4.  Corporate Priorities in Monitoring and Evaluation

This chapter uses the strategy and framework proposed by the Managing for Results initiative to 

discuss the progress in developing M&E processes at the corporate level. The Managing for Results

initiative has identified two corporate priorities: (a) helping client countries adopt results-based

strategies and (b) increasing the Bank’s results orientation. 



accession candidates—European Union member

states are required to meet certain standards for

M&E in government. In about 13 of the countries,

the capacity building is designed to support

improved public expenditure management in gov-

ernment. In seven countries, civil society is expected

to play a substantive role in providing assessments of

government performance.3

While the Bank has accumulated considerable

experience in helping borrowers strengthen their

results orientation, it has made only limited progress

toward mainstreaming this area of capacity building

into Bank operations. OED has identified five

impediments to mainstreaming ECD: lack of a clear

commitment by the Bank; confusion about the

meaning of “results” and “M&E”; inconsistency in

the message on M&E in Bank policies and guide-

lines; lack of knowledge sharing and coordination on

M&E; and weak staff skills and lack of resources

across the Bank (OED 2002b).4

Finally, although Bank networks and sectors typi-

cally do not have a systematic approach to helping

borrowers strengthen M&E of government perform-

ance, there is one promising exception. The Bank’s

Global HIV/AIDS M&E Support Team has a detailed

work plan to build donor and borrower M&E sys-

tems, involving capacity building at the global,

Regional, country, and local levels.5 This team is

active in a large number of countries, particularly in

Africa.

RESULTS ORIENTATION IN THE BANK 

Management expects to report on Bank performance

at the corporate level by transforming the Annual

Review of Portfolio Performance (ARPP) into an

Operational Performance and Results Review (OPR).

The OPR will initially be constrained by limited

information on country-level outcomes pending

mainstreaming of the results-based CAS initiative

and other improvements to enhance the outcome

orientation of lending and nonlending instruments.

The OPR will need to evolve over time to become a

comprehensive report on the results of all Bank

activities. Management has also developed the IDA

results measurement framework to report to donors

on progress on important development outcomes in

IDA-eligible countries.

Internationally accepted developmental goals such

as poverty reduction and the MDGs form the foun-

dation for all Bank operations. There are several ways

for the Bank to track and report on performance

against these broad developmental goals—the Pover-

ty Progress Report, and the recently initiated Global

Monitoring Report.6 The progress or lack thereof in

achieving these goals may not be attributable to the

Bank alone, but to the development community at

large. The challenge for the Bank at the corporate

level is to translate the MDGs and other internation-

al goals of development into concrete outcomes for

Bank activities and to track these outcomes using
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Table 4.1: M&E Framework at the Corporate Level

Monitoring Evaluation

Goals Defining outcomes Tracking & reporting Self-evaluation Independent evaluation
& monitorable on implementation 
indicators progress

Activity Aggregate Activity Aggregate

Corporate Strategic Directions Strategy update Assessment Proposed IDA OED review ARDE, AROE, 
(including IDA) Papers, IDA papers, progress of corporate Results of corporate OED review of 

Replenishment reports on initiatives Measurement, initiatives IDA performance
Agreement, corporate (such as the Annual Report (such as 
corporate budget reforms. Strategic on Portfolio PRSP, HIPC)
documents Compact) Performance/ 

Proposed Operational
Performance and 
Results Review



monitorable indicators and targets. The results of the

Bank’s efforts in relation to the MDGs were reported

in OED’s 2002 Annual Review of Development Effec-

tiveness (ARDE) and are not addressed here.

The M&E framework for the Bank’s corporate-

level outcomes (including those for IDA) is summa-

rized in table 4.1. The Managing for Results initiative

envisages the need for a corporate report on Bank

performance. In its implementation plan, manage-

ment has proposed developing or adapting two

instruments to report on Bank performance at the

corporate level: first, the IDA Results Measurement

System, and, second, the Annual Review of Portfolio

Performance (ARPP), as it makes the transition to

become an Operational Performance and Results

Review (OPR).7 This section discusses these two

recent self-evaluation initiatives.

IDA Results Measurement System

The IDA13 Replenishment Agreement stipulated that

the Bank (a) establish country outcomes as perform-

ance measures for the IDA program and (b) put in

place an enhanced results measurement system that

would link IDA CASs with countries’ progress in

reaching the development outcomes set out in PRSPs.

In response, management has proposed a two-tiered

measurement system, as described in box 4.1.

The IDA results measurement system provides a

mechanism for reporting to IDA deputies. The

selected indicators reflect data availability, consisten-

cy with poverty reduction strategies, the MDGs, and

other international monitoring activities. They pro-

vide a basis for common reporting on the develop-

ment outcomes in IDA countries in aggregate, and

for demonstrating the contribution of IDA-funded

activities. Tier I indicators are not directly linked to

country-specific targets for progress, institutional

capacity and access to resources, or to Bank instru-

ments such as the CAS, project design, and resource

allocation to individual IDA countries.

Reporting on Bank Performance at the 
Corporate Level 

Management provides periodic updates on imple-

mentation of strategic initiatives such as the self-

assessment of the Strategic Compact. In most such

instances, OED comments on management’s updates

and provides the Board with an independent assess-

ment of the findings and issues. OED also periodi-

cally evaluates strategic corporate initiatives, such as

knowledge sharing activities, the CDF, and HIPC

(CDF Secretariat 2003; OED 2000, 2002d, 2003a,b).

At the aggregate level, QAG’s ARPP reports on

portfolio health at the corporate level and OED’s

ARDE comments on development results and

addresses specific management initiatives or issues.8

The ARPP database excludes Adjustment Loans

approved and completed within a single fiscal year.

These amounted to $3.4 billion in FY02 and account-

ed for more than 23 percent by number and 11 per-

cent by volume of total adjustment lending.9 The

ARPP’s assessment of portfolio composition and risk

is thus incomplete and needs to be supplemented

with information on this sizeable share of lending.10

An FY00 OPCS survey rated 98 percent of single-

tranche adjustment loans to be good or moderate on

design, but rated 18 percent to be “inferior” on M&E

adequacy, and 29 percent to be “inferior” on risk and

sustainability (World Bank 2001b, Annex D, p. 119).
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Box 4.1: Two-Tiered IDA Results Measurement System

The first tier of the IDA Results Measurement System aims to

assess progress on country outcomes as articulated in PRSPs

and in the MDGs. Following a request from the executive direc-

tors to include indicators on growth, infrastructure, agricultur-

al productivity, and other aspects of the growth agenda as well

as MDGs, management proposed a set of 15 indicators and

baseline data to the IDA deputies in April 2003. Management

expects to refine and adapt these indicators over the course of

the year, and report to the deputies on the updated system and

progress against them in Spring 2004.

The second tier will focus on the contribution of IDA pro-

grams to country outcomes. The results-based CAS framework

is expected to provide the necessary inputs in the medium term,

but in the meantime, management expects to use IDA portfolio

indicators derived from OED ratings for project outcomes and

QAG quality assessments, which are correlated with success in

achieving CAS outcomes.



Despite the extensive coverage of individual eval-

uations, there are only a few mechanisms for report-

ing on aggregate Bank outcomes and Bank perform-

ance at the corporate level. The ARDE provides an

assessment of Bankwide country-, sector-, and proj-

ect-level outcomes, but there is no management-

initiated reporting of corporate results or overall

Bank performance against outcomes. The proposed

OPR will help fill this lacuna; it will address both the

quality of Bank strategies and instruments (inputs)

and the status of transition to results-based

approaches in Bank operations (using emerging data

on country outcomes). OED recommendations on

the elements of a corporate reporting mechanism are

summarized in box 4.2. The first OPR, covering

FY03, is expected to  be distributed to the Board at

the end of calendar year 2003.

Management has proposed that the ARPP evolve

to become the OPR. The improved annual reporting

will be based on the results of revised methodology

for assessing project-level outcomes and results-

based CAS assessments of output and outcome 

at the country level and project portfolio–level 

databases.11

The OPR will initially be constrained by limited

information on country-level outcomes, pending the

mainstreaming of the results-based CAS initiative

and other management improvements to the out-

come orientation of lending and nonlending instru-

ments. It will provide a basis for linking M&E sys-

tems at different levels of the Bank. Currently, many

network, capacity building, knowledge sharing, and

global activities are not aligned with CAS program-

ming, and therefore will not be captured by the

aggregate reporting derived from the results-based

CAS initiative. It will be necessary for the OPR to

evolve to reflect a comprehensive reporting of the

results of all Bank activities.
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Box 4.2: OED Suggestions on the Elements of an Effective Corporate Report on Results

An effective corporate report to the Board on the results of all Bank operations should cover the 

following:

• Achievements of country outcomes as indicated in the CASs in terms of: (a) progress against 

relevant outcome indicators, (b) alignment between expected CAS outcomes and choice of

instruments, and (c) the performance of the mix of instruments deployed in the country

• The adequacy, applicability, and use of individual instruments for Bank interventions: lending

(investment and adjustment); nonlending; and grants and trust funds 

• Achievements and progress at the sector level in relation to the proposed SSP—reflecting cross-

country achievements on a sector basis 

• Achievements at the corporate level; aggregation across countries and sectors that includes the

contribution of DEC research and WBI training and capacity enhancement to Bank operations 

• Contribution of partnerships, global programs, and corporate initiatives such as knowledge shar-

ing to the achievement of corporate outcomes 

• Linkages and alignment of M&E systems at different levels of the Bank.



RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN OED AND THE 
COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT EFFECTIVENESS 

OED is independent of Bank management and

reports directly to the Board of Directors through

the Committee on Development Effectiveness

(CODE). OED’s independence is assured through its

mandate and organizational structure (box 5.1). The

work program and budget are approved by the Board

upon CODE recommendations, and not by Bank

management. OED’s most recent work program pro-

vides indicators of inputs and deliverables and was

discussed by CODE on 2 April 2003.1

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM PREVIOUS AROES 

The 2002 AROE highlighted four areas for increased

OED attention. Progress in these areas is described

below.

Methodology: The 2002 AROE recommended

that OED refine, elaborate, and clarify its methodol-

ogy for Country Assistance Evaluations (CAEs).

OED has refined the Country Information Form, but

efforts to test it as a self-evaluation tool for country

strategies have lagged. With the recent introduction

of self-evaluation through CAS Completion Reports,

OED has a new opportunity to encourage the adap-

tation of its methodology for self-evaluation and for

the new Country Evaluation Summaries. OED is also

reviewing in detail its CAE methodology through the

CAE Retrospective (box 5.2).

In line with the 2002 AROE recommendations,

OED has enhanced its coverage of compliance with

safeguards. All OED project evaluations now contain

an annex that reports on the data and methods used,

along with a discussion of their strengths and limita-

tions.

Participation and Consultation: Last year’s

AROE recommended that OED use technology

(videoconferencing and Web sites) to involve part-

ners better in the early stages of evaluations. During

FY03, almost all OED evaluations included broad

consultations with external stakeholders. The studies

on Global Public Programs, the CDF, and Transition

Economies have used Web sites with discussion

spaces and videoconferencing facilities to consult

with donors (the CDF), staff in country offices, devel-

opment partners, stakeholders, and external advisers.

The 2002 AROE recommended that OED insti-

tute a more transparent process for dealing with dif-

ferences with management about ratings on project
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5.  Self-Evaluation in OED

This chapter reports on the status and results of OED’s self-evaluation processes: the annual OED

survey of clients and other ongoing self-evaluations. It also notes the progress OED has made in

implementing its own recommendations in the 2002 AROE. 



evaluations. OED has made limited progress over the

last fiscal year. As OED starts to rate country out-

comes and quality of CAS Completion Reports in its

Country Evaluation Summaries, there remains a

need for a transparent process to deal with differ-

ences in project and country-level ratings.

Dissemination: The survey of key client audiences

for sector and thematic evaluations indicates that 37

percent reported having read the report; a further 9

percent reported being aware of the report’s findings,

although they did not read the report, and the bal-

ance, 54 percent, reported not having read the report

or being aware of its findings. Of the respondents who

had not read the evaluation, 60 percent said they were

unaware of it. As recommended in the 2002 AROE, all

major OED evaluations now prepare a brief descrip-

tion of the main target audience and dissemination

plan at the approach paper stage.2 But OED must be

proactive to better target and engage interested con-

stituencies in the Bank on study findings.

