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Appendix A. Methods 
The evaluation assessed whether the country-level results system is fit for 

the purpose of bridging knowledge gaps on the World Bank Group’s 

contribution to country outcomes, informing strategic decisions, and 

helping country teams adapt country engagements to achieve country 

outcomes. 

The main question motivating this evaluation is, “What influences outcome 

management and measurement practices across Bank Group country 

engagements?” Two main lines of inquiry underlie this: 

 What drivers and constraints influence outcome management and 

measurement practices across Bank Group country engagements? What 

can be learned from these influences? And, how did these influences 

change under different contexts? 

 What are the opportunities for strengthening the outcome orientation of 

Bank Group country engagements? And, what behaviors and capacities 

would be necessary? 

To answer these questions, the evaluation team developed a conceptual 

framework that unpacks various dimensions of outcome orientation 

(figure A.1). This framework was used to design the data collection and 

analysis instruments used in the evaluation, notably the protocol for the 

structured desk review and content analysis, the interview template, and the 

coding plan for sentiment analysis conducted in NVivo. It also helped 

organize the structured literature review around relevant modules.
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Figure A.1. Four Dimensions of Outcome Orientation 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: CPF = Country Partnership Framework. 

Based on a preliminary review of the literature, the evaluation team 

developed an archetypal definition of an outcome-oriented organization as 

one that promotes a shared view among staff, management, shareholders, 

and clients that success means 

 Overcoming complex and dynamic development challenges. It involves 

catalyzing behavioral, institutional, and social changes that take place 

over the medium to long term, usually as the result of investments in 

organizational capacity for key development stakeholders (such as 

national governments, civil society, the private sector) or directly for the 

target population. Responding to complex development challenges 

demands contextual learning. 

 Adopting monitoring, evaluation, and learning practices and a set of 

approaches, tools, staff capacities, and attributes as well as relationships 
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and incentives that are mobilized to systematically gather data and 

evidence on the organization’s contribution to development outcomes 

and generate feedback on what is working, what is not working, why, 

and how can it be fixed. 

 Using feedback on outcomes to adapt programs and portfolios. This 

requires a set of incentives, processes, and structures that supports and 

encourages staff and clients to apply evaluative thinking and collective 

decision-making to manage and adapt interventions, portfolios, and 

strategies. It has implications for how to engage with clients and 

partners. 

 Ensuring outcome-oriented client engagements. This means supporting 

client countries’ capacity to monitor, evaluate, and manage change in 

their key development outcome areas. Prioritizing development and use 

of clients’ results frameworks, data, and evaluation systems, working 

with partners to avoid creating parallel systems that undermine this 

objective, and providing spaces to co-create and use outcome 

information. 

Evaluation Approach 
The evidence synthesized in this report comes from a sample of 39 country 

engagements carefully selected to represent the diversity of Bank Group’s 

country clients’ and portfolio. To generate findings that cut across country 

engagements while grasping the differences across types of portfolios and 

country contexts, the evaluation team relied on a typology of country 

engagements and selected 39 country engagements to study, enough cases 

to enable comparison within categories and identify challenges or 

opportunities that cut across country engagements. Figure A.2 shows the 

selected country engagements and the data collection and analysis 

associated with each. Among the 39 countries, 10 were studied through 

interviews only, 14 through desk review only, and 15 through both. IEG had 
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planned to carry out a field visit for six countries to be able to interview 

clients and partners. Because of the outbreak of the coronavirus (COVID-19) 

pandemic two of the missions were canceled. 

The evaluation team conducted three types of data collection and analysis: 

(i) structured document review of country engagement cycles, (ii) key 

informant interviews and facilitated group discussions, and (iii) structured 

literature review. Figure A.2 provides an overview of data collection and 

analysis. 

Figure A.2. Overview of Data Collection and Analysis  

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: CLR = Completion and Learning Review; CPF = Country Partnership Framework; GLAM = Global 

Learning for Adaptive Management; PLR = Performance and Learning Review. 

The evaluation design is based on principles from case-based evaluation 

approaches. The cases focused on country teams’ outcome measurement and 

management practices. The evaluation team assembled a database of 52 

countries that went through at least three steps of the engagement cycle 

between FY14 and Q2 of FY20. After a preliminary review of country and 

portfolio data, an initial typology of country engagements was created 

(table A.1). Based on this, countries were selected for in-depth inquiry across 
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several factors thought to influence outcome orientation. Selection factors 

included the following: 

 Country characteristics; notably, country capacity (Country Policy and 

Institutional Assessment score, Worldwide Governance Indicators, Open 

Data Barometer, Statistical Capacity Indicator, and so on); fragility 

status; aid dependency and significance of the Bank Group in the 

country’s budget; and income group 

 Bank Group country engagement and portfolio characteristics: notably, 

portfolio composition (portfolios dominated by advisory services and 

analytics and reimbursable advisory services or IFC advisory services 

versus portfolios with a majority of development policy financing, versus 

portfolios with a mix of instruments, as well as size of IFC portfolio) and 

country engagement experience (for example, number of cycles 

completed and Bank performance ratings) 

 Bank Group country teams’ characteristics, including size and 

composition of country teams 

Table A.1. Universe of Countries Organized by World Bank Group 
Portfolio Composition 

Country 
Type 

World Bank 
Lending 
Projects 

IFC Investment 

IFC 
investment 
dominated 

IFC 
investment 

and advisory 

IFC 
advisory 

only 

No IFC 
projects 

 
IPF only Uruguay Bolivia,     

Argentina Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 

    

North 
Macedonia 

El Salvador     

  Belarus     
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Country 
Type 

World Bank 
Lending 
Projects 

IFC Investment 

IFC 
investment 
dominated 

IFC 
investment 

and advisory 

IFC 
advisory 

only 

No IFC 
projects 

IPF and DPF Armenia Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 

Albania 

Indonesia, Serbia 

Sri Lanka, 
Tunisia 

Croatia, Georgia, 
India 

Peru, Vietnam 

DPF significant Guatemala Colombia 

Poland Egypt, Arab Rep. 

Romania Panama 

Morocco, 
Paraguay 

No projects Bulgaria 

IDA non-
FCS 

IPF only Nicaragua, 
Tajikistan 

Lesotho Maldives 

Zambia 

IPF and DPF Cameroon, 
Honduras 

Niger 

Uzbekistan 

Benin, Burkina 
Faso 
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Country 
Type 

World Bank 
Lending 
Projects 

IFC Investment 

IFC 
investment 
dominated 

IFC 
investment 

and advisory 

IFC 
advisory 

only 

No IFC 
projects 

  
  Guinea, Ghanaa, 

Kyrgyz Republic, 
Moldova, Nepal, 

Senegala 

    

IDA FCS IPF only   Papua New 
Guinea 

    

 
IPF and DPF   Afghanistan, 

Côte d’Ivoire 
Chad   

  
  Haiti       
  Kosovo, 

Myanmar, 
Solomon Islands 

    

 
DPF significant   Burundi     

Note: IBRD-IDA lending group is based on the list of economies listed by the World Bank Group in June 

2019. 
Country FCS status is based on the World Bank Group’s fiscal year 2019 list of fragile situations. The 

colors have the following meanings: blue = SCD-CPF-PLR; green = PLR-CLR-SCD-CPF; orange = PLR-

CLR-SCD-CPF-PLR. IPF and DPF: Among IPF and DPF projects, IPF projects count greater than 

70 percent and less than 100 percent. DPF significant: Among IPF and DPF projects, DPF projects count 

30 percent or more. IFC investment dominated: Among IFC projects, investment projects count 

90 percent or more. IFC investment and advisory: Among IFC projects, investment projects count 

greater than 0 percent and less than 90 percent. IFC advisory only: No IFC investment projects. IDA 

lending group is based on the World Bank Group’s list of economies in June 2019. CLR = Completion 

and Learning Review; CPF = Country Partnership Framework; DPF = development policy financing; FCS 

= fragile and conflict-affected situation; IBRD = International Bank for Reconstruction and Development; 

IDA = International Development Association; IFC = International Finance Corporation; IPF = investment 

project financing; PLR = Performance and Learning Review; SCD = Systematic Country Diagnostic. 

a. Ghana and Senegal had their CPF discussed by the Board of Executive Directors after the cutoff date 

for the evaluation sample but were included to correct for sample bias in the Africa Region. 



Appendix A 
Methods 

85 

Figure A.3. Typology of Sampled Country Engagements 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: Countries in bold were studied through a combination of desk review and interviews with country 

teams and clients in a few cases. FCS = Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations; IDA = International 

Development Association; IBRD = International Bank for Reconstruction and Development. 

a. These countries were only studied through interviews because they did not have a CPF-PLR 

sequence; the others were only studied through desk review. 

Interviews 
Given that much of the outcome-oriented behaviors and decisions of country 

teams are not captured in formal documents, the evaluation methods 

focused on eliciting the tacit knowledge of teams. Through interviews and 

facilitated group discussions the evaluation identified, explained, and 

amplified informal practices. Several questions guided the case inquiry 

(box A.1). 
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Box A.1. Questions Guiding Case Inquiry  

Should we give the case study questions? 

i. What are the main factors that influence the design of the Country Partnership 
Framework results chain, frameworks, and choices of indicators? 

ii. What kind of monitoring, evaluation, and learning activities are taking place 
throughout the country engagement cycle? For what purpose? How do they 
capture the World Bank Group’s contribution to country-level outcomes? 

iii.  What kind of adaptive management is carried out in the country engagement? 
To what extent does information from the results framework or other evaluative 
information or sources of data inform course correction or changes in the country 
engagement? 

iv. What role do clients play in outcome measurement or management? What kind 
of monitoring and evaluation functions exist in governments that the World Bank 
can leverage? Does the World Bank contribute to strengthening its clients’ 
capacity to measure and manage outcomes? 

v. Are there any practices or behaviors adopted by the World Bank Group in this 
country that have helped or hindered outcome measurement or management? 

vi. What else could be done to strengthen the country teams’ outcome 
measurement and management practices? 

Cross-cutting: (i) What factors of the country context and World Bank Group engagement 
context are especially important in how they affect outcome measurement or adaptive 
management, and why? 