Self-Evaluation: The 2002 AROE called for con-

tinued emphasis on periodic self-evaluation through

surveys. This year, OED has complemented its annu-

al survey with detailed reviews in two areas: a CAE

Retrospective (box 5.2) and a review to enhance the

use of the Web site as a tool to serve OED’s business

strategy (box 5.3).

OED SURVEYS: PPARS AND SECTOR AND 
THEMATIC STUDIES ARE THE FOCUS THIS YEAR3

Consistent with its role as independent evaluator of

Bank products and services, OED evaluates the 

quality, relevance, and efficacy of its own products

and services each year. This year’s surveys targeted 

a relevant audience—the evaluees—for five sector

and thematic studies issued since last year and 

task managers on FY02 Project Performance Assess-

ment Reports.4 The response rate was 38 percent 
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There are four generally accepted criteria for establishing

independence of audit and evaluation units: organization-

al and behavioral independence, avoidance of conflicts of

interest, and protection from external influence. OED

meets all four criteria.

Organizational independence: The head of OED, the

Director-General (DGO) of Operations Evaluation,

reports directly and exclusively to the Board of Directors

or a committee of the Board, and not to management. The

Board of Directors appoints the DGO for a five-year term

that can be renewed for a similar period. At the end of the

tenure, the DGO is ineligible for appointment to the staff

of the Bank.

Behavioral independence: OED has a long track record of

critiquing Bank work, recognizing achievements but also

addressing shortcomings and making recommendations

for improvement.

Avoidance of conflict of interest: OED staff members are

precluded from participating in evaluations of work that

they were involved in before joining OED. OED has pro-

cedures to protect against official, professional, financial,

and familial conflicts. OED staff (other than the DGO)

can rotate between OED and management. A comparative

study of evaluation processes in multilateral and bilateral

donors indicates this is good practice: such staff rotation

is “desirable due to the benefit of cross fertilization of

experience and knowledge” that builds relevance and sub-

stantive understanding in evaluations.

Protection from external influence: OED has unrestricted

access to all Bank records and staff in conducting its

work, and can consult with government officials, the pri-

vate sector, nongovernmental organizations, the media,

and all sources it deems appropriate without prior clear-

ance from Bank management. OED controls the hiring,

promotion, and termination of its staff within the frame-

work of the Bank’s personnel system, although the net-

works do clear hiring and promotion decisions for staff

mapped to them.

Source: North 2003; OED 2003f.

Box 5.1: OED’s Independence is Assured Through Its Mandate and Organizational Structure 
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Box 5.3: Using OED Web Sites to Enhance OED’s Impact 

OED has obtained valuable feedback on its Web services from

two sources. The 2002 AROE surveyed the use and impact of

OED’s Web services, including documents, project ratings, and

the Help Desk. Of the 320 respondents who used the services,

94 percent found them to be relevant to their work. But of the

44 percent who did not use them, almost half were not aware

of the services.

The Bank’s Information Solutions Group instituted an

independent content review of all vice-presidential-unit Web

sites, including OED’s, in February 2003. It concluded that as

an independent evaluator within the Bank, the “Operations

Evaluation Department faces a unique challenge among Bank

sites, but meets it well.” The site is praised for establishing “its

credibility quickly with visitors” and “easy access to the unit’s

products and a clear explanation of the unit’s policies and pro-

cedures.” The OED Web site on partnerships is noted as best

practice. Most of the review’s recommendations concern pres-

entation enhancements and minor refinements to navigation-

al elements, and these have already been adopted.

Based on these reviews, OED’s focus now is to enhance the

use of the internal and external Web sites. It is compiling Web

statistics on what information is being used most often and by

whom. This will provide baseline data against which to meas-

ure future patterns of access and use of Web-based services.

The results of this review, along with planned improvements,

will be reported and tested through surveys of Bank staff in

future AROEs.

Box 5.2: Forthcoming OED Retrospective on Country Assistance Evaluations

The CAE is one of OED’s major products. To assess its strengths and weaknesses, the 2002 AROE sur-

veyed country teams involved in CAEs completed as of December 31, 2001. Based on these results,

OED is undertaking a more detailed assessment of CAE methodology, utilization, and lessons learned

through a CAE Retrospective that will be presented to CODE in FY04. It will validate and, where

appropriate, suggest modifications of measures and standards to ensure quality, reliability, and con-

sistency. Contentious issues such as ratings of outcome, relevance, and effectiveness, as well as the

outcome of Bank assistance, will be addressed. The retrospective will also draw lessons from the

whole cohort of CAEs on the use of economic and sector work; sequencing of reform; choice of

instruments; and lessons on ownership, participation, and partnerships. It will also assess how the

CAEs are used by the Board in guiding management, by Bank staff, and by development partners.

(higher than in FY02, when the response rate was 25

percent).

Where the quality of sector and thematic studies

was rated positively, most respondents reported that

the evaluations provided a good context of sector

issues, relevant options for sector strategy and Bank

programs, and useful and relevant lessons. Where

studies were rated poorly, respondents reported the

need to improve and clarify methodological aspects:

analysis, evidentiary base, and the link of these ele-

ments to the conclusions, and the need to engage in

greater consultation with borrowers and Bank staff.

PPARs received high ratings on all aspects of quality

that reflected perceptions of relevant lessons and

good ideas for future project design.

Based on the results of the survey, OED should

clarify and better present its methodology, including

its evidentiary base for sector and thematic studies.

OED should better target and disseminate its sector

and thematic as well as its project evaluations to

Bank staff, and enhance consultation with its bor-

rowers. Annex D details the survey results.

GEOGRAPHIC FOCUS OF OED EVALUATIONS

The AROE analyzed OED’s geographic coverage dur-

ing the last few fiscal years in order to assess whether

the country distribution of its activities is aligned with

the pattern of the Bank’s lending activities (table 5.1).



The country distribution of OED’s work is large-

ly consistent with patterns of operational activities,

as measured by both the number of exiting projects

and the share of lending. It reflects the need for spe-

cific evaluative information and building blocks for

larger sector/thematic and Country Assistance Eval-

uations. Numerous project evaluations were done in

Brazil, Bulgaria, China, India, Indonesia, Tanzania,

and Vietnam because they were all subjects of CAEs.

Mozambique received intense attention because it

was the subject of a planned CAE that has been

replaced with the pilot CASCR and CES. Guinea and

Madagascar, with seven and eight evaluations respec-

tively, were the only countries where the number of

OED evaluations over-represented the exiting proj-

ects or share of lending. In Madagascar, a CAE is

scheduled for FY05.
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Table 5.1: Geographic Focus of OED Evaluations (FY99–02) 

Number of OED Percent share of Percent share of 
Country evaluationsa project exits cumulative lending Remarks

India 26 4 12 CAE (FY01)

China 22 5 7 CAE (expected in FY04)

Indonesia 18 4 6 CAE (FY99)

Brazil 18 4 6 CAE (FY03)

Mozambique 15 2 < 1 Planned CAE replaced 
with CES

Ghana 12 2 1 Proportionate

Uganda 11 2 1 CAE (FY00)

Turkey 10 2 4 Proportionate to project 
exits, share of lending 

Bolivia 10 1 < 1 CAE (FY99)

Madagascar 8 1 < 1 Proposed CAE FY05

Bulgaria 8 1 < 1 CAE (FY02)

Guinea 7 1 < 1

Pakistan 6 2 3 Proportionate to project
exits, share of lending 

Colombia 6 < 1 2 Proportionate to share 
of lending 

Tanzania 6 1 1 CAE (FY00)

Vietnam 5 < 1 1 CAE (FY02)

a. Includes 283 PPARs and 141 country case studies for sector and thematic evaluations, corporate evaluations, and CAEs over the four-year period.



CONCLUSIONS

The Bank has been working to establish an M&E sys-

tem at different levels and for different instruments.

By and large, there is a clear and well-established

framework for M&E for individual lending opera-

tions; it is less developed and less effective for non-

lending services and at the sector level. The Managing

for Results initiative shifts the burden of accountabili-

ty from the instrument to the country level. This is

expected to produce trickle-down effects and incen-

tives for strengthening the framework for M&E of

outcomes at the instrument and sector levels. It does

not, however, address gaps in M&E of corporate ini-

tiatives such as knowledge sharing, Regional capacity

building, and global programs.

Three overarching aspects in M&E need atten-

tion:

• Ensuring Evaluability: For all instruments and at

all levels, a priority is to establish clear and realis-

tic expected outcomes and to support moni-

torable indicators, baseline data, and benchmarks

of progress. This is particularly urgent for ad-

justment lending, nonlending services, sector

strategies, and knowledge initiatives. The Bank’s

results-focused CAS is an attempt to enhance 

the evaluability of the Bank’s country-level 

assistance. The Bank’s quality assurance pro-

cess at entry should widen its focus to include

evaluability.

• Monitoring and Reporting on Progress: The mon-

itoring framework for reporting on implementa-

tion is well established for investment projects.

The current priority should be to improve the

quality and realism of reporting. The monitoring

framework to track and report on outcomes is less

well established for adjustment lending, trust

funds, and grants. These latter two have recently

been areas of management attention, and it is too

early to comment on the effectiveness of the

improvements.1 The framework at the country

level is under development. Monitoring and

reporting on implementation of sector strategies

is ad hoc and needs strengthening.

• Filling Gaps in Self- and Independent Evaluation:

The self- and independent evaluation framework

for projects is well established and fairly effective.

The recently introduced CAS Completion

Reports will close an important gap in self-

evaluation at the country level. Gaps remain in

the self-evaluation for nonlending activities, sec-

tor strategies, trust funds, grants, and knowledge
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6.  Conclusions and Recommendations

The primary objective of monitoring is to inform management decisionmaking. That of evaluation is

to enhance accountability and learning. The two elements are complementary because the quality

of evaluation can only be as good as the information generated from the monitoring process. In the

same way, the quality of evaluation will shape the adequacy of future monitoring. 



activities, and at the corporate level. Independent

evaluation of sector strategies and global pro-

grams also needs strengthening.

The 2002 AROE suggested the formulation of a

comprehensive Operational Policy and accompany-

ing Bank Procedures to formalize an overarching

framework for self- and independent evaluation and

mandate a results focus for Bank operations. OED

and management have been working over the last

year and have agreed on a draft Operational Policy

that (a) establishes the mandate for self- and inde-

pendent evaluation; (b) identifies roles and responsi-

bilities at the different levels; and (c) suggests meth-

ods for reporting on compliance. The accompanying

Bank Procedures statement is still being prepared. It

will provide the framework for incorporating evalu-

ation policies and procedures into the Bank’s core

operational work and include one on the Generation,

Dissemination, and Utilization of the OED Findings.

This work must be expedited and brought to a swift

conclusion.

Two important requirements for a stronger results

focus are staff capacity and resources. On resources,

the 2002 Annual Review of Development Effectiveness

estimated that the Bank’s direct costs on country

monitoring, formulating and monitoring CASs, and

providing global monitoring services amounted to

about 2 percent of total direct costs in recent years.2

A recent strategy update estimates the resource

implications of the Managing for Results initiative to

be an additional $5.7 million.3 As the Bank imple-

ments results-focused initiatives, it must examine the

adequacy of its review and reporting processes to the

Board on the utilization of resources for M&E.

On staff capacity, QAG has proposed that the

Bank use a core set of experienced professionals to

help units with technical advice to establish clear

outcomes, monitorable intermediate indicators, and

evaluation systems. Aspects such as knowledge shar-

ing, risk assessment, and M&E must be built in as an

essential part of task management at any level. While

there is a role for technical advice, the emphasis

should be on training and building core competen-

cies in M&E into the job descriptions for all proj-

ect/task and unit management positions, as well as

into performance evaluation systems.

RECOMMENDATIONS 

This report makes the following recommendations

to management and OED:

Management

(a) Issue an Operational Policy/Bank Procedure

that sets out the mandate, framework, roles, and

responsibilities for self- and independent evalu-

ation.

(b) Mainstream greater outcome orientation in

CASs and a self-evaluation framework for Bank

assistance at the country level.

(c) Strengthen the M&E of the development out-

comes of trust-funded activities.

(d) Strengthen the outcome orientation and self-

evaluation of nonlending activities, in aggregate

and at the task level, either individually or in

clusters.