Cross-cutting: (ii) Are there tensions/trade-offs in the current country engagement 
frameworks, Bank’s policies, or processes that constrain the outcome measurement and 
management practices at the country level? 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Interviews with Bank Group country teams were conducted for 19 of the 30 

countries in the sample. In four countries, the evaluation team also 

interviewed clients and partners. Table A.2 shows the targeted interviews by 

type at the country level. Country-level interviews were complemented with 

interviews with members of the authorizing environment, including senior 

management in the three institutions and consultations with Committee on 

Development Effectiveness members. Table A.3 shows the overall 

breakdown. 
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Table A.2. Targeted Key Informants by Type 

World Bank Country 
Teams IFC and MIGA Clients and Partners 

Country manager or operations 
manager 

Country director 
Resident representative 

Country Partnership Framework 
task team leader 

Performance and Learning 
Review or Completion and 
Learning Review task team 
leader 

Country program coordinator 

Country operation officer 

Country economist 

Program leaders 

Regional development 
effectiveness unit 

Regional director of strategy 
and operations 

Lead technical specialist(s) for 
any Global Practices with very 
large engagements 

IFC country manager 

IFC country officer 

IFC investment officer for 
any sectors with large 
exposure 

IFC Regional director 

IFC Regional industry 
directors for any sectors 
with large exposure 

IFC manager covering 
Region in Country 
Economics Unit 

Investment officers and 
operations officer within 
industries that are key 
contributors to IFC country 
strategies and Country 
Partnership Framework 
outcomes 

MIGA management 

Formal counterpart (for 
example, head of 
international financial 
institution division in 
ministry of finance, 
ministry of planning) 

Other relevant staff for 
finance and planning 
ministries 

Head of project 
management office 
(when a single project 
management office 
manages all World Bank 
projects) 

National statistical office 

Government evaluation 
functions as exist 

Office of planning in line 
ministries for any sectors 
with large World Bank 
engagements 

Coordinating ministries 
that might run monitoring 
and evaluation for 
multiple ministries 

Delivery units within 
ministries 

Development Partners 
head of mission / 
evaluation officers 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: IFC = International Finance Corporation; MIGA = Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency 
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Table A.3. Breakdown of Interviews Conducted 

Key Informants Number 

World Bank Group management or 
Committee on Development Effectiveness 

23 

World Bank country teams 91 

IFC and MIGA country teams 43 

Clients and partners in country 28 

Total 185 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: IFC = International Finance Corporation; MIGA = Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency. 

Structured Desk Review 

The overall objective of the structured document review was to identify 

patterns of outcome orientation exhibited in Bank Group country 

engagement documents and, to the extent possible, identify explanatory 

factors driving differences in outcome measurement and management 

practices. More precisely, the structured document review was guided by the 

following specific questions: 

1. What is the outcome level of Country Partnership Framework (CPF) 

objectives and indicators? 

2. To what extent do country engagement documents capture contributions 

from International Finance Corporation (IFC) / Multilateral Investment 

Guarantee Agency (MIGA)and other development partners to CPF 

objectives and country development outcomes? 

3. To what extent do country engagement documents articulate Bank Group 

contribution to Sustainable Development Goals? 

4. What is the quality and reporting rate of CPF indicators? 
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5. To what extent do country engagement documents refer to evaluation 

activities for assessing CPF objectives (other than metrics from the results 

frameworks)? 

6. How are CPF objectives and indicators adapted throughout country 

engagements? 

7. What adaptive management practices can be identified throughout 

country engagements? What type of information drives these practices? 

8. How does the Bank Group support clients’ outcome orientation in country 

engagements? 

To answer the structured document review questions, the team developed a 

coding template to extract information from the country engagement 

documents of a sample of countries selected for review. Appendix B provides 

more details on the structured review approach, including 

sampling/selection, coding protocols, and limitations. As part of the 

structured review exercise, the evaluation team classified CPF objectives and 

CPF results frameworks indicators using a classification plan developed for 

the RAP 2020 and described in box A.2. 
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Box A.2. Classifying Objectives and Indicators along a Change Pathway 

The Independent Evaluation Group’s Results and Performance 2020 team developed a 
framework to classify the various objectives of World Bank Group’s interventions along a 
change pathway. To ensure coherence within the Independent Evaluation Group, this 
evaluation applied this framework to the classification of Country Partnership Framework 
objectives and indicators. 

The main value of this framework is that it mirrors and systematizes the widely shared 
perspective within the Bank Group about the degrees of ambition and results achieved 
through its interventions. It is thus intuitive and easily understood by internal stakeholders. 
It also provides a single framework to classify the gamut of objectives pursued by the 
Bank Group and enables a cross-sector and cross-country picture. 

(Level 1) Outputs: Activities deliver outputs, such as knowledge products, goods, 
equipment, and services. From a monitoring and evaluation standpoint, outputs tend to be 
readily observable and countable and their dlivery can easily be tagged to a specific 
intervention or “attributed” to a specific organization. 

(Level 2) Immediate outcomes: Outputs can have immediate effects on stakeholders or 
their environment. Government, private sector, and nonstate actors can gain new skills or 
capabilities, and citizens can have enhanced access to better quality services or 
environmental benefits and see a material improvement in their living conditions. From a 
monitoring and evaluation standpoint, with the right approach to evidence gathering, 
these types of changes can be identified and often measured, and a plausible link 
between interventions and the observed changes can be established. 

(Level 3) Intermediate outcomes: Such immediate effects can trigger further changes if 
they have ripple effects within a sector or if they build on the changes created by other 
interventions; 

(Level 4) Long-term outcomes: If this is sustained, long-term outcomes eventually arise 
with sustained changes in delivery, governance, or citizens’ well-being. 
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The framework, however, has several limitations: (i) it uses an intervention perspective, 
which makes it harder to apply to packages of intervention; (ii) it conflates multiple 
dimensions of change processes, including time to results (how long it takes until the 
results materialize), longevity of results (how long the results last), types of results 
(encompassing functional, behavioral, and institutional), as well as target group for results 
(for example, government agents or rural people); and (iii) it does not distinguish between 
the result and its observation.  

Source: Independent Evaluation Group, based on Belcher and Palenberg 2018. 

Structured Literature Review 

Since the advent of the “Managing for Development Results” (MfDR) agenda 

in the early 2000s, a vast body of evidence and research has emerged on the 

strengths and weaknesses of results-based management and results systems 

in development partners (bilateral and multilateral). Several World Bank–

specific studies (IEG and non-IEG) as well as comparative reviews of various 

systems have been conducted, along with more specific research on various 

aspects of the MfDR agenda and its institutionalization within the 

development industry. 

Given the array of information already existing, the evaluation team 

designed the literature review with two main objectives: First, to provide an 

evaluative synthesis of the existing evidence on the strengths and 

weaknesses of the Bank Group’s current various results systems concerning 

measuring, managing, evaluating, and learning from the Bank Group’s 

contribution to country development outcomes. Second, to identify and 

substantiate evidence-based good practice principles for improving the 

outcome orientation of development agencies. 

The literature review was organized as follows: 

 Internal literature review (World Bank Group documents): A 

systematization of common good practices, limitations, and 
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recommendations of World Bank Group authored documents relevant to 

the nature of the evaluation. 

 External literature review: The review of external literature had two 

components: 

o A systematization of common limitations, good practices, and 

recommendations of gray and academic literature on results systems 

and results-based management. The team also consulted with 

experts on outcome orientation within and beyond development 

organizations. The core streams of literature included policy 

innovation, administrative science, public service delivery, 

government labs, and deliverology. The evaluation team also 

explored bodies of literature that grapple with outcome-oriented 

behaviors, incentives, and motivations within and outside of public 

service delivery, such as medicine and business administration. 

o A review on emerging solutions to common challenges. The team 

performed a targeted in-depth literature review of both academic 

evidence and good practices addressing the identified shared 

limitations. The team derived from this literature review a number of 

adaptive management practices that have the potential to overcome 

some of the challenges identified in the evaluation. 

Table A.4 provides a summary of the literature reviewed by types of 

documents that the evaluation team analyzed and their authors or 

institutions. 
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Table A.4. Overview of the Reviewed Literature 

Document 
Type 

Documents 
Revised 

(no.) Category 
Examples of Authors or 

Topics 

Internal Review 
(World Bank 
Group 
Documents) 

16 World Bank 
Group 

Self-Evaluation Systems, 
Corporate Scorecards, Program-
for-Results, Results Frameworks 
Impact Evaluations, Monitoring 

and Evaluation Systems 

External 
Review 

80 Multilateral or 
international 
organizations 

Asian Development Bank, United 
Nations Population Fund, United 
Nations Children's Fund, United 

Nations Development 
Programme, Inter-American 

Development Bank, Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and 

Development, United States 
Agency for International 
Development, and so on. 

Academia Harvard’s Policy Performance 
Lab, MIT Media Lab, Oxford 

Policy Management, University 
of Wisconsin Madison, Stanford 

Center for International 
Development, and so on. 
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Document 
Type 

Documents 
Revised 

(no.) Category 
Examples of Authors or 

Topics 

  Governments Australian Audit Office, Finland 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 

Government Labs and 
Government Centers (Denmark, 
United States, Chile, Argentina, 

Brazil), and so on. 

Private sector 
and International 
nongovernmenta

l organizations 

McKinsey Center for 
Government, Overseas 

Development Institute, Delivery 
Associates, Center for Global 

Development, Oxfam, Nesta, and 
so on. 

Development 
cooperation 

agencies 

United States Agency for 
International Development, 
Department for International 

Development (UK), UK Aid, and 
so on. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Limitations 

The limitations of this evaluation revolve around three main challenges: 

delimitations, perspectives, and generalizability of the findings: 

• This evaluation’s scope focused on the country-level results system that 

deliberately leaves out the project-level results system, which is outside the 

boundaries of this evaluation. The project-level results system had been 

evaluated extensively in the evaluation Behind the Mirror: A Report on the 

Self-Evaluation Systems of the World Bank Group (World Bank 2016) and in 

the report Assessing the Monitoring and Evaluation Systems of IFC and MIGA 

(World Bank 2013), and this evaluation systematically reviewed and 

integrated in its analysis the findings from these and other IEG reports that 

tackled the project evaluation system, including the RAP 2016 on Managing 
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for Results, and the Learning Evaluation (2015). However, the country-level 

and project-level results system are intertwined because most indicators and 

data presented at the country level come directly from the project level. 

Thus, this evaluation focused on assessing the adequacy of the project-level 

data for a country-level results system; it did not cover the adequacy of the 

project-level system as such. 

• The evaluation also did not manage to cover in depth the issue of client 

capacity in monitoring and evaluation and World Bank’s efforts to build 

capacity through its projects and other interventions as well as the strengths 

and limitations of these interventions. This topic was partially covered in 

the IEG evaluation on Data for Development (World Bank 2017). 

• This evaluation purposefully focused on country teams’ practices, which is 

reflected in the sampling and selection of interviews. Although Global 

Practice staff were interviewed (primarily Practice Leads and Technical 

Leads), the Global Practice perspective is not covered in depth. Whereas the 

evaluation had planned to gather the clients’ perspective through field 

missions, the team was able to do so only in four countries, instead of the 

planned six countries, because of the interruption of missions for COVID-19 

and the inability to reach clients by phone. 

The evaluation focused on 39 country engagements but built into its 

methodology several principles for reaching analytical generalizability. First, 

the countries were selected to cover well the diversity of Bank Group country 

engagements, following a transparent and elaborate typology. Second, the 

number of cases was selected to allow corroboration of findings within and 

across types. Third, the team applied principles of data saturation—

analyzing and gathering more evidence until no new information or themes 

are observed in the data—to interviews and content analysis of structured 

document. There was an unexpected amount of convergence in the findings 

across country contexts, informants, and data sources, despite the 

heterogeneity in the sample of countries. Finally, the team found a very high 

degree of convergence between its findings and themes emerging from the 
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literature review, which gives further credence to the transferability of the 

findings outside of the sampled cases. 
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Appendix B. Structured Document 
Review 

Objective 
The overall objective of the structured document review was to identify 

patterns of outcome orientation exhibited by World Bank Group country 

engagements and, to the extent possible, identify explanatory factors driving 

differences in outcome measurement and management practices. More 

precisely, the structured document review was guided by the following 

specific questions: 

 What is the outcome level of Country Partnership Framework (CPF) 

objectives and indicators? 

 To what extent do country engagement documents capture 

contributions from the International Finance Corporation (IFC) and the 

Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA) and other 

development partners to CPF objectives and country development 

outcomes? 

 To what extent do country engagement documents articulate Bank 

Group contribution to Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)? 

 What is the quality and reporting rate of CPF indicators? 

 To what extent do country engagement documents refer to evaluation 

activities for assessing CPF objectives (other than metrics from the 

results frameworks)? 

 How are CPF objectives and indicators adapted throughout country 

engagements? 

 What adaptive management practices can be identified throughout 

country engagements? What type of information drives these practices? 
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Official Use 

 How does the Bank Group support clients’ outcome orientation in 

country engagements? 

 What are costs associated with running the country-level results 

system? 

To answer the above questions, the evaluation team developed a coding 

template and applied it to a sample of countries. Sections below detail the 

following approaches: (i) coding strategy; (ii) sampling and selection; (iii) 

data analysis; and (iv) limitations. 

Methodology 

Coding 

To answer the structured document review questions, the team developed a 

coding template to extract information from the country engagement 

documents of a sample of countries selected for review. The coding template 

had five sections: (i) outcome orientation at the design stage; (ii) measuring 

outcomes; (iii) adapting country programs and portfolios; (iv) use of 

adaptive management practices; and (iv) supporting clients’ outcome 

orientation. For each section, the team developed key questions (box B.1). 
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Box B.1. Coding Template Sections and Questions 

1. Outcome Orientation at the Design Stage 

What is the outcome level of Country Partnership Framework (CPF) objectives? 

What is the outcome level of the indicators? 

What is the share of objectives with International Finance Corporation and Multilateral 
Investment Guarantee Agency involvement? 

To what extent do results frameworks include indicators to capture International Finance 
Corporation and Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency contributions under CPF 
objectives? 

To what extent CPFs discuss collaboration or coordination with other donors for 
achieving CPF objectives? 

To what extent CPFs discuss World Bank Group contribution to the Sustainable 
Development Goals? 

2. Measuring Outcomes 

Type of indicators used (project versus holistic). 

What is the share of CPF indicators kept as originally formulated at the Performance and 
Learning Review stage? 

What is the share of reliable quality CPF indicators? 

Use of evaluation exercises (other than metrics from the results framework). 

3. Adapting Programs and Portfolios 

Rate of CPF objectives and indicator change. 

Rationales for CPF objectives and indicator changes. 
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Official Use 

4. Adaptive Management Practices 

Portfolio health check. 

Portfolio management actions. 

Adapting to context. 

Assessing scale-ups or scale-downs. 

Assessing cumulative effects. 

Balancing risks and outcomes. 

Reflecting on comparative advance. 

5. Supporting Clients’ Outcome Orientation 

Country engagement provides support for statistical capacity building. 

Country engagement articulates use of country systems. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Outcome orientation at the design stage. The objective of the first section 

was to extract information on the outcome level of CPF objectives and 

indicators. To achieve this objective, the team used a deductive-inductive 

approach for developing a typology of different outcome levels for objectives 

and indicators (box B.2). In addition, the section also included questions to 

capture (i) whether results frameworks measure IFC and MIGA contributions 

under CPF objectives; (ii) whether CPFs discuss collaboration or 

coordination with other donors for achieving CPF objectives; and (iii) 

whether CPFs discuss the Bank Group’s contribution to the SDGs. To answer 

these questions, the team reviewed CPF documents. 
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Box B.2. Outcome-Level Typology 

Level 1—Output. Product or service provided within the control of the client. 

Level 2—Immediate outcome. Development of the capability of a group or organization, 
an initial benefit to people, infrastructure delivered. 

Level 3—Intermediate outcome. Stakeholders apply a new capability to solve an issue; 
change in the lives of ultimate beneficiaries. 

Level 4—Long-term outcome. A sustained change in delivery or governance or a 
sustained benefit to an ultimate beneficiary. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Measuring outcomes. The second section sought to measure (i) the type of 

indicators used (project-level indicators versus holistic indicators 

attempting to measure the combined effect of several Bank Group 

interventions at the country or sector level); (ii) the share of CPF indicators 

kept at the Performance and Learning Review (PLR) stage as originally 

formulated; (iii) the share of reliable quality indicators for measuring 

achievement of CPF objectives; and (iv) the use of evaluation exercises 

(other than the metrics in the results framework) to measure the 

achievement of CPF objectives. Indicators were considered of “reliable 

quality” when they included baselines and targets consistent with the CPF 

time period and when they specified their data sources. To answer these 

questions, the team reviewed CPF documents and, when applicable, PLR 

documents (that is, for answering the question on whether CPF indicators 

were kept at the PLR stage as originally formulated). 

Adapting country program and portfolios. The goal of the third section was 

to measure the extent to which CPF objectives and indicators are adapted 

throughout country engagements. To achieve this goal, the team reviewed 

PLRs to identify the extent to which objectives and indicators are modified 

at the PLR stage. In addition, the team used a deductive-inductive coding 

approach to classify the rationales for changing objectives and indicators. To 
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answer the questions in this section, the team reviews PLR documents 

whereby country teams record changes to CPF objectives and indicators. 

Adaptive management practices. The fourth section sought to identify 

adaptive management practices in country engagements. Adaptive 

management is defined as “an intentional approach to making decisions and 

adjustments in response to new information and changes in context.” To 

identify adaptive management practices in country engagements, the team 

followed a deductive approach that relied on analytical categories developed 

by the Global Learning for Adaptive Management (GLAM)1 initiative 

(box B.3). To answer the questions in this section, the team reviewed CPFs 

and, when applicable, PLRs and CLRs. 

Box B.3. Type of Adaptive Management Practices with Guiding 
Questions for Identification 

1. Portfolio health check 

Is there a discussion of the projects that require more attention? Is there an overall health 
check of the portfolio performance? Is there a discussion of what is happening and how 
are things going? 

2. Portfolio management actions 

What are the key actions taken to maintain or improve World Bank Group portfolio 
performance? 

3. Adapting to context 

Is there a discussion of what all projects need to consider in response to shifts in context? 

4. Assessing scale-ups or scale-downs 

Is there a discussion of demonstration projects and the lessons learned from them? Is 
there a discussion of projects or approaches that need to be scaled up or down? 
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5. Assessing cumulative effects 

Is there an assessment of the cumulative effect of multiple projects/interventions? What 
do results narratives look like? Are they a mechanical repetition of results framework 
indicators or do they provide a plausible evidence-based narrative assessing the 
cumulative effect of multiple projects/interventions? 

6. Balancing risks and outcomes 

Is there a discussion of how to balance risks against payoffs and of how the country 
engagement will adjust if certain risks were to materialize? 

7. Reflecting on comparative advance 

Is there a discussion of how the Bank Group can maximize the value of its investments 
and unique contributions relative to others? Is there a discussion of the areas where the 
Bank Group should move out or expand into (“future positioning”)? 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group, based on Global Learning for Adaptive Management 

analytical categories. 

Supporting clients’ outcome orientation. The fifth section aimed to measure 

the extent to which the Bank Group supports country statistical capacity in 

country engagements. The section was guided by two specific questions: (i) 

To what extent is the Bank Group providing support for statistical capacity 

building (supply side)?; and (ii) Is there an articulation in country 

engagement documents of the extent to which the Bank Group will leverage 

the use of country statistical systems for measuring CPF objectives (demand 

side)? To answer these questions, the team reviewed CPF documents. 

Sampling 
The sampling strategy involved two approaches, namely (i) one approach for 

sampling countries and (ii) one approach for sampling objectives and 

indicators within the sampled countries. This sampling strategy was used for 

answering the following sections of the coding template: section 1: 

“Outcome Orientation at Design”; section 2: “Measuring Outcomes,” and 

section 5: “Supporting Client’s Outcome Orientation.” For “Adapting 
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Programs and Portfolios” (Coding Template section 3) and “Adaptive 

Management Practices” (Coding Template section 4), the team carried out 

different sampling strategies that are described when the findings for these 

two topics are discussed in the Summary of Findings section of this 

appendix. See annex B.1 for a detailed mapping of coding template questions 

by sampling strategy. 

Sampling countries for review. The team chose a purposive sample of 29 

countries for review out of a sampling frame of 52 countries that had at least 

three steps of the new country engagement model completed between FY14 

and FY20.2 Within the sampling frame, countries were classified into three 

categories: (i) countries with a SCD-CPF-PLR cycle; (ii) countries with a 

PLR-CLR-SCD-CPF cycle; and (iii) countries with a PLR-CLR-SCD-CPF-PLR 

cycle (figure B.1). These categories reflect different levels of progress under 

the new country engagement model. The team used these categories as a 

criterion for its purposive sampling. In addition, the team also sought to 

ensure representation by lending group (International Development 

Association, International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, and 

Blend). The characteristics of the purposive sample chosen are displayed in 

figure B.1 and included (i) 24 countries with an SCD-CPF-PLR (out of 24); (ii) 

three countries with a PLR-CLR-SCD-CPF (out of 26); and (iii) two countries 

with a PLR-CLR-SCD-CPF-PLR cycle (out of two). The number of country 

engagement documents associated with these sampled countries was 55 (29 

CPFs and 26 PLRs; table B.1). See table B.2 for detailed list of countries 

sampled. 
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Figure B.1. Sampled Countries by Lending Group and Country 
Engagement Cycle 

 

Source: World Bank, Independent Evaluation Group based on Operations Policy and Country Services 

Data. 