OED

(a) Enhance borrower consultations on sector and

thematic studies and PPARs.

(b) Improve internal dissemination of sector and

thematic studies through better targeting and

more active participation in sector and Region-

al events.

(c) Institute a transparent procedure to resolve dif-

ferences in ratings between OED and manage-

ment for country- and project-level evaluations.
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Annex A Monitoring and Evaluation Framework at the Country Level

Country Assistance
Strategy (CAS)

CAS Progress
Report (CASPR)

Country Assistance
Evaluations (sample of

up-coming CASs)

OED validation of CASCR
through Country Evaluation

Summary (CES)

CAS Completion
Report (CASCR)

Lessons Learned

The M&E architecture at the country level is depicted below:

The following table summarizes the purpose, role, and use of the various elements in the M&E framework at the country level.

Document What is it? Who prepares it? When? How often? Time covered Ratings

Country Assistance Describes the Bank's strategy, based on an assess- Country Team, Every 3-4 years 3 years Outcome 
Strategy (CAS) ment of country priorities. Indicates the level and with government matrix

composition of assistance to be provided and country’s and other 
portfolio performance. Main tool for management stakeholders
and Board to review Bank assistance in a country. OPCS reviews 

CAS Progress Reports to the Board on implementation of the CAS Country Team, Mid-CAS cycle, 1.5–3 years No ratings
Report (CASPR) program and key developments since the last CAS. OPCS reviews delay in CAS 

NEW – CAS Assesses outcomes achieved relative to CAS Country Team, End of each CAS 3 years No ratings in 
Completion Report expectations. Comments on the relevance of Bank OPCS reviews period (for selected the pilot phase
(CASCR) programs to the country’s development agenda, CASs in the pilot 

quality of portfolio, and measures of development stage)
effectiveness. Draws lessons for next CAS. Includes 
insights from clients. 

NEW – Country Eval- Reviews and validates the self-assessment of OED, for each After preparation 3 years Contains ratings
uation Summary (CES) country outcomes as stated in the CASCR. CASCR of CASCR

Country Assistance Provides the Board an independent assessment of OED, for sample Parallel to a sample Usually a Contains ratings
Evaluation (CAE) the outcome of Bank assistance (strategy, lending, and of upcoming CASs of upcoming CASs; decade (2-3 

nonlending activities) in client countries. Informs the about 6 annually. CAS periods)
new CAS on outcomes and performance of prior CASs. 





There are several units in the Bank involved in the M&E of Bank operations that are distinct from the units

that focus on financial management and control over the Bank’s administrative resources.

The following table highlights the roles and the distinct mandates of the various units in M&E and control

activities. OED is the only unit with a mandate to undertake independent evaluation of Bank operations.

Table B.1: Roles and Mandates, M&E and Quality Control

Reporting to the president Reporting to the Board

Monitoring and self-evaluation (management) Independent evaluation (OED)

Bank operations

* Projects Quality Assurance and Compliance Unit (QACU)a OED (ES and PPAR)
Quality Assurance Group (QAG)
* Regional quality teams

* ESW QAG OED (CAEs and sector/thematic
* Regional quality assurance teams evaluations)
OPCS Network b

* Sector / theme QAG (proposed) OED (sector/thematic evaluations and
* Network and sector anchors sector implementation reviews) 

* Country * Regional front offices OED (country evaluation
* Network and sector anchors summaries and CAEs)
OPCS Network

External claims of noncompliance Inspection Panel

* Report to the president through vice-presidents.

a. QACU ensures compliance with safeguards for projects at entry and during supervision.

b. OPCS undertakes cross-sector and cross-Regional evaluations at all levels of activity (e.g., CAS Retrospective at country level, SSP Stocktaking at sector level, 

Adjustment Lending Retrospective at instrument levels).

37

Annex B Monitoring and Evaluation Units in the Bank





Upon project completion, the task leader prepares an

Implementation Completion Report (ICR) and

Regional management approves it. The ICR marks

the transition of a Bank loan from implementation

in the portfolio to exit. OED conducts an independ-

ent review of each ICR, preparing a summary for

internal use that records the validation of the self-

ratings and self-assessment based on information

provided in the ICR and other evidence.

This annex provides these kinds of information

for projects exiting during FY96–02. The first section

provides a summary of ICR evaluations conducted

by OED during FY96–02. The second describes

major trends in ICR quality for the period, and the

third shows changes in ratings at different stages of

the project cycle.
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Annex C OED Review of Rating Changes and Quality 
of Implementation Completion Reports

NUMBER OF OED EVALUATIONS, FY96–02

Table C.1 summarizes OED’s output of ICR reviews

and Project Performance Assessments Reports

(PPARs) since FY96. Because of bunching of ICR

deliveries to OED toward the end of the fiscal year,

the number of ICRs evaluated in some years exceeds

the number of ICRs received, as in FY98 and FY02.1

FINDINGS ON ICR QUALITY

OED’s summary ratings provide an independent

assessment of the quality and consistency of the con-

tent and management ratings in the ICR. OED

assesses three dimensions of ICRs: the quality of the

Table C.1: OED Reviews of ICRs and PPARs since FY96

OED evaluations of ICRs, FY96–02

FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FY00 FY01 FY02

ICRs received 268 397 218 291 307 317 267

Adjustment 43 65 24 45 36 45 28

Investment 224 332 186 236 251 275 239

ICRs evaluated 249 313 284 268 313 288 287

Adjustment 44 45 38 36 31 28 43

Investment 204 268 246 232 245 260 244

PPARs 100 79 71 69 76 73 70

Adjustment 17 13 13 14 14 14 13

Investment 83 66 58 55 62 59 57

Percent of projects assessed by PPARs in that yeara 40 25 25 26 24 25 24

Source: OED data.
a. The drop in the number of PPARs after FY96 reflects an agreement between OED and the Board to reduce coverage from 40 percent to 25 percent to allow greater OED
focus on sector and thematic and country evaluations. These numbers exclude PPARS conducted for GEF projects.



analysis, which includes coverage of important sub-

jects, analytical soundness, adequacy of evidence and

lessons learned; information on the sustainability or

future operations of the project, including a plan for

operation as well as related performance indicators

and M&E; and borrower and co-financier inputs.

The evolution in quality of ICRs by dimension is

summarized in table C.2.

The overall quality of ICR analysis remains high. As

shown in table C.2, ICR quality ratings since FY99

have remained fairly constant at around 94 percent.

Almost all ICRs covered important topics and drew

appropriate lessons. These quality ratings reflect bet-

ter understanding of ICR guidelines and methodolo-

gy by operational staff.

The quality of ex-post economic analysis and evi-

dence presented in ICRs can be improved. For opera-

tions where it was relevant, the quality of ex-post

analysis and the extent to which evidence presented

in ICRs is complete and convincing deteriorated in

FY02.

The poverty analysis component of ICRs has

improved, but remains weak. At only 67 percent satis-

factory, this dimension was added in 1997 and has

been rated only where relevant, for a relatively small

number of ICRs (17 percent in FY00, 18 percent in
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FY01, 18 percent in FY02, and 14 percent in FY03’s

partial sample). As the Bank operationalizes the

Managing for Results initiative and the MDGs, OED

hopes that there will be increased attention to realis-

tic and measurable poverty dimensions, where appli-

cable, in lending operations.

Forward-looking orientation has improved, al-

though there is room to improve the plan for M&E of

future project operations. ICRs are expected to report

on a project’s “future operations” or the anticipated

results after disbursements, in the operational phase,

to ensure that planned benefits of the operation

materialize and negative externalities, such as envi-

ronmental impact, are minimized. Although descrip-

tions in general terms of the plan for future operation

have improved to 93 percent satisfactory or better,

these ratings were made on 59 percent of the ICRs

that were reviewed in FY02 (66 percent in FY01); the

remaining ICRs were not rated on this dimension

because of a lack of information on future opera-

tions. On the two other aspects of future operations

(performance indicators and M&E plan), ICRs are

less satisfactory, both in terms of the proportion of

the ICRs that could be rated and the quality of those

that were rated. Performance indicators for future

operation were rated in 51 percent of all ICRs

Table C.2: Evolution in ICR Quality

Trends in ICR quality on three dimensions
(percent satisfactory or better)

FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FY00 FY01 FY02

1. Analysis
Coverage of important subjects 91 96 95 95 95 94 95
Ex post economic analysis (if applicable) 71 78 73 88 86 86 82
Internal consistency 92 93 96 94 95 95 95
Evidence complete/convincing 82 84 89 86 87 87 84
Adequacy of lessons learned 92 93 96 90 93 92 92

Poverty analysis n/a n/a n/a n/a 54 48 67

2. Future operation
Plan for future operation 82 84 81 89 86 86 93
Performance indicators for operational phase 63 74 72 76 81 78 84
Plan for M&E of future operation 69 63 66 70 73 73 76

3. Borrower/co-financier inputs
Borrower input to ICR 91 93 97 96 98 98 95
Borrower plan for future project operation 81 84 83 86 89 87 91
Borrower comments on ICR 88 89 94 95 97 97 95
Co-financier comments on ICR (if applicable) 57 73 80 86 92 89 88
Overall quality of ICR 91 95 96 94 96 94 94

Source: OED data.



reviewed in FY02 (56 percent in FY01). Of those that

could be rated, the proportion improved from 63 per-

cent satisfactory or better in FY96 to 84 percent in

FY02. The plan for M&E could be reviewed in only 36

percent of the ICRs in FY02 (38 percent in FY01), and

of these, the proportion rated satisfactory or better

improved modestly, from 73 percent to 76 percent.

Borrower and co-financier contributions have been

included in the ICRs where they are available. ICRs are

supposed to include the borrower’s inputs and spe-

cific comments on the assessment, and the borrow-

er’s plan for future operation. Many ICRs lack one or

more of these components. ICRs included borrow-

ers’ inputs and borrower comments about 75 percent

and 68 percent of the time, respectively, between

FY01 and FY02, and the quality of these comments

has remained steady at around 95 percent. The plan

for future operation was included in about 46 per-

cent of the ICRs, and of these, the proportion rated

satisfactory or better improved from 81 percent in

FY96 to 91 percent in FY02. ICRs are also supposed

to include co-financiers’ comments where applica-

ble. The quality of these comments has improved.

Overall, the quality trend for borrower and co-finan-

cier contributions suggests that the ICR process has

become participatory over time.

RATINGS CHANGES3

At each stage of the project cycle, implementation,

completion, and independent evaluation by OED,

projects are rated on outcomes—the likelihood of

achieving their development objectives.4

There are two ways to test the reliability of indica-

tors at each stage: extent to which ratings are

changed in subsequent stages and net change in rat-

ings, that is, percentage of ratings that are decreased

minus those that are increased. The latter shows the

degree of over-optimism (if net change is positive) or

underestimation (if net change is negative) of the

self-rating.

Table C.3 shows rating changes on outcome by

exit fiscal year. Outcome rating changes are included

here only where the change is from satisfactory

(highly satisfactory, satisfactory, marginally satisfac-

41

tory) to unsatisfactory (marginally unsatisfactory,

unsatisfactory, highly unsatisfactory) or vice-versa.

Rating changes within “satisfactory” and “unsatisfac-

tory” categories are not included. Table C.3 includes

rating changes on outcomes between:

(a) Last Project Supervision Report (PSR) before

operation exits and ICR

(b) The PSR, ICR, and OED’s summary

(c) The OED summary and the Project Perfor-

mance Assessment Report (PPAR), if available.

Looking first at changes between the final PSR rating

and the ICR rating, there has been a marginal down-

ward trend in the number of total rating and net rat-

ing changes in FY02. The net downgrade in FY02 is 6

percent. Next, the total rating changes on outcome

between project completion reporting (ICR) and

OED’ summary has also increased marginally, from 5

percent on average between FY99–01 to 6 percent in

FY02. Thus, the PSR and ICR ratings have been less

realistic in FY02 compared with FY01.

The rating changes between PSR and OED sum-

mary show the degree and direction of differences

between outcome ratings during supervision and by

OED on completion. This is relevant as it indicates

the extent to which PSR ratings reported in the

ARPP may be reliable predictors of outcomes. The

net rating changes between the PSR and OED sum-

mary have increased from 8 percent during FY99–01

to 12 percent in FY02.