Note: n = 29 countries. CLR = Completion and Learning Review; CPF = Country Partnership Framework; 

IBRD = International Bank for Reconstruction and Development; IDA = International Development 

Association; PLR = Performance and Learning Review; SCD = Systematic Country Diagnostic. 

Table B.1. Country Engagement Documents Reviewed 

Stage CPF PLR 
SCD – CPF – PLR 24 24 

PLR – CLR – SCD – CPF  3 — 

PLR – CLR – SCD – CPF – PLR 2 2 

Total  29 26 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 29 countries. CLR = Completion and Learning Review; CPF = Country Partnership Framework; 

PLR = Performance and Learning Review; SCD = Systematic Country Diagnostic. 

Table B.2. Detailed List of Countries Sampled 

Country Lending Group Stage 
Afghanistan IDA SCD-CPF-PLR 

Albania IBRD SCD-CPF-PLR 

Benin IDA PLR-CLR-SCD-CPF 

Bolivia IBRD SCD-CPF-PLR 

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 

IBRD SCD-CPF-PLR 
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Country Lending Group Stage 
Botswana IBRD SCD-CPF-PLR 

Bulgaria IBRD SCD-CPF-PLR 

Cameroon Blend SCD-CPF-PLR 

Chad IDA SCD-CPF-PLR 

Colombia IBRD SCD-CPF-PLR 

Côte d’Ivoire IDA SCD-CPF-PLR 

Egypt, Arab Rep. IBRD SCD-CPF-PLR 

El Salvador IBRD SCD-CPF-PLR 

Haiti IDA SCD-CPF-PLR 

Honduras IDA SCD-CPF-PLR 

Indonesia IBRD SCD-CPF-PLR 

Lesotho IDA SCD-CPF-PLR 

Maldives IDA SCD-CPF-PLR 

Myanmar IDA SCD-CPF-PLR 

Panama IBRD SCD-CPF-PLR 

Peru IBRD PLR-CLR-SCD-CPF-PLR 

Romania IBRD PLR-CLR-SCD-CPF 

Serbia IBRD SCD-CPF-PLR 

Solomon Islands IDA PLR-CLR-SCD-CPF 

Sri Lanka IBRD SCD-CPF-PLR 

Tunisia IBRD SCD-CPF-PLR 

Uruguay IBRD SCD-CPF-PLR 

Uzbekistan Blend SCD-CPF-PLR 

Vietnam IBRD PLR-CLR-SCD-CPF-PLR 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 29 countries. CLR = Completion and Learning Review; CPF = Country Partnership Framework; 

IBRD = International Bank for Reconstruction and Development; IDA = International Development 

Association; PLR = Performance and Learning Review; SCD = Systematic Country Diagnostic. 

Sampling objectives and indicators for review. The 29 countries sampled for 

review included 265 objectives and 643 indicators. The team mapped these 

objectives against World Bank Global Practices and chose a purposive 

sample of 144 objectives and 361 indicators for review. 3 This purposive 

sample accounted for more than 50 percent of the population of objectives 

and indicators in the 29 countries chosen for review (figure B.2). The 
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purposive sampling approach followed two criteria. First, the team sought to 

include the most representative Global Practices from each Practice Group 

(that is, the Global Practices with the largest numbers of objectives). Second, 

the team sought to include Global Practices that were assumed to differ in 

the outcome level of their objectives and their ability to measure 

achievement of objectives. For instance, the team chose the Education 

Global Practice because their objectives were assumed to have a higher 

outcome level than, for instance, objectives in the Transport and Water 

Global Practices. In addition, when sampling Global Practices, the team 

sought to include variation in the ability to measure results by including 

practices that have strong measurement capacity, such as the Social 

Protection and Education Global Practices, and others where results 

measurement is more challenging and less developed (Governance, 

Transport, and Water Global Practices). 

Figure B.2. Country Partnership Framework Objectives and Indicators by 
Population and Sample Size 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 29 countries. 

Analysis 
The team used NVivo software to build a database of objectives and 

indicators for the 29 countries purposively chosen for review and to 

administer the coding template and extract data from country engagement 
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documents. In a subsequent step, the team used Tableau software for 

carrying out the data analysis and elaborating graphs to illustrate findings 

for each of the specific questions guiding the structured document review. 

The Summary of Findings section of this appendix provides a summary of 

the findings organized as follows: (i) Outcome Orientation at the Design 

Stage; (ii) Measuring Outcomes; (iii) Adapting Program and Portfolios; and 

(iv) Supporting Clients’ Outcome Orientation. 

Limitations 
The findings from this structured document review have limitations that, 

broadly speaking, can be classified into two categories: (i) sampling and 

selection and (ii) data availability. First, with respect to sampling and 

selection, the team chose purposive sampling strategies that sought to 

capture a wide range of perspectives relating to outcome orientation, 

measurement, and adaptive management practices. Because of these 

purposive sampling strategies, it is not possible to generalize sample 

findings to the population with a known confidence and margin of error. 

Second, with respect to data availability, the team used country engagement 

documents as the data source for answering the questions included in the 

coding template (box B.1). For many of the “Adapting Management 

Practices” questions, the review found little evidence of these practices. The 

lack of data on these practices should not be interpreted as evidence that the 

Bank Group management is completely devoid of these practices but only as 

evidence that they are not reflected in country engagement documents. 
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Summary of Findings 

Outcome Orientation at the Design Stage 

CPF Objectives 

Most CPF objectives are pitched at the level of immediate outcomes. Out of 

the 144 CPF objectives reviewed, the team found that, in 59 percent of the 

cases, the formulation of the objective represents a change that happens as a 

direct consequence, effect, or result of a Bank Group intervention (level 2). 

Among this pool of objectives, 58 percent capture improved access to or 

quality of services as a result of a Bank Group intervention, whereas 

46 percent capture improved capacity in a sector. Finally, objectives 

capturing intermediate and long-term outcomes represent 15 percent and 

24 percent, whereas the objectives capturing level 1 represent only 3 percent 

(figure B.3). See box B.4 for examples of CPF objectives by outcome level. 

Figure B.3. CPF Objectives by Outcome Level 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 144 CPF objectives. CPF = Country Partnership Framework. 
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Box B.4. Examples of CPF Objectives by Outcome Level 

Level 1—Output 

Creating national performance management framework (Botswana CPF FY16–20). 

Improved regulatory and institutional framework for key sectors (Cameroon CPF FY17–
21). 

Level 2—Immediate outcome 

Improve access to quality education and health-related services in targeted rural areas 
(Indonesia CPF FY16–20). 

Strengthen capacity to build transport infrastructure (Romania CPF FY19–23). 

Level 3—Intermediate outcome 

Building resilience at the community level (Benin CPF FY19–23). 

Enhanced school outcomes for better employability (Bulgaria CPF FY17–22). 

Level 4—Long-term outcome 

Improving living standards in the lagging area (Sri Lanka, CPF FY17–20) 

Increase accountability and transparency in public expenditures (Côte d’Ivoire, CPF 
FY16–19) 

Sources: World Bank 2015c, 2015e, 2015i, 2016b, 2016g, 2017b, 2018a, 2018d. 

Note: CPF = Country Partnership Framework. 

CPF Indicators 

CPF indicators have a lower outcome level than CPF objectives. Thirty 

percent of the indicators reviewed are formulated at the output level (level 

1), which compares unfavorably with a 3 percent share for CPF objectives 

(figure B.4). Likewise, only 5 percent and 12 percent of CPF indicators are 

formulated at the long-term outcome (level 4) and intermediate outcome 

(level 3) versus 24 percent (level 4) and 15 percent (level 3) percent for CPF 

objectives. See box B.5 for examples of CPF indicators by outcome level. 
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Figure B.4. CPF Indicators by Outcome Level 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 361 CPF indicators. CPF = Country Partnership Framework. 

Box B.5. Examples of CPF Indicators by Outcome Level 

Level 1 – Output 

Percentage of line ministries collecting, analyzing, and reporting on gender data as part 
of their annual plans (Afghanistan CPF FY17–20) 

Development of system of School Performance Indicators to measure multiple aspects 
of school performance in Bulgaria to inform future government interventions (Bulgaria 
CPF FY17–22) 

Level 2 – Immediate outcome 

Transaction dwell time in Douala port in days (Cameroon CPF FY17–21) 

Number of primary students attending effective nonpublic schools (Haiti CPF FY16–19) 

Level 3 – Intermediate outcome 

Compliance rate for individual and corporate taxpayers (Indonesia CPF FY16–20). 

Number of municipalities with enhanced institutional performance (Tunisia CPF FY16–20) 
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Level 4 – Long-term outcome 

Domestic revenue-to–gross domestic product ratio (Afghanistan CPF FY17–20) 

Level of fiscal deficit in percent of gross domestic product baseline (Solomon Islands 
CPF FY18–23) 

Sources: World Bank 2015g, 2015i, 2016a, 2016b, 2016h, 2017b, 2018e.  

Note: CPF = Country Partnership Framework. 

Several factors are associated with the outcome level of CPF objectives and 

indicators. The Governance Global Practice exhibits the highest share of 

objectives formulated at the level of long-term outcomes (60 percent) 

whereas the Transport Global Practice exhibits the lowest share (3 percent; 

figure B.5). Likewise, this pattern is repeated for indicators, with the 

Governance Global Practice exhibiting the largest share of indicators 

(12 percent) formulated at the level of long-term outcomes (level 4) with the 

Transport (0 percent) and Water (1 percent) Global Practices displaying the 

lowest shares (figure B.6). Country income level is not associated with the 

outcome level of CPF objectives and indicators, but Country Policy and 

Institutional Assessment ratings exhibit some association. The team found 

that higher Country Policy and Institutional Assessment ratings in the 

economic management criteria 4 are associated with a lower outcome level in 

CPF objectives. Finally, the team found that the outcome level in CPF 

indicators is higher among IBRD countries with more aid dependency (as 

measured by net official development assistance received as a percent of 

gross national income and net official development assistance received per 

capita). 
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Figure B.5. CPF Objectives Outcome Level by Global Practice 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 144 CPF objectives. CPF = Country Partnership Framework. 

Figure B.6. CPF Indicators Outcome Level by Global Practice 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 361 CPF indicators. CPF = Country Partnership Framework. 
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team found that half of the indicators reviewed (51 percent) are below the 

outcome level of their measured objective, with 30 percent being one level 

below, 15 percent being two levels below, and 6 percent being three levels 

below (figure B.7). The team also calculated the average difference between 

the outcome level of objectives and their attached indicators and found that, 

on average, indicators are formulated at an outcome level that is below the 

outcome level of their measured objectives. This measurement gap is higher 

for the Governance Global Practice, where the formulated indicators are, on 

average, 1.3 levels below the outcome level of their measured objectives 

(figure B.8). A detailed mapping of the objectives’ outcome level against the 

outcome level of their respective indicators shows that objectives at the level 

of intermediate (level 3) or long-term outcomes (level 4) tend to be 

measured predominantly via indicators at the immediate outcome level 

(level 2). Figure B.9 illustrates this mismatch: almost half of the indicators 

(47 percent) associated with objectives at the long-term outcome level (level 

4) are formulated at the immediate outcome level (level 2). See box B.6 for 

examples of mismatches between the outcome level of objectives and 

indicators. 

Figure B.7. Comparison of Indicator Outcome Level Against Objective 
Outcome Level 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 361 CPF indicators. CPF = Country Partnership Framework. 
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Figure B.8. Average Outcome-Level Gap between Indicators and 
Objectives, by Global Practice 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 361 CPF indicators nested within 144 CPF objectives. CPF = Country Partnership Framework. 

Figure B.9. Objective Outcome Level by Indicator Outcome Level 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 361 CPF indicators. CPF = Country Partnership Framework. 
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Box B.6. Examples of High-Level Objectives Measured by Low-Level 
Indicators 

Vietnam CPF FY18–22 

Objective: Strengthen economic governance and market institutions (level 4) 

Indicator: Level 1: Modern debt management law enacted by 2018 (level 1) 

Afghanistan CPF FY17–20 

Objective: Improved public financial management and fiscal self-reliance (level 4) 

Indicator: Number of provinces where the Pension Management Information System is 
fully used, including the associated biometric identification (level 1) 

El Salvador CPF FY16–19 

Objective: Improve Secondary-school attainment (level 3) 

Indicator: Number of Integrated School Systems that fully adopt the full-time school 
model (level 1) 

Sources: World Bank 2015f, 2016a, 2017d. 

Note: CPF = Country Partnership Framework. 

Capturing IFC and MIGA Contributions 

There is limited and selective involvement of IFC and MIGA under CPF 

objectives, and results frameworks do not fully capture the contributions 

from their interventions. The team found that IFC and MIGA are involved in 

only 40 percent of the 144 CPF objectives reviewed (figure B.10). Moreover, 

the team found that CPF objectives under the Transport Global Practice 

exhibit the largest share of IFC and MIGA involvement (76 percent), whereas 

objectives under the Governance Global Practice exhibit the lowest 

(20 percent; figure B.11). Finally, the team reviewed 31 objectives, 5 including 

IFC and MIGA contributions, and found that only 29 percent of them had 

indicators capturing their contributions. 
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Figure B.10. CPF Objectives with IFC and MIGA Contributions 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 144 CPF objectives. CPF = Country Partnership Framework; IFC = International Finance 

Corporation; MIGA = Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency. 

Figure B.11. Share of Objectives with International Finance Corporation 
Involvement in Each Global Practice 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 29 CPF Transport Objectives; n = 25 CPF Water Objectives; n = 32 Education Objectives; n = 33 

CPF Social Protection and Labor Objectives; n = 45 CPF Governance Objectives. Because objectives 

can be tagged to multiple sectors, they do not add up to the total number of sampled objectives (n = 

144). CPF = Country Partnership Framework. 
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development partners (see box B.7 with frequency distributions and 

examples). By and large, these discussions are generic, with no identification 

of specific partners and including calls for avoiding overlap of activities, 

coordinating to implement complementary projects, and leveraging each 

other’s resources. Almost 60 percent (17 out of 29) of CPF documents 

include more detailed discussions in which country teams identify other 

donors’ presence in a specific area under a CPF objective. A similar share (16 

out of 29) provides a more detailed discussion by identifying and, in some 

cases, describing other donors’ contribution to a CPF objective through 

cofinancing, grants, and technical assistance. Finally, only one out of the 29 

CPFs reviewed discussed donor coordination or collaboration for monitoring 

and evaluating outcomes. 

Box B.7. Development Partners’ Contributions to Achieving and 
Measuring Achievement of CPF Objectives 

Mentioning collaboration or coordination with other donors (29 of 29 CPFs) 

The Sri Lanka CPF FY17–20 notes that the World Bank Group will collaborate closely with 
other development partners to ensure coherence in approaches and maximize impact 
(World Bank 2016g, 37). 

Identifying other donors’ presence in a specific area (17 of 29 CPFs) 

When discussing the infrastructure sector, the Colombia CPF FY16–21 identifies other 
relevant donors such as the European Union, Asian Development Bank, African 
Development Bank, Arab development partners, Germany, and China (World Bank 2016c, 
58). 

The Honduras CPF FY16–20 mentions that Bank Group interventions will not be enough 
for supporting the modernization of the road network and energy sector in Honduras and 
that, for this reason, the Bank Group support will build on efforts of partners such as the 
Central American Bank for Economic Integration, the German Development Agency, the 
Inter-American Development Bank, and the United States Agency for International 
Development (World Bank 2015h, 32). 
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Identifying other donors’ contributions through parallel financing and cofinancing (16 of 29) 

The Peru CPF FY17–21 describes the support provided by the World Bank Digital 
Inclusion Project for increasing connectivity and notes that the project will be cofinanced 
by the Inter-American Development Bank, and CAF (Development Bank of Latin America; 
World Bank 2017c, 17). 

The Arab Republic of Egypt CPF FY15–19 describes parallel financing for World Bank 
projects supporting additional gas-fired conventional power supply. The partners 
expected to provide the parallel financing are the Islamic Development Bank, the Arab 
Fund for Economic and Social Development, the Kuwait Fund, the OPEC Fund for 
International Development, the African Development Bank, and the European Investment 
Bank (World Bank 2015b, 31). 

Discussing donor coordination or collaboration for monitoring and evaluating 
outcomes (1 of 29) 

The Lesotho CPF FY16–20 notes that the World Bank will partner with the European 
Union and the United Nations Development Programme to leverage its work on 
monitoring the Sustainable Development Goals and World Bank–financed work in 
statistics and evidence-based policy making (World Bank 2016d, 16). 

Note: n = 29 CPF documents. CPF = Country Partnership Framework. 

Capturing Contributions to SDGs 

The Bank Group’s contribution to the SDGs is not systematically addressed 

in CPFs. Of the 29 CPFs reviewed, the team found that 14 were dated January 

1, 2016, or later; that is, after the SDGs officially came into force. The team 

reviewed these 14 CPFs and found that 6 included discussions addressing the 

Bank Group’s contribution to SDGs.6 Out of these six CPFs, the team found 

(i) four linking CPF objectives to relevant SDGs with no further elaboration 

on how these objectives would contribute to the SDGs; (ii) two indicating 

how certain activities under CPF objectives align with SDGs; and (iii) two 

stating alignment between the CPF and SDGs in general terms (table B.3). 
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Table B.3. CPFs Discussing Linkages to Sustainable Development Goals 

CPF 

Links CPF 
Objectives to 

Relevant SDGs 

Notes How 
Certain 

Activities 
Align with 

SDGs 

States Alignment 
between CPF 

Objectives and SDGs 

Benin FY19–23 Yes No No 

Cameroon FY17–21 Yes No No 

Lesotho FY16–20 No Yes No 

Sri Lanka FY17–20 Yes Yes Yes 

Tunisia FY16–20 No No Yes 

Vietnam FY18–22 Yes No No 

Sources: World Bank 2016d, 2016g, 2016h, 2017b, 2017d, 2018a. 

Note: n = 14 CPF documents. CPF = Country Partnership Framework; SDG = Sustainable Development 

Goal. 

Measuring Outcomes 

Type of Indicator 

The Bank Group contribution to country-level outcomes is mainly captured 

through project-based indicators. Out of the 361 indicators sampled for 

review, the team found that 66 percent can be traced back to indicators 

coming from Bank Group projects (figure B.12), whereas the other 34 percent 

could not be traced back to Bank Group projects. 7 The team found that these 

non-project-based indicators are concentrated under CPF objectives mapped 

to the Governance Global Practice (figure B.13) and that they typically either 

measure an action taken by government with Bank Group support (usually 

development policy financing) or measure government performance in some 

specific criteria (box B.8). 
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Figure B.12. CPF Indicators by Source 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 361 CPF indicators. CPF = Country Partnership Framework. 

Figure B.13. CPF Indicators Source, by Global Practice 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 361 CPF indicators. CPF = Country Partnership Framework. 
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Box B.8. Examples of Non-Project-Based Indicators under the 
Governance Global Practice 

Government action 

Indicator 1.3.5. Official poverty line endorsed by government (Maldives CPF FY16–19, 40) 

Indicator for objective 1. Modern debt management law enacted by 2018 (Vietnam CPF 
FY18–22, 49) 

Government performance 

Indicator 1.1.2. Domestic revenue-to-gross domestic product ratio (Afghanistan CPF 17–
20, 45) 

Indicator for objective 10. Corruption Perception Index (Côte d’Ivoire CPF FY16–19, 48) 

Indicator 1 under objective 1a. No accumulation of new central government arrears and 
arrears backlog cleared (Albania CPF FY15–19, 42) 

Sources: World Bank 2015a, 2015e, 2016a, 2016e, 2017d. 

Adjusting Indicators 

Only a small share of CPF indicators is kept and reported as originally 

formulated at the PLR stage, with most of them being revised or dropped. 

The team reviewed 334 indicators from all sampled CPFs that had a PLR (26 

out of 29). Three CPFs lacking a PLR were excluded from the review. The 

team found that at the PLR stage, only 19 percent of the CPF indicators were 

kept and tracked as originally formulated. Most of the indicators were either 

dropped (37 percent) or revised (43 percent; figure B.14). 
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Figure B.14. Status of Sampled CPF Indicators in Performance and 
Learning Review 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 334 CPF indicators corresponding to 26 sampled CPFs. CPF = Country Partnership Framework. 