Changes in outcome ratings made within OED,

between OED summary and PPAR, have been large.

Between FY96 and FY99, outcome ratings were

changed in 14 percent of operations. The total rating

changes of 17 percent in FY02 reflect increases in

both downgrades (11 percent in FY02 from 8 percent

in FY01) and upgrades (6 percent in FY02 from 4

percent in FY01).

Overall, these patterns in rating changes suggest

that the Regions are more optimistic about develop-

ment effectiveness than OED, and that relying on the

PSR alone may result in an overly sanguine picture.

The changes in ratings between OED summary and

PPAR also underscore the need for detailed inde-

pendent assessments of lending operations through

PPARs
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Table C.3: Summary of Outcome Ratings Changes, as Percentage of Total Projects Reviewed 
at Each Stage, FY96–02 Exits

Change

PSR to ICR ICR to ES PSR to summary Summary to PPAR

FY96

Down (a) 8 8 16 10
Up (b) 4 1 4 3
Total (a+b) 12 9 20 13
Net (a-b) 4 7 12 7

FY97

Down (a) 9 5 9 9
Up (b) 2 3 0 0
Total (a+b) 11 8 9 9
Net (a-b) 7 2 9 9

FY98

Down (a) 11 4 14 8
Up (b) 2 1 3 7
Total (a+b) 13 5 17 15
Net (a-b) 9 3 11 1

FY99

Down (a) 7 5 11 6
Up (b) 3 0 2 8
Total (a+b) 10 5 13 14
Net (a-b) 4 5 9 -2

FY00

Down (a) 6 5 10 10
Up (b) 2 0 2 10
Total (a+b) 8 5 12 20
Net (a-b) 4 5 8 0

FY01

Down (a) 8 5 10 8
Up (b) 1 1 3 4
Total (a+b) 9 6 13 12
Net (a-b) 7 4 7 4

FY02

Down (a) 8 6 13 11
Up (b) 2 0 1 6
Total (a+b) 10 6 14 17
Net (a-b) 6 6 12 5

Source: OED data.



Since 1999, OED has undertaken annual surveys of

clients to gain their perceptions of the quality and

impact of OED evaluations, as background for the

Annual Report on Operations Evaluation. The inten-

tion is to assess the influence of OED evaluations on

the Bank’s program and activities. This year’s survey

addressed two kinds of OED products and their

respective clients:1

• Five sector and thematic (S&T) evaluations (cul-

tural properties, indigenous people, social funds,

urban, and water resources): aimed at staff associ-

ated with the themes and sectors being evaluated.

• Project Performance Assessment Reports (PPARs):

aimed at two sets of clients:

(a) Task managers whose projects were approved

in FY02 (for their views on the use and learn-

ing value added from PPARs in the design of

new projects) 

(b) Task managers and sector directors of proj-

ects that were assessed through PPARs in

FY02 (for their views as evaluees).

Some caveats apply to the results of these surveys.

First, in addition to the Bank staff groups that were

targeted by this year’s survey, OED’s sector and the-

matic evaluations and PPARs have several other

audiences both inside and outside the Bank, includ-

ing the Board. Second, each relevant thematic group

was surveyed only once, even if it was relevant to

more than one evaluation being surveyed. Third, the

results of these surveys are perceptions of Bank staff

rather than a direct measure of actual quality or

impact of the OED evaluations. Future AROEs will

broaden the evidence base and triangulate data from

multiple sources on S&T studies through tracer stud-

ies and expert panel reviews. Finally, to the extent

that some of the survey respondents are evaluees,

they may reflect evaluation bias.

The design of surveys, selection criteria for specif-

ic OED products to be included in the study, and

procedures for sample selection are available on

request. The following is a synopsis of the results.

This year’s results are compared with results from

previous years and similar types of respondents,

where possible.2

RESPONSE RATES

The surveys were sent electronically to 1,172 staff

over a 15-day period in March 2003. The response

rates ranged from 33 percent to 43 percent and aver-

aged 38 percent across all surveys (compared with 25

percent for comparable surveys in 20023). The

improved response rate may be a result of the use of

an external tabulation firm and the resulting percep-

tion of greater anonymity, as well as better targeting

of respondents.

READERSHIP 

Of the respondents to the PPAR survey, 73 percent

have read at least one PPAR. Thirty-seven percent of

the thematic group members surveyed about OED’s

S&T evaluations had read the report. Similar to 

2002, a further 9 percent reported familiarity with

the report’s main findings (figure D.2).

Of the respondents who had not read PPARs or

S&T studies, about two-thirds of the group in each

case said they were unaware of the reports. Another

28 percent reported lack of time as the reason for not
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having read the reports. Given that these reports are

available on the Bank’s external site (http://www-

wds.worldbank.org/) as well as on the OED Intranet

site, proactive and better-targeted dissemination by

OED is called for. For PPARs and the S&T studies

taken together, half the respondents reported having

read the whole report. Only about 10 percent report-

ed reading just the executive summary.

QUALITY OF OED EVALUATIONS

Respondents were asked to comment on several

dimensions of the quality of the evaluations: timeli-

ness, objectivity, methodological soundness, rele-

vance to the work, and overall quality; for S&T stud-

ies alone, respondents were also asked to comment

on the quality of the recommendations.4 As shown

in figure D.3, over 85 percent of respondents report-

ed S&T evaluations were timely and relevant, while

only 49 percent opined they were methodological-

ly sound.5 OED was rated to be objective by 59 

percent of respondents, a lower percentage than in

previous years.

Where the quality of S&T studies was rated “good

or excellent,” most respondents reported that the

evaluations provided good context of sector issues,

relevant options for sector strategy and Bank pro-

grams, and useful and relevant lessons. Where it was

rated poorly, they reported the need to improve and

clarify methodological aspects: analysis, evidentiary

base, and their link to the conclusions, as well as

greater consultation with borrowers and Bank staff.

PPARs received high ratings on all aspects of qual-

ity, as shown in figure D.4. The positive ratings reflect

perceptions of relevant lessons and good ideas for

future project design. Although the respondents from

the evaluees group (task managers and sector direc-

tors of evaluated projects) rate methodology lower

than the respondents from the learning group (task

managers who worked on recently approved proj-

ects), this difference is not statistically significant.
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INFLUENCE OF OED EVALUATIONS

The S&T surveys asked whether the evaluation influ-

enced the respondent’s view of development priori-

ties and strategy and whether they influenced the

Bank’s strategy, lending services, or nonlending serv-

ices.6 Among respondents to the S&T survey, over

half reported that their own views were influenced

either somewhat or strongly by the concerned evalu-

ation, compared with three-quarters in 2002 (figure

D.5). The influence of OED on sector strategies, and

particularly nonlending services, appears to be high.

The PPAR survey respondents were asked if the proj-

ect evaluations influenced the relevance, design, and

implementation arrangements for similar projects or

programs. About 70 percent of the respondents

reported that the influence was positive (strongly or

somewhat) on project relevance and design and 62

percent reported it to be positive on implementation

arrangements (figure D.6).

RESULTS BY DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE

OED checked for differences in perceptions of OED

work by staff level (manager versus non-manager)

for S&T evaluations and by location (headquarters

versus field-based) for both S&T and PPAR surveys.

The findings are below:7

• On S&T studies, field-based staff rated OED sig-

nificantly higher on relevance of the evaluation to

their work and on its influence over Bank strate-

gy and their own views of strategy and policy than

staff based in headquarters.

• Non-managerial staff rate relevance of S&T stud-

ies to their work significantly higher than mana-

gerial staff.

• Field-based staff rated PPARs significantly higher

on several respects of quality: methodological

soundness, relevance to work, overall quality, and
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influence on the design and implementation of

future lending operations.

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM RESPONDENTS

All surveys asked respondents how they would sug-

gest OED improve the quality of its products and the

respondents were provided a list of recommenda-

tions they could check. As shown in figure D.7, the

most frequently checked recommendations among

all respondents were for OED to broaden both inter-

nal and external consultations, particularly with bor-

rowers, and to widen dissemination.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR OED

The results above point to two areas of improvement

for OED—dissemination and methodology.

To improve dissemination, OED should:

• Engage thematic groups and networks in identify-

ing how OED products can most effectively reach

interested staff.

• Enhance the range of dissemination activities

such as presentations, brown bag lunches, and

workshops, in addition to document distribution

via e-mail.

To improve methods, OED should:

• Improve the consultation process within the

Bank.

• Improve consultation with stakeholders, especial-

ly borrowers.

• Strengthen and clarify methodology for sector

and thematic evaluations.
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AAA Analytical and Advisory Services

Includes standard economic and sector

work, as well as less formal instruments

such as Policy Notes, and non-ESW activi-

ties including workshops, seminars, confer-

ences, and the like.

ACS Activity Completion Summary

A completion report and a self-evaluation

mechanism required for all AAA tasks over

$50,000. It summarizes the extent to which

task objectives of each activity were

achieved, assesses the process and manage-

ment of the task, and provides client views

based on a survey. Prepared for all tasks at

the time of their closing and within 6

months of the delivery to the client.

APL Adaptable Program Loan

An investment-lending instrument that

provides phased support for long-term

development programs. An APL involves a

series of loans that build on the lessons

learned from the previous loan(s) in the

series. APLs are used when sustained

changes in institutions, organizations, or

behavior are key to successfully implement-

ing a program. They can be used to support

a phased program of sector restructuring,

or systemic reform in a qualified sector

(power, water, health, education, and natu-

ral resource management).

ARPP Annual Review of Portfolio Performance 

A QAG report that provides an annual

strategic overview to the Board and senior

management on the status of Bank lending

and nonlending operations, the impact of

actions taken to improve them, and the

likely evolution of the portfolio in the

future.

CAS Country Assistance Strategy

Prepared by the Bank’s country team, in

collaboration with the government and

other stakeholders, the CAS describes the

Bank Group’s strategy, based on an assess-

ment of priorities in the country. It indi-

cates the level and composition of assis-

tance to be provided based on the strategy

and the country’s portfolio performance.

The CAS is the central vehicle for manage-

ment and the Board to review and judge the

impact of the Bank Group’s assistance strat-

egy for country programs and borrowers.

CAE Country Assistance Evaluation 

Produced by OED, the CAE assesses and

evaluates the Bank’s assistance strategy as

stated in the CAS, its lending and nonlend-

ing activities in client countries. CAEs

assess the outcome and sustainability of the

Bank strategy as well as of Bank and bor-

rower performance. It is prepared in paral-

lel with the CAS and provides the Board

with an independent assessment and

informs the new CAS on the outcomes and

performance of the prior CAS. Usually, the

CAE covers a decade of Bank assistance—

the last two or three CAS cycles.
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CASPR Country Assistance Strategy 

Progress Report

The CAS Progress Report (CASPR) reports

to Executive Directors on implementation

of the CAS program and on key develop-

ments since the CAS. It is usually prepared

mid-term during the CAS cycle or when the

preparation of the next CAS is delayed for

any reason. It is a process for reviewing the

Bank’s assistance program at the country

level.

CASCR Country Assistance Strategy 

Completion Report

Introduced at the end of each CAS period,

the CAS Completion Report is a self-assess-

ment by the country team. It aims to assess

outcomes achieved relative to expectations

and to draw lessons for the next CAS. It

comments on the relevance of programs to

the country’s development agenda, quality

of the portfolio, and measures of develop-

ment effectiveness, including insights from

clients. The CASCR, as it is currently draft-

ed, will serve primarily as a learning tool, as

it does not require the country team to self-

rate performance against expected CAS

outcomes.

CES Country Evaluation Summary

This is an OED tool to review and to vali-

date the self-assessment of country out-

comes as stated in the CASCR. This will

include ratings on country outcomes and

Bank performance during the CAS period.

CPPR Country Portfolio Performance Review

A process in which the Bank and the Bor-

rower review the implementation process

and performance of the Bank’s existing loan

portfolio, assess the quality of projects

entering the portfolio, ensure the continued

relevance of projects in the portfolio for

sector strategies, and, if necessary, institute

a program of measures to strengthen port-

folio performance and enhance the devel-

opment impact of projects. The purpose of

the CPR is to reinforce Borrower ownership

of Bank-financed projects and to develop

the design of the CAS. Country teams usu-

ally schedule a CPPR every 12 to 18 months

for active Borrowers with more than 20

projects under implementation or more

than US$1 billion in outstanding loans.