Indicator Quality 

Almost all indicators include baselines and targets but lack a measurement 

time frame aligned with the CPF period and adequate documentation of data 

sources. The team found that most indicators identified baselines 

(95 percent) and targets (94 percent), and slightly smaller shares listed 

baseline (87 percent) and target years (88 percent; figure B.15). The team 

also compared the baseline and target years with the CPF period and found 

that, among indicators with baseline and target years mentioned, 16 percent 

of baselines (49 out of 315) and 24 percent of targets are not aligned with the 

CPF period (76 out of 317; figure B.16). In this sense, the team found that 

53 percent of the indicators provided both baseline and target years 

consistent with the CPF period (191 out of 361).8 Finally, the team found 

that 63 percent of the indicators did not list their data sources (227 out of 

361). 
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Figure B.15. Baselines and Targets in CPF Indicators 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 361 CPF indicators. CPF = Country Partnership Framework; TBD = to be determined. 

Figure B.16. Comparison between CPF Period and Years of Baseline and 
Target 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 343 CPF indicators with baseline; 339 CPF indicators with target. CPF = Country Partnership 

Framework. 

Overall, the share of reliable quality indicators is low and associated with 

some specific sectors and the overall number of indicators in a CPF. The 

team coded an indicator as being “reliable” if it met two criteria: (i) an 

adequately specified baseline and target consistent with the CPF period, and 

(ii) data source specification. Based on this coding, the team found that only 
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surveys, and gender-sensitive analyses. See box B.9 with examples of 

evaluation activities mentioned in CPFs and PLRs. 

Box B.9. Examples of Evaluation Activities Mentioned in CPFs and PLRs 

Impact Evaluation 

The Benin CPF FY19–23 notes that the World Bank Group’s Gender Innovation Lab will 
conduct an impact evaluation to assess the gender differential and overall impact of 
information campaigns, sensitization activities, and short-term technical retraining in 
productive trades (31). 

The Indonesia PLR FY19–23 mentions that the Bank Group will carry out an impact 
evaluation to assess the effectiveness of a pilot approach for improving teacher 
performance and accountability through citizen engagement and performance-based 
pay (15). 

Surveys 

The Haiti CPF FY16–19 indicates that the country engagement will include the use of 
client surveys to assess the relevance, satisfaction, and impact of the Bank Group’s work 
(43). 

Sources: World Bank 2015g, 2018a, 2018c. 

Note: CPF = Country Partnership Framework; FY = fiscal  year; PLR = Performance and Learning 

Review. 

Adapting Programs and Portfolios 

To answer the questions included in this section, the team chose a purposive 

sample of six country engagements and reviewed the adjustments to 

objectives and indicators that the country teams performed at the PLR sage. 

For these six country engagements, the team identified 60 changes to 

objectives and 215 changes to indicators (table B.4). The criteria for 

inclusion in the purposive sample was (i) the country had been selected for 

either desk or field-based case study, and (ii) the country had at least both a 

CPF and PLR prepared. In addition, the team sought to ensure 

representation by lending group (International Development Association, 
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International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, and Blend), 

Regions, and fragility status. 

Table B.4. Changes to Country Objectives and Indicators 

Country 
Engagement 

Changes to 
Objectives 

Changes to 
Indicators 

Chad FY16–20 7 28 

Honduras FY16–20 7 15 

Indonesia FY16–10 16 50 

Peru FY17–21 8 39 

Serbia FY16–20 11 25 

Vietnam FY18–22 11 59 

Total 60 215 

Sources: World Bank 2015d, 2015h, 2015i, 2015j, 2017c, 2017d. 

Note: FY = fiscal year. 

Adapting Objectives 

Country teams use the PLR stage to adjust objectives and reflect changes 

that have taken place since the CPF’s inception. Country teams can carry out 

any of the following actions at the PLR stage with respect to a CPF objective: 

(i) leave objective unchanged (“no change”); (ii) revise objective; (iii) drop 

objective; (iv) merge with other objectives; and (v) add new objectives. For 

the six country engagements reviewed, the team identified 60 actions carried 

out on CPF objectives by country teams at the PLR stage. Almost half of 

these actions (27 out of 60) include changes to the CPF objective (20 revised, 

three dropped, three merged, and one added; figure B.18). The rationales for 

these changes are varied and include (i) redefining the scope or outcome 

level of the objective; (ii) aligning with the focus or progress of Bank Group’s 

projects; and (iii) reflecting the situation in the field or political economy 

reasons. See box B.10 for illustrative examples of these changes. 
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Figure B.18. Actions on CPF Objectives at the PLR Stage 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 60 actions on CPF objectives at the PLR stage. CPF = Country Partnership Framework; PLR = 

Performance and Learning Review. 

Box B.10. Examples of Changes in Objectives from the CPF to the PLR 

Changing scope of objective 

CPF: “Improve rural access to and quality of education” 

PLR: “Improve access to and quality of education” 

Explanation: “This objective must consider actions carried out throughout the territory” 
(Chad, PLR FY16–20, 25) 

Changing objective outcome level from outcome level 2 (immediate outcome) to 
outcome level 3 (intermediate outcome) 

CPF: “Develop capacity for more effective management of hydrocarbon resources” 

PLR: “More effective and transparent Hydrocarbon resources management.” 

(Chad, PLR FY16–20) 
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Changing or dropping the objective to reflect operational delays 

CPF: “Improve fisheries management practices” 

PLR: Dropped 

Explanation: “Dropped as the project that contributes to this indicator is undergoing major 
restructuring with the PDO [project development objective] changed from improving 
fisheries management to coastal ecosystems monitoring and research” (Indonesia, PLR 
FY16–20, 51). 

Reflecting country situation or government needs 

CPF: “Expand coverage of social programs” 

PLR: “Improve targeting of social programs” 

Explanation: “Given the government’s intention to maintain the same coverage of the 
conditional cash transfer program and the fiscal constraints, the PLR proposed to refocus 
objective 1 from expanding coverage to improving targeting and efficiency of social 
programs” (Honduras, PLR FY16–20, 7) 

Source: World Bank 2019a, World Bank 2018d, World Bank. 2019b. 

Note: CPF = Country Partnership Framework; PLR = Performance and Learning Review. 

Adapting Indicators 

Country teams use the PLR stage to adjust indicators in the results 

framework and reflect changes in Bank Group activities, country context, 

and government priorities that affect these indicators. For the six country 

engagements reviewed, the team identified 215 actions carried out on CPF 

indicators by country teams at the PLR stage. Of the 215 actions, the team 

found that 60 percent reflect changes in indicators at the PLR stage (127 

indicators). These changes can be categorized into three main groups: (i) 

adjustments related to changes in Bank Group activities (for example, 

introduction of new activities, redefined scope or delays in implementation 
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of already existing activities, and changes in results framework indicators to 

align them with Bank Group’s project indicators); (ii) adjustments to 

changes in country context (for example, presence of external shocks such as 

natural disasters or economic shocks) or changes in government priorities; 

or (iii) adjustments to strengthen the CPF results frameworks (figure B.19). 

See table B.5 for a more detailed breakdown of these categories into 

subcategories and box B.11 for illustrative examples. 

Figure B.19. Rationales for Changing Indicators at the PLR Stage 

 
Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 127 changes to CPF Indicators at the PLR stage. CPF = Country Partnership Framework; PLR = 

Performance and Learning Review; RF = results framework. 

Table B.5. Rationales for Adjusting Indicators 

Rationales  Frequency 

Related to Changes in World Bank Group Activities  

Added/dropped to align with the presence of 
Bank Group activities 

25 

Added/dropped/revised to align with 
supporting project’s indicator 

23 

Context or government 
priorites

6 Not specified
10

RF or indicator 
quality

36
World Bank Group 

Activities
75
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Rationales  Frequency 

Dropped since supporting projects were 
canceled, dropped, delayed, restructured, 
scaled down, failed, unable to complete or meet 
the target by the end of CPF 

20 

Dropped/revised to align with the focus, scope, 
coverage of supporting activities 

7 

Related to Changes in Context or Government 
Priorities 

 

Dropped because of shift in country context, 
political issue, lack of government support 

4 

Added to reflect government support 2 

Related to Improving the Results Framework or 
Indicator Quality 

 

Dropped to simplify the results framework and 
avoid overlapping with other CPF indicator or 
having multiple indicators from the same project 

7 

Added to capture CPF achievement 6 

Added to reflect the focus of updated CPF 
objective 

5 

Dropped since indicator is not relevant for 
objective 

1 

Merged to simplify the results framework 1 

Revised to refine and clarify wording 3 

Revised to change unit of measurement 3 

Dropped due to unfeasible data collection, 
unavailable data, or indicator not measured by 
supporting project 

3 

Added to measure gender dimension 2 

Revised to remove gender dimension 2 

Added as a more measurable indicator 1 
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Rationales  Frequency 

Split to avoid one indicator with multiple 
dimensions 

1 

Revised to correct target error in CPF 1 

Other  

Reason not specified 10 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 127 changes to CPF Indicators at the PLR stage. CPF = Country Partnership Framework; PLR = 

Performance and Learning Review. 

 

Box B.11. Examples of Indicator Changes at the Performance and 
Learning Review Stage 

Indicator added to align with the presence of World Bank Group activities 

CPF: No indicator 

PLR: “National Stunting Reduction Coordination mechanism launched and operational” 

Explanation: “Added to track results of a new nutrition project that is scheduled to be 
approved by the Board in FY18” (Indonesia, PLR FY16–20, 55) 

Indicator revised to align it with an indicator from a World Bank project 

CPF: “Number of households benefiting from PKH [Program Keluarga Harapan], 
disaggregated by gender” 

PLR: “PKH beneficiary families” 

Explanation: “Revised to match the exact wording used and baseline and target recorded 
in the Project Appraisal Document of the Social Assistance Program-for-Results Project” 
(Indonesia, PLR FY16–20, 61) 
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Indicator dropped to reflect World Bank implementation challenges 

CPF: “Communities implementing evidence-informed interventions that address the main 
risk factors affecting them” 

PLR: dropped 

Explanation: “Given the implementation challenges, the [World] Bank-financed Safer 
Municipalities Project closed without achieving its development objectives” (Honduras, 
PLR FY16–20, 20). 

Source: World Bank 2018d, World Bank 2019b. 

Note: CPF = Country Partnership Framework; FY = fiscal year; PLR = Performance and Learning 

Review. 