CPR Country Portfolio Review 

The CPR is a revamped CPPR process that

is more dynamic and comprehensive and

includes a review of the Bank’s lending as

well as its nonlending portfolio. It aims to

reinforce Borrower ownership of Bank-

financed projects and AAA to ensure con-

tinued relevance in the portfolio and to the

country and sector strategy. The Bank

would encourage Borrowers to take

responsibility for the CPR process, togeth-

er with key implementing agencies and

ministries, people affected by Bank proj-

ects, and other interested stakeholders and

donor agencies.

ES Evaluation Summary

Prepared by OED, this internal document is

an independent verification of the findings

and self-assessment provided in the project

Implementation Completion Reports

(ICRs). OED independently reviews and

validates all the ICRs.

GCR Grant Completion Report

The GCR is the completion report prepared

when a grant is closed. The GCR is com-

pleted within six months after the closing

date of the final Grant Letter of Agreement.

It describes the extent to which grant objec-

tives were met and the activities were com-

pleted; assesses the program’s development

impact; identifies problems in the pro-

gram’s execution; and provides lessons

learned. It usually includes audited finan-

cial statements and any external or recipi-

ent-prepared evaluation reports.
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IBTF Initiating Briefs for a Trust Fund

A document used to propose a new or sub-

stantially revised freestanding trust fund, in

order to finance specific activities related to

a unit’s work program. This could include

country-specific assistance in the unit, pol-

icy research, or training sponsored by a cen-

tral unit or network.

ICM Implementation Completion 

Memorandum

An ICM is the required completion report

for all activities funded through trust funds

(or grants that are sub-allocations of trust

fund programs) over $1 million. They are

completed by all task managers managing

trust fund activities within the six months

following the closing date and should be

submitted to the central Trust Funds Oper-

ations unit (TFO).

ICR Implementation Completion Report

The ICR is a self-evaluation document that

is prepared for every Bank-financed lending

operation at the time of project completion

or at the end of the disbursement period.

The Bank, with input and comments from

the Borrower and other co-financiers, if

any, prepares the ICR. The ICR provides an

assessment of the development impact of

the operation and provides feedback to

improve future project design and imple-

mentation.

LIL Learning and Innovation Loan

LILs are loans of $5 million or less, normal-

ly implemented over two to three years,

financing small, experimental, risky and/or

time-sensitive projects in order to pilot

promising initiatives and build consensus

around them, or experiment with an

approach in order to develop locally based

models prior to a larger-scale intervention.

LILs are predominantly used in sectors or

situations in which behavioral change and

stakeholder attitudes are critical to

progress, and where prescriptive approach-

es might not work well.

MTR Mid-Term Review

Introduced by the Bank during the course

of project implementation (usually at mid-

term) in order to encourage efficiency in

project supervision to tackle problems

proactively. The task teams, with the coun-

try management inputs conduct these

reviews. Their quality is periodically

assessed by QAG in the quality of supervi-

sion annual report.

PAD Project Appraisal Document

PADs are prepared for lending projects by

the Bank, based on the Project Concept

Document (PCD). Preparation should

include examination of technical designs,

institutional arrangements, market outlets,

economic and financial viability, environ-

mental and social issues, and any other top-

ics needed to ensure a high-quality project

at entry, including due consideration to

project management issues.

PCD Project Concept Document

Prepared for all lending projects based on

the Project Implementation Plan (PIP), the

PCD defines the rationale for a proposed

investment operation, the framework for its

preparation, and flags issues or areas of spe-

cial concern to the Bank. It serves as the

basis for a Bank decision to assist a Borrow-

er with project preparation.

PIP Project Implementation Plan

Prepared for lending projects by the Bor-

rower, with the support and assistance of

the Bank Task Team, the PIP lays out the

framework for project implementation. It

serves as the basis for the preparation of

the Project Concept Document (PCD) and

the Project Appraisal Document (PAD). It

is updated throughout the project’s life 

and serves as the tool for monitoring and

reviewing project implementation.
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PSR Project Supervision Report

Provides a concise summary of key project

information, assessment of key project

assumptions, performance, progress, and

risks, including the achievement of stated

project implementation and development

objectives, and issues impacting imple-

mentation and remedial actions. It is an

internal management and reporting tool

and is available as an online form in the

SAP system

PPAR Project Performance Assessment Report

Prepared by OED, the PPAR is a detailed

project assessment or evaluation pre-

pared—on average—three years after proj-

ect completion to validate ICR findings,

monitor ICR quality, and provide feedback

on lessons learned.

QEA Quality at Entry

The Quality at Entry Assessment, prepared

by QAG, is an annual review of a random

sample of new lending operations in each

calendar year soon after their approval. Its

purpose is to provide real-time feedback to

staff and managers to identify systemic

quality issues and to improve the design of

future development operations. The assess-

ment of quality is undertaken along eight

dimensions: project concept, objectives and

approach; technical and economic analyses;

environmental aspects; social and stake-

holder aspects; financial management

aspects; institutional aspects; readiness for

implementation; and analysis of risks and

sustainability.

QSA Quality of Supervision Assessment

Prepared by the Quality Assurance Group

in Bank management every fiscal year, the

QSA assesses the Bank’s performance and

progress in using supervision as an input to

offer real-time feedback to management

and staff. It suggests ways to improve the

effectiveness and responsiveness of the

Bank’s supervision work.

QER Quality Enhancement Review

The QER is a Bank tool that provides on-

demand technical assistance to staff and

managers working on a project or an ana-

lytical work to improve the quality of the

design or implementation. A QER is a tri-

partite partnership between the requesting

Region, the relevant sector anchor unit, and

QAG. Expert panelists examine project

documentation and interview task team

leaders and other task team members, peer

reviewers, country and sector directors, and

other relevant operational staff. QERs can

be undertaken for operations under prepa-

ration as well as for those under supervi-

sion.

SSP Sector Strategy Paper

Produced by the Sector Boards, SSPs are the

Bank’s main vehicle to translate its strategic

vision and corporate goals in a sector or

thematic area into broad goals and opera-

tional choices for the sector. They link sec-

tor/theme goals to the Bank’s corporate

goals, policy framework, partnerships, and

comparative advantage. SSPs focus on sec-

torwide performance, the importance of

country institutional and regulatory frame-

works, and constraints to efficient imple-

mentation of programs. SSPs are also

expected to propose an M&E framework to

assess their implementation and impact,

including indicators, baselines, targets, and

timeframe.
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Management welcomes the opportunity to discuss

the 2003 Annual Report on Operations Evaluation

(AROE) by the Operations Evaluation Department

(OED). As requested by the Executive Directors, this

year’s AROE concentrates on specific areas where

OED sees the need for further adaptation and

progress on operations evaluation. In retrospect,

Management erred when it did not point out the

drawbacks of a report that concentrates almost

entirely on areas for improvement. The Bank’s first

DGO argued strongly on the need for perspective in

evaluation. In the context of projects, he noted that if

the only reports that Executive Directors received

were about problems, that would color their image of

the Bank’s entire portfolio, however well other proj-

ects were doing (OED 2003g). The same analogy

holds for the overall results framework. Last year’s

AROE provided some of that overall perspective. It

presented a 10-year retrospective on monitoring,

evaluation, and risk systems, highlighting significant

progress made by the Bank in recent years.1 Manage-

ment broadly agrees with the recommendations of

this year’s AROE to strengthen monitoring and eval-

uation policy and systems in several specific areas,

but it would like to provide some additional context

and note that the needed improvements build on a

strong foundation.

Context and History. The Bank’s monitoring and

evaluation systems have strengths that compare very

favorably with other development agencies. A 1997

stakeholder feedback process undertaken by OED

came to the conclusion that OED was the “best eval-

uation group in the world” (OED 2003g). Manage-

ment’s Quality Assurance Group (QAG), set up in

1997, is being taken as a possible model by other

international agencies. In particular, the Bank has

traditionally had—and continues to have—a com-

prehensive monitoring and evaluation system for

deliveries, quality and results at the project level. Peer

assessment through QAG and independent evalua-

tion by OED have produced reliable and objective

time-series data on quality at entry, quality of super-

vision, and development outcomes for Bank opera-

tions. This system has been an important source for

learning and accountability within the Bank, and the

findings show that Management’s attention to quali-

ty continues to pay off. The Bank has maintained tar-

geted gains in the quality of the lending program and

economic and sector work (ESW), and the system

provides quick feedback for action when slippages

occur. The relative strength of the Bank’s monitoring

and evaluation systems is reflected in its corporate

reporting. Assessment of portfolio performance

(through the Annual Review of Portfolio Perfor-

mance), development effectiveness (through the

Annual Review of Development Effectiveness), and the

Bank’s monitoring and evaluation systems (through

the AROE) provides the Board with a wide range of

information and analysis at the aggregate level.

Recent Progress. In recent years, we have diversified

our products and services to better meet client

demand, and have increasingly moved with our part-

ners toward a focus on the country as the unit of

account in development. In recognition of this

movement—and to sustain and build on historic

achievements in monitoring and evaluation—Man-
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agement adopted late last year, after discussion with

Executive Directors, an implementation action plan

on better managing for results. This action plan is

part of a broader effort to scale up the impact of

development assistance, and is closely related to the

ongoing program to modernize and simplify the

Bank’s operational products and to harmonize oper-

ational policies, procedures, and practices with those

of other donors, to the extent possible around bor-

rowing country systems. The action plan focuses on

three areas: providing greater support to countries to

strengthen their capacity to manage for results;

enhancing the focus on results in Bank strategies,

instruments, incentives, and reporting systems; and

fostering a global partnership to harmonize results-

based approaches and coordinate support to coun-

tries in managing for results. During the first year of

implementation, progress has been made in all three

of these areas.

Strengthening Country Capacity to Manage for

Results. The Bank has provided guidance to coun-

tries that want to strengthen the focus on results in

their Poverty Reduction Strategies (PRSs), with

emphasis on realistic target-setting, sustainable

monitoring and evaluation systems, and increased

participation in the monitoring process. We have

also supported middle-income countries interested

in introducing results-based approaches to public

sector management and expenditure systems. This

work draws heavily on the findings of Public Expen-

diture Reviews, Country Procurement Assessment

Reports, and Country Financial Accountability

Assessments. Through the Monitoring and Evalua-

tion Improvement Program, the Bank has provided

demand-driven support to countries to strengthen

results-oriented monitoring and evaluation (M&E)

systems. The Bank is also stepping up support for

country efforts to improve the statistical systems they

need for monitoring development results, most

directly by developing a new lending program that

supports a multidonor, sectorwide approach to sta-

tistical capacity building.

Enhancing the Focus on Results in Bank Strategies,

Instruments, and Reporting. Progress has been

made in each of these areas.

• Strategies. As a central element of this work, and

reflecting our increased emphasis on country

outcomes, Management is piloting a results-

based Country Assistance Strategy (CAS) that is

built on a subset of country-owned objectives

and a results framework that better links these

objectives to Bank programming. It also calls for

preparation of a CAS Completion Report by

country teams to draw more fully the lessons of

experience and to fill a recognized gap in our

evaluation of country programs. The Comple-

tion Report is reviewed by OED, and this 

review is shared with Executive Directors. Thus

far during the pilot phase, three CASs that incor-

porate the results approach have been prepared 

(Sri Lanka, Cameroon, Mozambique) and 

many more are under preparation in FY04.

Country teams have begun mainstreaming the

approach.

• Instruments. At the same time, Management is

strengthening the outcome orientation of lending

operations, particularly through clearer articula-

tion of objectives and streamlined monitoring

systems. Work is under way to integrate the mon-

itoring and evaluation architecture from the CAS

down through the various lending products and

analytic services offered by the Bank, and to

enhance linkages to each country’s own results

framework. In terms of investment lending, the

Project Concept Note and new Project Appraisal

Document (PAD) formats, in use as of July 1, are

designed to facilitate the selection of outcome-

oriented objectives, definition of relevant output

and outcome indicators, establishment of base-

line data, and identification of responsibilities for

data collection and updating. The new Project

Status Report, now under preparation and sched-

uled for adoption at the beginning of the next fis-

cal year, will be equally outcome-oriented, follow-

ing the results framework established in the PAD.

Proposed improvements in M&E frameworks for

adjustment operations were included in the draft

operational policy that was recently submitted to

Executive Directors. An initial discussion took

place at the Board’s Committee on Development

Effectiveness.
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• Reporting. Progress has been made in gaining

broad acceptance among donors and borrowers

for an enhanced IDA results measurement system,

and in piloting the system in advance of IDA14

discussions. The Bank has also experimented with

introducing results reporting into the strategy and

budget processes through preparation of revised

unit compacts. One of the key changes, highlight-

ed during this year’s discussion of the Annual

Review of Portfolio Performance (ARPP), is Man-

agement’s plan to convert the ARPP to an Opera-

tional Performance and Results Review. However,

because this report will need to build on the accu-

mulation of results-based CASs and projects and

programs with stronger results orientation, it will

not achieve its full potential until we have run a

full CAS cycle and have a significant number of

completion reports drawing on results-based

CASs. The ARPP estimated that the transition to

the new report would take four to five years.

Global Partnership on Managing for Results. The

June 2002 Roundtable on Results was an initial

opportunity for representatives of the multilateral

development banks (MDBs), the Development

Assistance Committee (DAC) of the Organisation

for Economic Development and Co-operation, and

the United Nations to exchange information on

results-based approaches to development, and to

establish a community of practice dedicated to har-

monizing and coordinating support to countries in

their quest for development results. Later in the year,

international consultations on the IDA results meas-

urement system and continued work on MDG mon-

itoring brought critical measurement and reporting

issues to the fore. These issues were the focus of a

conference organized by the Bank on Strengthening

Statistics for Measuring Development Outcomes,

which helped move toward more systematic identifi-

cation of core data gaps, clarification of reporting

accountabilities, and coordination of international

support for statistical capacity building. This work

will serve as an important input to the Second Inter-

national Roundtable on Managing for Development

Results, to be held in Marrakech on February 4-5,

2004. The Bank is working with the other MDBs and

with the newly established DAC Joint Venture on

managing for development results to reach consen-

sus on core principles and an initial global action

plan for 2004 to be endorsed in Marrakech.

The Medium-Term Vision. As with the earlier work

to enhance quality, it will take three to five years to

fully implement the main elements of the results

agenda within the Bank. Furthermore, the quality

and reliability of our systems depends critically on

the capacity of countries themselves to measure and

monitor progress towards key development out-

comes—and this will remain a long-term challenge.

Within the Bank, becoming a more results-oriented

agency will require consistent management attention

and appropriate incentives. This is the same formula

that worked in achieving the quality targets. Under-

pinning this change in behavior are the systems and

processes for articulating expected results, tracking

progress during implementation and assessing

achievement of results upon completion. This infor-

mation is captured in results-based monitoring and

evaluation systems that begin with ex ante strategic

planning for results and end with ex-post evaluation

of outcomes for learning, feedback and accountabil-

ity. That system is under development.

The Results Reporting System—the New Archi-

tecture. The results agenda builds towards a

Bankwide reporting system on our contribution to

development results, drawing on three information

sources: country programs, global programs and

cross-cutting sector programs. Ongoing work to

streamline and strengthen results-based monitor-

ing and evaluation of lending products and analyt-

ic services, as well as development of the results-

based CAS will serve as the foundation for results

reporting within country programs. At the same

time, our support for global programs has expand-

ed rapidly in recent years, but our ability to assess

their quality, monitor progress and evaluate results

has not kept pace. Development of a common for-

mat for monitoring and evaluation of global pro-

grams is a new challenge, and one that we view as

an essential complement to the oversight of country

programs. The new Global Programs and Partner-

ship Council and Secretariat have taken on this

challenge. New global programs and partnerships
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will have M&E frameworks that build on those used

already by the Development Grant Facility. At the

same time, the Secretariat will work to systematical-

ly improve the M&E framework for these activities.

Finally, the ability to track and report on results

across sectors and themes is not only a management

tool for implementation of sector strategies, but is

also the most compelling and widely understood

way to report on our progress and performance to

the outside world. It is consistent with reporting on

MDGs, and is a further development of the work

undertaken for the IDA results measurement sys-

tem and for seven pilot areas last year, where results

frameworks were prepared on the basis of existing

sector strategies and core outcome indicators were

identified for sectorwide monitoring. This work

will be expanded in the future as the foundation for

results reporting by sectors and themes, a key input

for the annual Sector Strategy Implementation

Update. The upcoming progress report on the

results agenda will lay out in more detail the results

reporting architecture.

Progress Report on the Results Agenda. Early next

year, Management will report to the Executive Direc-

tors on first-year progress in implementing the

results agenda. This report will incorporate the expe-

rience of the pilot Monitoring and Evaluation

Improvement Program adopted in 2000, which has

been integrated into the broader results agenda.

Design and implementation of the results agenda has

been informed by OED findings, and the 2003 AROE

analysis and recommendations confirm the impor-

tance of continued implementation of the results

agenda, while providing useful additional inputs to

the process.

II. AROE RECOMMENDATIONS

The AROE sets out four specific recommendations

for Management consideration: (a) issuing an Oper-

ational Policy/Bank Procedure (OP/BP) that sets out

the mandate, framework, roles, and responsibilities

for self-evaluation and independent evaluation; (b)

mainstreaming greater outcome orientation in CASs

and a self-evaluation framework for Bank assistance

at the country level; (c) strengthening the monitor-

ing and evaluation of the development outcomes 

of trust-funded activities; and (d) strengthening the

outcome orientation and self-evaluation of nonlend-

ing activities, at the aggregate and the task level,

either individually or in clusters.

Management Views. Management generally agrees

with all of these recommendations. The question of

appropriate timing and sequencing remains. Man-

agement’s first priority is related to OED’s second

recommendation: improving the results orienta-

tion of CASs and developing an effective CAS

Completion Report. This is the linchpin for

improving the relevance and effectiveness of our

support within the country business model. It is the

logical vehicle for organizing Bank support to help

borrowing countries in managing for results, and it

will be the backbone for corporate monitoring and

reporting on results. The results chain from out-

come goals to individual inputs will strengthen 

the outcome orientation of Bank outputs, notably

nonlending services. The CAS Completion Report

will also serve to synthesize self-evaluation of non-

lending services, taking a country perspective on an

entire program and drawing on the results chain set

out for each ESW product. In this context, QAG’s

recent decision to supplement its evaluation of

individual ESW products with a country-based

approach to assessing the quality of ESW will give

the Bank another self-evaluation tool for nonlend-

ing services. By looking at an entire time slice of

ESW, QAG will be better able to assess the contri-

bution of ESW tasks, individually and as a whole, to

results. The good practice guidelines for moni-

torable action plans to be included in diagnostic

ESW that Sector Boards will have in place by the

end of the fiscal year will also strengthen the out-

come orientation of nonlending services, making

later self- and independent evaluation easier. Man-

agement agrees with OED that it will be useful to

develop an operational policy on the roles of, and

responsibilities for, self-evaluation and independ-

ent evaluation, and it is working with OED to pro-

duce such a policy, which will be informed by the
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findings of CODE’s upcoming review of the man-

date and functions of OED.

Trust-Funded Activities. Work is under way to

address OED’s recommendation relating to the

monitoring and evaluation of the development out-

comes of trust-funded activities. The highest prior-

ity, in Management’s view, is for trust-funded glob-

al programs and partnerships. As mentioned above,

the new Global Programs and Partnerships Council

and Secretariat are addressing this issue—through

requirements in place for new programs and

through the continued improvement in the design

of M&E tools for these activities. Many other trust-

funded activities fall under existing M&E require-

ments—for example, trust funds that support proj-

ect-related activities—for which the quality of

M&E is being addressed through work already

mentioned. Still other trust funds support single

activities, often small in scale, for which the M&E

framework needs to be scaled to the size of the

activity. A substantial share of these activities are

now administered through a new system that

requires an evaluation framework at the outset and

self-evaluation at completion. Ongoing work relat-

ed to the automation of trust fund administration,

planned for completion within two years, is taking

on many of the remaining M&E issues with regard

to trust funds. The attached matrix provides a more

detailed response to each of OED’s recommenda-

tions, including this recommendation with regard

to trust funds.

III. CONCLUSION

The Bank continues to make progress in implement-

ing its multiyear strategic framework, anchored in the

MDGs and the consensus on scaling up the impact of

development assistance (World Bank 2003). For the

Bank, scaling up requires an unwavering focus on

results, building on lessons from earlier successes

with quality. In its first year of implementation, the

results agenda has made progress on many fronts.

Challenges Ahead. While much has been accom-

plished in laying out the basic design of the results

framework and piloting new approaches, clearly

much more remains to be done. The 2003 AROE pro-

vides important insights and timely inputs for the

work ahead. Last year, Management committed to

work on the difficult task of moving up the self-

assessment ladder toward stronger measures of Bank

performance or as recommended by OED, “verifiable

performance indicators for progress against poverty”

(OED 2002i). Management emphasized that this task

would not be easy and would take time, especially

since no objective outcome or impact measures of

Bank performance are available and—given the many

factors that affect development outcomes in borrow-

ing countries—subjective judgment is difficult.

Progress on the IDA results framework shows that it

may be possible to reach consensus on a results system

that measures development outcomes at the aggregate

level, while measuring the Bank’s performance on

subjective but realistic and widely accepted criteria.
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MATRIX: MANAGEMENT RESPONSE TO 2003 ANNUAL REPORT ON OPERATIONS EVALUATION

Recommendation Management Response

60

1. Issue an OP/BP that sets out 
the mandate, framework,
roles, and responsibilities 
for self- and independent
evaluation.

2. Mainstream greater outcome 
orientation in CASs and a
self-evaluation framework
for Bank assistance at the
country level.

3. Strengthen the monitoring
and evaluation of the 
development outcomes of
trust-funded activities.

4. Strengthen the outcome 
orientation and self-
evaluation of nonlending
activities, in aggregate level,
and at the task level, either
individually or in clusters.

• During the development of the results agenda, Management decided, in consultation with OED, 
to write an umbrella OP for monitoring and evaluation in the Bank, covering both self- and independent
evaluation. This work will involve retiring outdated statements, notably OD10.70, Project Monitoring
and Evaluation. As requested by Executive Directors, Management will submit the draft OP to Executive
Directors following CODE’s consideration of the review of the independent evaluation function currently
taking place.

• Management accepts this recommendation. It is the foundation of the results-based CAS that is now
under development. Management has undertaken a pilot exercise to produce a minimum of five CAS
Completion Reports and results-based CASs. OED is reviewing each CAS Completion Report and 
reporting to Executive Directors. At the end of the pilot phase, Management will review progress and
report to Executive Directors on the lessons and next steps. That progress report is planned for the end
of FY04.

• Management accepts this recommendation in principle. For Management, the highest priority is trust-
funded global programs and partnerships. The newly created Global Programs and Partnerships Council
and Secretariat requires M&E for new activities, building on the DGF approach, requiring annual
progress reporting, financial reporting, and periodic independent evaluation; the Secretariat will 
continue to work to refine M&E approaches for these activities. Other trust funds contribute to a large
number of activities, many of which already fall under existing M&E frameworks. Some trust funds,
including consultant trust funds, are used for Bank operational activities, notably project-related activi-
ties, for which monitoring and evaluation are required. As the OED report notes, any activity that draws
more than $1 million from trust funds is required to produce a self-evaluation. Some, like the PHRD and
Bank-Netherlands Partnership Program (BNPP), have produced detailed evaluations. Management has
introduced the SAP-based Trust Fund Status Report (TFSTAR), including a self-evaluation section, and it
is required for major programmatic trust funded activities, such as individual activities funded by the
PHRD program, the BNPP, the Trust Fund for Statistical Capacity Building, and the Japan Social 
Development Fund. Other programs, including the Institutional Development Fund, also use TFSTAR, 
and Management is considering extending its use to other trust funds. TFSTAR now covers a substantial
share of trust funds under $1 million. Ongoing work related to the automation of trust fund administra-
tion, planned for completion within two years, is taking on many of the remaining M&E issues with
regard to trust funds. Many trust-funded activities are partnerships and fall under the partnership evalu-
ation rules. Again, as OED notes, Development Grant Facility (DGF) activities, many of which are cofi-
nanced by trust funds, are required to produce evaluations. The Trust Fund Operations unit will take the
lead in reporting to Executive Directors on progress in systematically and cost-effectively strengthening
the results framework for trust-funded activities.