Adaptive Management Practices 

The team conducted a content analysis of CPF, PLR, and CLR documents to 

identify the presence of adaptive management practices. The categories of 

analysis were derived from an analytical framework elaborated by the GLAM 

initiative and structured into a coding template with guiding questions 

(box B.12). For the purpose of this review, the team reviewed a purposive 

sample of 25 countries. This purposive sampling approach covered all the 

countries chosen for either desk- or field-based case studies by the 

evaluation team. The following sections describe the main findings for the 

questions in the coding template. 
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Box B.12. Coding Analysis Template for Adaptive Management 
Practices 

Portfolio Health Check 

1. Identification or discussion of problem projects / portfolio at risk and overall 
discussion of the health status of the World Bank Group and International 
Finance Corporation and Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency 
portfolio. 

2. Use of Country Portfolio Performance Review for assessing the health 
status of Bank portfolio. 

Key Portfolio Management Actions 

3. Key actions to address Bank Group and IFC/MIGA portfolio health issues. 

Adapting to Context 

4. Discussion of what country portfolios need to consider in response to 
changes in context. 

Assessing Cumulative Effects 

5. Discussion of the cumulative effects of multiple projects (that is, how they 
collectively “move the needle” toward objectives). 

Assessing Scale-Ups and Scale-Downs 

6. Discussion of projects or approaches that need to be scaled down or up 
based on results information. 

Balancing Risks and Outcomes 

7. Assessment of country portfolio risks against payoffs. 

8. Discussion of how country portfolios can maintain a pipeline of outcomes 
over different time frames. 

Reflecting on Comparative Advantage 

9. Discussion of how the Bank Group can maximize the value of its portfolios 
relative to others. 

10. Identification of areas where the Bank Group portfolio should move out or 
expand to. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group adapted from the Global Learning for Adaptive Management 

initiative framework. 



Appendix B 
Structured Document Review 

135 

Portfolio Health Check 

Country teams conduct portfolio “health checks” at the PLR stage focusing 

on disbursements, implementation bottlenecks, and problem projects. This 

review found that 24 out of the 25 country engagements reviewed carry out 

“health checks” for the Bank Group portfolio in the Portfolio Overview or 

Portfolio Performance section of the PLR. In 11 out of the 25, country teams 

report conducting the health checks via Country Portfolio Performance 

Reviews. With some exceptions (box B.13), the substance of the health 

checks (with or without Country Portfolio Performance Review) focuses on 

delivery issues, with little discussion of higher-level results. With respect to 

IFC and MIGA, the team found similar types of health checks but carried out 

for a slightly lower share of PLRs (18 out of 26). By and large, the discussion 

of IFC and MIGA health checks is less detailed than for the Bank Group 

portfolio. 

Box B.13. Results-Oriented “Health Check”: Using Country Portfolio 
Performance Reviews for Engaging the Client and Discussing Results 

Vietnam 

The country team put in place a three-year Programmatic Country Portfolio Performance 
Review (fiscal year 2013–15) to improve the operational efficiency of the Bank Group 
portfolio and achieve faster results. With a set of quantifiable indicators to measure the 
achievements, the team maintained a continuous assessment of the health of the 
portfolio with a view to achieving the intended results and acting on identified problems. 
Moreover, in consultation with the government, the country team addressed obstacles to 
implementation and strengthened the capacity of decentralized Project Management 
Units. The team noted that, thanks to this approach, the program generated strong 
development outcomes. 

Source: World Bank 2015k. 
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Portfolio Management Actions 

Country teams document key actions taken to address “portfolio health 

issues” at the PLR stage. To maintain or improve Bank Group portfolio 

performance, this review found that country teams document the following 

two actions in PLRs: (i) intensified implementation support; and (ii) project 

restructurings or cancellations (figure B.20). By and large, these actions are 

not driven by results monitoring information. Finally, the review found no 

detailed information on IFC and MIGA portfolio adaptations, and for this 

reason it was unable to generate meaningful categories. 

Figure B.20. Key Actions to Maintain or Improve World Bank Portfolio 
Performance 

 
Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 25 country engagements. 

Adapting to Context 

Country teams extensively report and document how they have adapted 

portfolios to changing contexts at the PLR and CLR stages. However, there is 

no evidence that PLR and CLR processes have been used to make these 

adaptive decisions. The review found evidence of country teams adapting 

portfolios, particularly at the PLR stage, through the following typology of 

actions: (i) adaptation due to changes in government; (ii) adaptation due to 

changes in country context; and (iii) process adaptation to address 

operational challenge (figure B.21). The first category corresponds to 
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adaptive actions taken to accommodate new government priorities and 

changes in key government actors, whereas the second category corresponds 

to adaptive actions driven by unexpected events such as natural disasters, 

pandemics, sudden increase of migration flows, and civil unrest. Finally, the 

third category corresponds to adaptive actions taken to address and improve 

Bank Group portfolio implementation (thus, this category is usually about 

actions addressing operational challenges). Overall, the review found no 

evidence indicating that PLR and CLR exercises instigated these adaptive 

actions. If anything, they seem to have captured actions that country teams 

had already put in place before conducting the PLR and CLR exercises. 

Figure B.21. Adapting to Context, by Type of Action 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: n = 25 country engagements. 

Assessing Scale-Ups or Scale-Downs 

Few country engagements discuss whether to scale up or scale down new 

programs or approaches based on results information. Out of the 25 

countries reviewed, the review found that (i) 13 lacked discussions on 

whether to scale up or down programs or approaches based on results 

evidence; (ii) 4 discussed whether to scale up or scale down Bank Group 

engagement in certain areas based on results information from the portfolio 

or from specific demonstration projects; (iii) 3 discussed scale-ups or scale-

downs based on output data; and (iv) 5 justified the need for scale changes 
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reference to results or outputs information (figure B.22). See box B.14 for 

examples of scaling-up decisions based on results information. 

Box B.14. Examples of Scale Changes based on Results Information 

North Macedonia 

The North Macedonia Country Partnership Framework for fiscal year (FY)19–23 reports 
that rigorous results information of the performance of a World Bank–supported social 
protection program influenced the government’s decision to replicate the program’s 
design features in a newly created cash entitlement called the “education allowance.” 

Colombia 

While discussing the lessons learned from the Bank Group support for the Fourth 
Generation Toll Roads Program through a Maximizing Finance for Development (MFD) 
approach, the Colombia Performance and Learning review for FY16–21 discusses Bank 
Group plans for expanding the MFD approach to support Colombia’s energy sector and 
Bogotá’s first metro line. In addition, the Performance and Learning Review also reflects 
on the demonstration effect that the Fourth Generation Toll Roads Program had for the 
MFD approach in Colombia. 

Sources: World Bank 2019c, 2019d. 

Assessing Cumulative Effects 

PLRs and CLRs lack a discussion of how Bank Group projects collectively 

contributed toward achieving CPF objectives and country development 

outcomes. At the CPF stage, country teams articulate ex ante how Bank 

Group interventions will contribute to objectives (20 out of the 25 

countries). This articulation is thorough and typically included in both the 

narrative of the CPF document and the results framework annex. However, 

at the PLR and CLR stages, there is only a mechanical discussion (“bean 

counting”) of project results achieved under each CPF objective. For the 

most part, these discussions do not include a thorough assessment of 

cumulative effects (namely, a discussion of how the different Bank Group 
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interventions “moved the needle” toward CPF objectives and country 

development outcomes). 

Balancing Risks and Outcomes 

Country engagement documents include few discussions on how to balance 

risks against payoffs and on how the Bank Group engagement will adjust if 

certain risks materialize. Except for two cases (box B.15), the review found 

that country engagements lack a discussion of how the Bank Group will 

“hedge” against different types of risk (for example, if engagement in sector 

X were to fail, how would the Bank Group adapt to still deliver a stream of 

results over the engagement cycle?). The absence of these discussions does 

not necessarily mean that this type of thinking is not present in Bank Group 

management decisions, but this review was unable to find examples of it in 

country engagement documents. Finally, the review did not find country 

engagements including reflections on how to maintain the outcome 

trajectory across different CPF time frames. 

Box B.15. Examples of Balancing Risks against Payoffs 

Romania Performance and Learning Review, fiscal year (FY)14–17 

In the Romania Performance and Learning Review for FY14–17, the country team notes 
that the “Bank [Group] will not avoid pursuing high-risk, high-reward operations where it 
has a comparative advantage.” (13) In this sense, the country team notes that the 
Bucharest Urban Development Project (FY18) is a high-risk project that could have a 
transformative impact on urban development and that, for this reason, it is worth 
pursuing. The country team decision is supported by the Bank Group’s accumulated 
knowledge and its ability to bring global best practices to support project design and 
implementation. 
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Bosnia and Herzegovina Performance and Learning Review, FY16–20 

In the Bosnia and Herzegovina Performance and Learning Review for FY16–20, the 
country team discusses the Bank Group’s readiness for taking a high-risk, high-reward 
approach and concludes that taking such an approach is warranted when there is strong 
government commitment for reform and program implementation. 

Source: World Bank 2016h, 2018e. 

Reflecting on Comparative Advantage 

Country engagements only include weak reflections on the Bank Group’s 

comparative advantage, and discussions about the Bank Group’s future 

positioning are driven by a combination of SCD evidence and country 

demand. The review found that most country engagement documents make 

generic references to donors’ coordination and some refer to the division of 

labor with other donors, but few, if any, discuss the Bank Group’s unique 

contribution relative to other donors and the areas where the Bank Group 

should scale up or down based on its comparative advantage. Finally, the 

review found that the ex ante analytical exercises (primarily, the SCD) and 

country priorities and demand play a key role in the reflections about the 

future positioning of the Bank Group in the country. This sort of reflection, 

driven by the SCD and country priorities and demand, is present in all 

country engagements reviewed, which is hardly surprising; it is what 

Operations Policy and Country Services guidelines prescribe (and country 

teams diligently follow guidelines). The review only found three examples of 

reflections on future positioning influenced by results information.9 

Supporting Clients’ Outcome Orientation 

CPFs provide direct support for countries’ statistical capacity but provide no 

clear articulation of how the Bank Group will leverage the use of country 

systems. There are two routes through which the Bank Group can support 

country statistical capacity building: (i) by using country systems (demand 

side) and (ii) by providing direct support for statistical capacity (supply side). 
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The team found that all CPFs except one (El Salvador FY16–19) clearly 

articulate Bank Group support for statistical capacity via projects and 

analytical and advisory work. In contrast, the team did not find any CPFs 

clearly articulating how the Bank Group will leverage the use of country 

systems. With respect to direct support for statistical capacity building, the 

team found that it is provided under specific objectives in most CPFs and 

that, in a minority of cases, as cross-cutting support (figure B.22). Some 

examples of this support include developing a data system or platform for a 

sector, enhancing indicator measurement, improving data collection such as 

household surveys, and conducting gender-related data collection and 

analysis (box B.16). 