• The outcome orientation and self-evaluation of non-lending activities—basically ESW—will be
strengthened in the near future in several ways. Two measures are planned to strengthen the outcome
orientation of ESW. First, this is one of the important aims of results-based CASs. Through their results
chain construction, leading from each outcome goal to supporting activities, they will clearly establish
the outcome orientation for country ESW. Second, by the end of the fiscal year, Sector Boards will have
in place good practice guidelines for monitorable action plans to be included in diagnostic ESW, 
improving the evaluability of diagnostic ESW. These good practice guidelines spell out the recommend-
ed coverage, content, and methodology that best address problems most often encountered in the 
relevant sectoral or thematic area. It is then the role of the Sector Director and, in some cases, of the
Regional Chief Economist to ensure that good practice guidelines are appropriately used, notably to
achieve high-quality concept papers and decision drafts, with accountability reinforced by evaluation.
Two other measures will strengthen self-evaluation of ESW. First, QAG reviews of ESW at the task 
level will be supplemented by the mainstreaming of the recent pilot country-level evaluations of ESW
programs. By evaluating multi-year programs of country ESW, QAG will be better able to assess the
contribution of ESW—individual studies, sets of studies, and the overall program—to results. Second,
CAS Completion Reports will look specifically at the contribution of ESW activities to the achievement
of the results set out for the country program, drawing on the results chain for each ESW activity estab-
lished in the CAS. In addition Management is reviewing the format of the ESW Activity Completion
Summary, with the goal of making this tool less cumbersome for team leaders to use, while at the same
time improving its results focus.
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Key Findings and Recommendations of the AROE.

In response to the Board’s request that the AROE pro-

vide more information about areas where progress

was most needed, the 2003 AROE recognizes the

increased attention in the Bank to focusing on results

and strengthening monitoring and evaluation since

last year. It highlights three broad areas requiring

greater improvement and management attention:

• The need to enhance outcome orientation and

evaluability of activities in the design stage

• The need to strengthen the quality and realism of

reporting on implementation progress and out-

comes, based on measurable indicators set out

during the design stage

• The need to close gaps in self- and independent

evaluation.

The AROE makes four recommendations for man-

agement’s consideration:

• Issue an Operational Policy/Business Procedures

(OP/BP) that sets out the mandate, framework,

roles, and responsibilities for self- and independ-

ent evaluation.

• Mainstream greater outcome orientation in CASs

and self-evaluation framework for Bank assis-

tance at the country level.

• Strengthen the monitoring and evaluation of

development outcomes of trust-funded activities.

• Strengthen the outcome orientation and self-

evaluation of nonlending activities, in aggregate

level, and at the task level, either individually, or

in clusters.

Management generally agrees with the recommen-

dations but notes that questions of appropriate tim-

ing, sequencing, and tradeoffs remain. Highest prior-

ity has been given to filling gaps in the monitoring

and evaluation framework for country and sector

strategies, and strengthening implementation of

project level monitoring and evaluation systems.

Efforts to strengthen monitoring and evaluation for

trust-funded activities will require more time to

become fully operational.

The AROE includes three recommendations to

improve OED’s work:

• Enhance borrower consultations on sector and

thematic studies and PPARs.

• Improve internal dissemination of sector and the-

matic studies through better targeting and more

active participation in sector and Regional events.

• Institute a transparent procedure to resolve differ-

ences in ratings between OED and management

for country- and project-level evaluations.

Main Outcomes of the Committee’s Discussion.

The committee welcomed the AROE’s focus on the

Bank’s monitoring and evaluation system and gener-

ally supported the recommendations of the AROE.

Members felt the report was of high quality and

identified appropriate priorities for management for

the coming years. Members welcomed the broad

agreement of management with the findings of the

AROE. It also welcomed the fact that OED was sub-

jected to self-evaluation.

The key outcomes of the committee’s delibera-

tions included the following. CODE:

• Stressed the importance of ensuring the evalua-

bility of operations at the design stage

• Agreed that the Bank’s M&E framework should

cover all Bank operations, including sector strate-
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gies, adjustment lending, and nonlending activities

• Agreed that the new OP/BP for M&E should

reflect the results of CODE’S review of the evalu-

ation function and DGO mandate

• Supported management’s medium-term plan to

convert the Annual Review of Portfolio Perfor-

mance (ARPP) into an Operational Performance

and Results Review (OPR) to better reflect imple-

mentation of the agenda on managing for results

• Expressed concern about the adequacy of man-

agement’s response for strengthening the evalua-

tion for ESW

• Asked management to continue to update the

Board on progress in implementing the agenda

and action plan on Managing for Results

• Expressed a preference for OED to continue pre-

paring an annual report on operations evaluation.

Highlights of Views Expressed. Speakers comment-

ed on the need to enhance outcome orientation and

evaluability of activities in the design stage of Bank

operations, and on weaknesses in the Bank’s monitor-

ing and evaluation framework. They also expressed

views about building evaluation capacity in client

countries and in the Bank; the need for a comprehen-

sive/OP/BP on evaluation; the plan to convert the

ARPP to an Operations Performance and Results

Review (OPR); and a biennial versus an annual report

on operations evaluation.

Outcome Orientation and Evaluability. The com-

mittee agreed with the AROE’s assertion that it is crit-

ical to establish clear and realistic expected outcomes,

and to develop monitorable indicators, baseline data,

and benchmarks of progress at the design stage, espe-

cially for adjustment lending, nonlending services,

sector strategies, and knowledge initiatives. Members

believe that improving the evaluability of Bank oper-

ations is of overriding importance and consider it an

important element of quality at entry that affects the

usefulness of subsequent evaluation exercises.

In response to concern about the OED finding

that task teams appear to be reducing their use of

advice from Quality Enhancement Reviews and peer

reviews, management said it was following up on a

number of QAG recommendations on this impor-

tant issue. In particular, it is looking at the role of

sector managers in the Quality Enhancement and

peer review  processes.

Weaknesses in the Bank’s Monitoring and Eval-

uation Framework. The committee expressed con-

cern about the areas of weakness in the Bank’s mon-

itoring and evaluation framework identified in the

AROE, namely sector strategies, adjustment lending,

nonlending services (ESW), trust funds, and grants.

They agreed that coverage of M&E should be

expanded to cover these areas. Members took note of

management’s concern that the effort to expand and

improve M&E coverage could require additional

resources but agreed with OED that this is more a

matter of greater efficiency in the use of existing

resources rather than the need for additional

resources. They stressed the need to prioritize. The

view was expressed that monitoring should be an

inherent part of project implementation but care

should be taken so that the opportunity costs are not

excessive.

Sector strategies. CODE members said that

improving the framework for reporting on the

implementation of sector strategies must be a prior-

ity for OED and management. The view was

expressed that the problem might be one of account-

ability within the matrix system. CODE members

welcomed management’s plans to present an update

on the implementation of sector strategies. They also

stressed the importance of having meaningful out-

comes and relevant monitorable indicators.

In response to the accountability issue, manage-

ment said that the annual reporting on sector out-

comes would be on the basis of the operational pro-

grams implemented by the Regions as well as global

programs implemented by network anchors. Discus-

sions will go beyond the narrow context of the net-

work anchor work programs to incorporate Bank-

wide activity. Management will look at aggregates

and together with the Board, make judgments about

performance and whether resources need to be allo-

cated differently.

Adjustment lending. Members noted OED’s find-

ing that there is no explicit requirement to set out-

comes for adjustment lending. They stressed the

importance of correcting this weakness, given the

trend towards more adjustment lending in the Bank.

Members noted that it is critically important that the
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upcoming OP/BP on adjustment lending set some

very clear and definable standards for M&E and

looked forward to a more detailed discussion on the

issue when the draft OP/BP is discussed.

Nonlending activities. Several speakers ques-

tioned management’s proposal to use the new CAS

completion reports (CASCRs) to monitor the imple-

mentation of nonlending activities in light of the

expected brevity of these reports. They expressed

doubt that the CASCRs would provide the scope for

the in-depth assessment of nonlending activities that

would be required. Thus they expressed concern on

the adequacy of the management response to this

recommendation and suggested that CODE might

examine this issue in the course of its upcoming

review of the evaluation mandate.

Evaluation Capacity Development. The commit-

tee noted with concern OED’s finding that the Bank

has made only limited progress in mainstreaming

evaluation capacity building into core operations.

Members stressed the importance of understanding

better the reasons for the limited impact of donor

efforts to build country evaluation capacity to date.

They noted that this issue is especially important

given the focus on PRSPs and the role of the Bank in

helping countries adopt results-based strategies.

They urged management to set clear goals on the

nature and extent of evaluation capacity that may be

feasibly developed in individual or groups of coun-

tries and to use this information as a basis for devel-

oping collaborative and participatory programs that

meet country needs and demands.

Management said that the Bank has strengthened

assistance to countries that want to make their PRSPs

more results-focused with emphasis on realistic tar-

get-setting, sustainable monitoring and evaluation

systems, and increased participation in the monitor-

ing process. The Bank has also supported non-PRSP

countries to introduce results-based approaches to

public sector management and expenditure systems.

The Bank has provided demand-driven support to

countries to strengthen results-oriented M&E sys-

tems through the M&E  Improvement Program.

Need for an OP/BP on M&E. The committee

agreed that work on a comprehensive operational

policy on monitoring and evaluation of Bank opera-

tions should be expedited and agreed that this could

be achieved by broadening OD 13.60 on Monitoring

and Evaluation. Management assured the committee

that there would be adequate consultations to ensure

that the new OP reflects the results of the upcoming

CODE review of the evaluation function and man-

date of the DGO.

Conversion of the Annual Report on Portfolio

Performance (ARPP) to Operational Performance

and Results Review (OPR). The committee wel-

comed the planned conversion of the ARPP to a cor-

porate report on the outcomes of Bank strategies and

operations (OPR) to better reflect corporate imple-

mentation of the results agenda. They asked man-

agement to provide more details on the scope, con-

tent, and timing of the OPR, perhaps in a technical

briefing, and encouraged management to make the

OPR a comprehensive report on the results of all

Bank activities. They also suggested that client coun-

tries should be consulted once the outline of the

OPR has been agreed.

Annual vs. Biennial AROE. Several members did

not support OED’s proposal to make the AROE a

biennial report. They noted that the AROE is a key

tool for monitoring the implementation of the

Bank’s corporate strategy and should remain an

annual report until the Bank has completed its tran-

sition to a results-based monitoring and evaluation

framework. A member suggested that OED prepare a

comprehensive report on a biennial basis and a more

selective report in the alternate years on progress in

M&E on one or more strategic topics.

Chander Mohan Vasudev,

Acting Chairman
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Chapter 1

1. This AROE does not address risk management

aspects—fiduciary, safeguard, reputational, and the

like—which are tracked by the Risk Management 

Secretariat.

Chapter 2

1. Monitoring at the corporate level is discussed in Chap-

ter 4.

2. Management does not agree that there is evidence to

single out adjustment loans with regard to monitoring

against outcomes or with regard to supervision.

Because of the existence of an agreed policy matrix,

monitoring of adjustment loans against agreed actions

is strong. Overall, the measured quality of adjustment

lending remains high. While not normally measurable

during the life of an adjustment loan, OED research

from the mid-1990s found that poverty was reduced

and social conditions improved in countries with 

well-implemented adjustment programs (see OED

1995).

3. An internal management survey of task team leaders

for investment loans conducted in September 2002.

4. Bank Procedure 10.00 requires that in the project

identification stages, the Borrower prepare a PIP,

which will provide a clear statement of the project (i)

objectives, including draft financing plan; (ii) organi-

zation and management; (iii) an initial, time-bound

implementation schedule for each project component;

(iv) preliminary procurement and Management Infor-

mation System plans; and (v) technical assistance and

training needs for improving capacity. To be effective,

the initial PIP is to be continuously updated as the

project takes shape—during preparation, appraisal,

and implementation.

5. Management notes that investment projects are just

one way—and often not the best way—to support

capacity building for the enhancement of country

M&E. It can go against the objective of keeping proj-

ects simple and streamlined, runs the danger of creat-

ing a proliferation of unsustainable project-specific

M&E systems, and can get in the way of harmoniza-

tion. Management's implementation action plan for

better measuring, monitoring and managing for

development results lays outs management's plans for

helping countries build M&E capacity, notably in the

context of supporting the improvement of overall

public expenditure management.

6. QAG noted that 80 percent of task teams reported that

Regional front offices did not provide timely or con-

structive inputs; 73 percent were not satisfied with

guidance of sector managers.

7. The Project Concept Note will focus on strategic

issues; situate the project in the CAS context; address

development, safeguard, and fiduciary risks upfront;

and provide the basis for a managerial decision on

whether or not to go ahead with project preparation.

8. Management notes that the new Project Concept Note

and PAD templates are in use as of July 1. By the end

of the calendar year, the accompanying simplification

of the PSR will be in place. The objective of the new

PSR is to create a simple and straightforward docu-

ment to facilitate regular discussions between task

teams and their managers on project progress, using

the agreed outcome indicators as the centerpiece of

that discussion. Management also plans to issue its

new policy on adjustment lending by the end of the

year. That policy provides the opportunity to clarify

policy and good practice on monitoring the imple-

mentation of adjustment loans.

9. In FY02, QAG rated the overall quality of ESW at 94

percent satisfactory or better. QAG has also reported

significant improvements in the quality of Bank inputs

and processes (83 percent satisfactory), reflecting

effective management attention to ESW quality (QAG

2003b).

10. The first phase in FY01 focused on improvements in

ESW recording and monitoring systems. The second,
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in FY02, focused on the strategic role of ESW, includ-

ing introduction of core diagnostics.

11. Small tasks that are not required to prepare formal

concept papers usually prepare an Activity Initiation

Sheet (AIS), which is expected to state objectives and

outcomes.

12. In its FY02 ESW assessment, QAG reviewed 91 “Other

ESW tasks” (amounting to $6.5 million) parallel to 

the main sample. These tasks included diagnostics,

updates of technical papers, conferences, workshops,

country dialogue, and consultations that are integral

to the Bank’s country-level program (QAG 2003b).

13. Except to the limited extent that borrower comments

are used to determine ratings on likely impact.

14. The trust fund coordinator, sector/country manage-

ment, Trust Funds Operation, the Legal Vice-

Presidency, Accounting and Trust Funds Division,

and Loans Department clear IBTFs.

15. Other initiatives are systems-based control and report-

ing of financial charges and Web-based updates of

financial statements and financial information to

donors.

16. The pilot results may not be representative of Bank

staff overall, because participation was voluntary and

consisted of “motivated staff that wanted immediate

accreditation” (WBI 2003).

17. Issues in financial reporting using SAP data are being

addressed through a trust fund Portal Project. The

Audit Report Compliance System (ARCS), for

instance, includes trust fund audit reports, but the

FY02 portfolio review raises four unresolved issues.

First, ARCS does not allow reports to be retrieved by

trust fund number. Second, ARCS uses the Bank fiscal

year, which usually differs from those in client coun-

tries. Third, ARCS does not automatically accept

changes made in the SAP/Loan Accounting System.

Last, SAP has to be adapted to provide periodic mon-

itoring reports to meet TFO and donor needs.

18. The Human Development Network and Private Sector

Development and Infrastructure Network systemati-

cally review outcomes of closed lending operations for

lessons.

Chapter 3

1. The 1998 OPCS reporting requirements called for ACS

within six months of delivery to the client. A more

complete document that includes a client survey is

required for tasks over $50,000.

2. In 1997, OED undertook a review of ESW that led to

the Fixing ESW reform process.

3. OED Work Program and Budget (FY04) and Indica-

tive Plan (FY05–FY06), March 2003.

4. Management has moved steadily from a task-by-task

basis to a country program basis, linked to the coun-

try's own development objectives, in its approach to

assisting developing countries. It is moving its self-

evaluation framework in the same direction. The CAS

Completion Report will look at the contribution of

Bank instruments, including ESW, and may be the best

form of self-assessment of ESW.

5. Data source: Trust Fund Operations Unit estimates.

The grant amount as indicated refers to the total

approved amount, less Bank administrative fees. As of

end FY02, the grant amount was $2.93 billion.

6. In FY04, the TQC is planning to review the basis for

vice-presidential unit assessments and quality assur-

ance mechanisms for the same.

7. The purpose of standard performance indicators is to

allow independent and verifiable assessments; provide

a framework for selecting appropriate trust fund

instruments, depending on intended impact; and

ensure that external funds are used appropriately.

8. OED Work Program and Budget (FY04) and Indica-

tive Plan (FY05-06), March 18, 2003.

9. The CASCR will be discussed with government and

other stakeholders during the CAS preparation

process and will be included in the up-stream review

package for the new CAS.

10. The final CASCR will be included as an annex to the

new CAS.

11. The DGF did not comply with the requirement to

report on GCRs in its annual review for FY02 to the

Board (OED 2002c, p. 47).

12. OED 2002c, p. 48. Phase II of the global programs

evaluation will elaborate on quality, timeliness, and

independence of evaluations and recommend ways to

focus them on development effectiveness.

13. The discussion of Global Programs and Grants above

includes these global knowledge initiatives.

14. Level I focuses on monitoring feedback from trainees.

Level 2 focuses on measuring participants’ knowl-

edge/skills at the start and the end of the courses. The

third and fourth levels of evaluation relate to outcome

and impact measurement. The evaluation framework

covers training conducted by WBI and the Learning

Board.
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Chapter 4

1. This review included Bank lending and formal diag-

nostic work focused on strengthening country systems

for monitoring and evaluating government perform-

ance. It does not include efforts that are restricted to

strengthening national statistical systems (which

might focus on the MDGs and other development

indicators) or to strengthening financial management

information systems.

2. This approach extends the stocktaking  undertaken in

2002, discussed in OED 2002b. Nine are in Africa

(Ethiopia, Ghana, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritius,

Mozambique, Sierra Leone, Tanzania, and Uganda).

Five are in Latin America and the Caribbean (Bolivia,

Brazil, Chile, Colombia, and Honduras). Four are in

Europe and Central Asia (Albania, Kyrgyz, Poland, and

Romania). The others are in East Asia and the Pacific

(the Philippines), the Middle East and North Africa

(Egypt), and South Asia (Bangladesh).

3. WBI is also supporting the involvement of civil socie-

ty in making assessments of government performance

in several countries through mechanisms such as

household surveys. This work focuses on the quality of

governance and the extent of corruption.

4. Management would like to note that supporting coun-

tries in their development of results-based public

expenditure systems and M&E capacity is one of the

three main elements of its action plan for enhancing

results orientation. Support for essential statistical

capacity development, as discussed at the June 4-5

international technical meeting on Improving Statis-

tics for Measuring Development Outcomes co-hosted

by the Bank, the work via the results-based CAS to

reflect in country support the findings of diagnostic

tools with respect to country results-based manage-

ment systems, and, for PRSP countries, continued

monitoring to identify key country needs for follow-

up, are all part of that action plan. However, realisti-

cally, it will take time and continued attention for

developing countries to put in place strong results-

focused systems, judging from the experience of

industrial countries.

5. Information from the Global HIV/AIDS M&E Sup-

port Team, February 2003.

6. All these reports comment on the performance of the

Bank as well as other donor institutions, the borrow-

ers, and the development community at large.

7. A third instrument is corporate strategy and budget

documents. Management has piloted “unit compacts”

that provide a basis for administrative units to define

their outcomes and link unit activities, to the extent

possible, to outcomes. It aims to provide greater com-

parability across similar units (for example, networks)

and facilitate senior management discussions on opti-

mal allocation of resources. There is currently no

attempt to link stated outcomes to budget allocations

or aggregate across units. The success of this initiative

will depend on the extent to which administrative

units use the Compact as a management tool for pro-

gramming and reporting.

8. The 2002 ARDE comments on the implications of the

MDGs, the 2001 ARDE reported on instrument

choice, and the 1999 ARDE focused on the Compre-

hensive Development Framework.

9. Single-tranche loans accounted for 19 percent by

number and 15 percent by volume of Adjustment

Loan disbursements in FY01, and 16 percent by num-

ber and 34 percent by volume in FY00 (World Bank

data).

10. Management would like to note that the exclusion

from the ARPP of Adjustment Loans approved and

completed within a single year is a definitional choice

and not a blind spot. The portfolio for the purpose of

the ARPP is specifically defined as projects still under

execution. Management has other forms of self-evalu-

ation for loans approved and completed within a sin-

gle year, notably QAG Quality at Entry reviews and

adjustment lending retrospectives.

11. QAG is adding results focus as an explicit criterion for

assessing operational quality at entry and supervision

in the next round of quality assessments in FY04.

Chapter 5

1. OED Work Program and Budget (FY04) and Indica-

tive Plan (FY05-FY06), March 2003.

2. This is used within OED to plan dissemination activ-

ities.

3. The 2002 AROE surveyed four audiences: (i) advisers

and assistants to executive directors; (ii) thematic

group members on sector/thematic studies; (iii) coun-

try teams on CAEs; and (iv) higher-level staff on vari-

ous OED products and services. OED surveyed more

than 750 Bank staff on specific products, and 2,250

Bank staff not covered by targeted product surveys.

Given comprehensive coverage of the latter, OED

expects to undertake such a survey biennially. Staff of

executive directors were not surveyed this year because

of large turnover.

4. OED 2003c,d, 2002e,f, 2001a. The PPAR survey was

targeted to: task mangers whose projects were

approved in FY02 and task managers and sector direc-

tors at the time of the ICR for the projects assessed by

OED in FY02.
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Chapter 6

1. Management notes that it has given a great deal of

attention to adjustment lending, including a major ret-

rospective and an issues note discussed with executive

directors, consultations with clients and stakeholders—

including face-to-face consultations in several conti-

nents, and extensive work on a draft Operational Poli-

cy, to be discussed with the executive directors in the

second half of calendar year 2003.

2. Management notes that the 2 percent of total cost fig-

ure cited by OED contains much that is not M&E. One

problem with past initiatives to improve M&E was

their lack of funding or inadequate funding. Manage-

ment has made an attempt to carefully estimate the

cost of the additional work required to move forward

the results agenda (including M&E) in FY04 and to

fully fund that work.

3. An additional $1 million targeted for the Global Mon-

itoring Report has not been considered.

Annex C

1. Figures in table C.1 represent number of reports

received and evaluated by OED in each fiscal year. The

annual distribution of these numbers before FY01

ignores late incoming reports that were included in the

previous year's cohort. With the automatization of the

ICR review and evaluation process, this practice has

now been eliminated.

2. Projects may have had indicators or plans for M&E,

but ICRs did not reflect it.

3. The Annual Report on Portfolio Performance uses the

term “net disconnect” to describe differences in rating

changes between operations and OED. This term is

defined as the difference between the percentage of

projects rated as unsatisfactory by OED and the per-

centage rated by the Regions in the final PSR as unsat-

isfactory in achieving their development objectives.

This annex deals with both total and net rating

changes along the entire spectrum from PSR to PPAR.

The term “net disconnect” applies to only one of the

four instances for “rating change.”

4. On completion, projects are also rated on institution-

al development impact and sustainability.

Annex D

1. Last year, OED surveyed more than 750 Bank staff on

specific OED products and services, with a response

rate of about 25 percent. Based on the results, OED

launched detailed reviews of two aspects of its work:

Country Assistance Evaluations and Web-based serv-

ices. OED also surveyed 2,250 Bank staff in general

(not covered by OED surveys) on the quality and

influence of OED products and services—the response

rate was 25 percent. Due to survey fatigue, OED did

not conduct the general survey this year. The survey of

the staff of executive directors was not conducted

because of large turnover.

2. In 2000–01, the number of responses to some of the

surveys was low. Comparisons of 2003 survey results

with those of 2000–01 are valid only for certain ques-

tions in some surveys; only these are presented.

3. The response rate in 1999 for S&T evaluations was 46

percent (n = 59).

4. Respondents rated evaluations on overall quality on a

4-point scale: excellent, good, fair, and poor.

5. Decline in methodological soundness and objectivity

are significant statistically at 95 percent confidence.

6. Respondents ranked influence on a four-point scale:

strongly, somewhat, little, or not at all.

7. Statistical significance was tested at 95 percent confi-

dence.
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