Figure B.22. CPFs Addressing the World Bank Group’s Support for 
Statistical Capacity Building 

 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group.  

Note: n = 29 CPFs. CPF = Country Partnership Framework. 

Box B.16. Examples of the Bank Group’s Support for Statistical Capacity 
Development in Country Partnership Frameworks 

Overall Level or Cross-Cutting Area 

The Afghanistan Country Partnership Framework (CPF) for fiscal year (FY)17–20 (40) 
notes that the Bank Group is providing technical assistance to the Central Statistics 
Organization on national accounts, trade and price statistics, data analysis, and the 
Integrated Business Establishment Survey, and to the Ministry of Economy on the 
Afghanistan Living Conditions Survey. 
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The Romania CPF FY19–23 (19) indicates that the Bank Group will support mainstreaming 
evidence-based policy making through two reimbursable advisory services (RASs). The 
National Statistical System RAS will support the development of an integrated, IT-based 
statistical system, whereas the Modeling the Romanian Economy RAS will help the 
government evaluate the impact of policy changes and shocks to the economy 
(Modeling the Romanian Economy RAS). 

Under a CPF Objective 

Under objective 4 (“Enhanced school outcomes for better employability”), the Bulgaria 
CPF FY17–22 (24) notes that the Bank Group will provide analytical and advisory services 
to the Ministry of Education and Science for developing a system of School Performance 
Indicators, which will measure multiple aspects of school performance in Bulgaria. 

Under objective 5 (“Broaden economic participation of ethnic minorities, women, and 
vulnerable groups”), the Vietnam CPF FY18–22 (30) notes that Bank Group will seek to 
strengthen the policy-making capacity of leading Vietnamese institutions related to 
gender issues through analytical work and technical assistance that will improve gender 
statistics and data 

Sources: World Bank 2016a, 2016b, 2017b, 2018d. 

Costs Associated with Country-Level Results System 

Budgeting and tracking expenses involved in operating the country-level 

results system is inherently challenging. The time recording system is likely 

to capture the time of dedicated staff working on CPFs/PLRs/CLRs, as well as 

development effectiveness support. But this is only a fraction of the time 

spent by many others who are involved in providing information and data. 

This includes many GP team members, IFC colleagues, and reviewers during 

the quality assurance processes associated with Board deliverables, who may 

not charge their time to the budget code of the deliverable. Moreover, there 

is no distinct code for the CLR, which is part of the CPF budget. Finally, the 

CPF budget encompasses many activities, consultations, and so on that are 

well beyond the preparation of the results frameworks. In box B.17 are a 
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number of “costing elements” and examples of costs associated with the 

country-level results system. 

Box B.17. Costs Associated with the Country-Level Results System 

• IEG’s 2016 evaluation of Bank Group self-evaluation systems (IEG 2016) 
estimated the average cost of a CLR to be about $45,000. There were 13 CLRs 
produced per year on average for FY18–FY20. Together these suggest an 
average annual cost of $585,000 

• Based on IEG budget data, the average cost of a CLRR is $45,000 with an 
average annual budget of $615,000 for FY18–FY20 

• The average costs of PLRs vary by portfolio size as shown in the table below. As 
expected, the larger the portfolio, the more costly the PLR. There were 10 PLRs 
produced per year between FY18–FY20 at an average cost of $80,000 and a 
rough average budget of $800,000. 

Table BB17.1. Portfolio 

Portfolio size (approved since FY10) 
($, millions) 

CPF 
($, thousands) 

PLR 
 ($, thousands) 

>5,000 349 134 

1,000–5,000 309 76 

<1,000 195 41 

Average cost 284 80 
 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group based on data from standard report and Independent 

Evaluation Group resource management. 

Note: CLR = Completion and Learning Review; CLRR = Completion and Learning Report Review; CPF 

= Country Partnership Framework; PLR = Performance and Learning Review. 
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Official Use 

World Bank. 2019b. “Colombia—Country Partnership Framework for FY16–21.” 
Performance and Learning Review, World Bank, Washington, DC. 

World Bank. 2019c. “Honduras—Country Partnership Framework for FY16–20.” 
Performance and Learning Review, World Bank, Washington, DC. 

World Bank. 2019d. North Macedonia—Country Partnership Framework for 
January 2019 – June 2023. Washington, DC: World Bank. 

1 The Global Learning for Adaptive Management initiative, funded by the Department for 

International Development and the United States Agency for International Development, is a 

globally networked learning alliance that aims to actively identify, operationalize, and 

promote rigorous evidence-based approaches to adaptive management. 

2 In 2013, the Bank Group established a new country engagement model consisting of two 

instruments: (i) the Systematic Country Diagnostic (SCD) and (ii) the Country Partnership 

Framework (CPF). The former uses data and analytic methods to help country clients and 

Bank Group teams identify the most critical constraints to, and opportunities for, reducing 

poverty and building shared prosperity. The latter determines focus areas for Bank Group 

support that align with the country’s development agenda, addresses the key constraints and 

opportunities identified in the SCD, and reflects the comparative advantages of the Bank 

Group. 

3 The 361 indicators were nested within the 144 objectives chosen for review. 

4 Economic Management Criteria: (i) Monetary and Exchange Rate Policies; (ii) Fiscal Policy; 

(iii) Debt Policy and Management. 

5 To assess whether indicators for capturing IFC contributions were present, the team 

reviewed objectives that had IFC contributions mentioned in the results framework annex of 

the CPF document or in the text narrative under each objective. 

6 Operations Policy and Country Services guidance requires that country teams elaborate on 

the alignment between CPF objectives and Country Development Goals. The guidance does 

not include any reference to Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). 

7 To identify whether CPF indicators were linked to project-based indicators, the team 

triangulated information from CPFs and follow-up Performance and Learning Reviews, 
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project documents, and several World Bank databases (Operations Portal, World Bank 

operations database). 

8 At the country level, there is significant variation—ranging from 100 percent for Benin and 

Myanmar to zero percent for Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Chad, and Romania. 

9 For instance, the Benin Performance and Learning Review for fiscal years 2013–17 reported 

that the World Bank performed labor market diagnostics to provide evidence-based 

recommendations on how to implement appropriate job creation programs (World Bank 

2017a). According to the Performance and Learning Review, these recommendations will play 

a key role in guiding the World Bank support to job creation in Benin. 
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Annex B.1. Coding Template Questions by 
Sampling Strategy 
Question Sample 

Section 1: Outcome Orientation at the Design Stage 

What is the outcome level of Country 
Partnership Framework (CPF) objectives? 

Purposive sample of 29 countries out of a 
sampling frame of 52 countries. 

Purposive sample of 144 objectives and 361 
indicators out of a sampling frame of 265 
objectives and 643 indicators.  

What is the outcome level of CPF 
indicators? 

What is the share of objectives with 
International Finance Corporation (IFC) and 
Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency 
(MIGA) involvement? 

To what extent do results frameworks 
include indicators to capture IFC and MIGA 
contributions under relevant CPF 
objectives? 

Purposive sample of 144 objectives out of 
256 objectives 

To what extent CPFs discuss collaboration 
or coordination with other donors for 
achieving CPF objectives? 

Purposive sample of 29 countries out of a 
sampling frame of 52 countries. 

To what extent CPFs discuss Bank’s Group 
contribution to the SDGs? 

Purposive sample of 29 countries out of a 
sampling frame of 52 countries. 

Section 2: Measuring Outcomes 

Type of Indicator Purposive sample of 361 indicators out of a 
sampling frame of 643 indicators.  What is the share of indicators kept as 

originally formulated at the PLR stage? 

What is the share of reliable quality CPF 
indicators?  

Use of evaluation exercises (other than 
metrics from results framework). 

Purposive sample of 29 countries out of a 
sampling frame of 52 countries. 
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Question Sample 

Section 3: Adapting Programs and Portfolios 

Rate of CPF objectives and indicator 
change 

Purposive sample of six countries (Chad, 
Honduras, Indonesia, Peru, Serbia, Vietnam) 
out of sampling frame of 29 countries. The 
total number of objectives and indicators 
reviewed under these country 
engagements was 60 and 215.  

Rationales for CPF and Indicator change 

Section 4: Adaptive Management Practices 

Portfolio health check Purposive sample of 25 countries out of 
sampling frame of 29 countries.  Portfolio management actions 

Adapting to context  

Assessing scale-ups or scale-downs 

Assessing cumulative effects 

Balancing risks and outcomes 

Reflecting on comparative advantage 

Section 5: Supporting Client’s Outcome Orientation 

Country engagement provides support for 
statistical capacity building 

Purposive sample of 29 countries out of a 
sampling frame of 52 countries. 

Country engagement articulates use of 
country systems 
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Appendix C. Summary of Findings by 
Country Engagement Type 

Country Engagements in Small 
International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development Countries 
Table C.1 presents summary findings from the small International Bank for 

Reconstruction and Development (IBRD) countries of Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, North Macedonia, Romania, and Serbia. 

Table C.1. Evidence from Bosnia and Herzegovina, North Macedonia, 
Romania, and Serbia 

Evidence Type Evidence 
Aiming for 
outcomes 

• Prioritization: Small portfolio size, which reinforces Global 
Practice competition for a few lending operations, and the 
need to be opportunistic to meet specific client demands 
make it difficult to prioritize interventions so they adhere to 
a theory of change leading to higher-level outcomes. 
Finding a niche (World Bank Group value added), and 
carving out opportunities for a programmatic approach is 
key. Strong country leadership and the use of filters have 
proven critical both in Romania and in the Western 
Balkans. 

• One World Bank Group: IFC has a lot of competitors in 
small IBRD countries and is relatively more expensive than 
others. It thus needs to be even more opportunistic in this 
context. In EU accession countries, specifically, IFC’s 
advisory portfolio can make a substantive contribution to 
help the country adhere to EU regulation. However, the 
multiplicity of strategic documents from within the World 
Bank Group, from the government, and donors can create 
difficulties. The preparation of country strategies backed 
by data and analytics presents an opportunity to enhance 
the internal coherence of IFC interventions. 
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Evidence Type Evidence 
• Institutional capacity building versus direct services: 

Institutional capacity building and fostering governments’ 
ability to implement policy reforms are prevalent modes of 
influence in small IBRD countries, especially through 
instruments such as RASs, IFC advisory and ASA. Yet, the 
Bank Group still does not have robust theories of change 
that link these types of Bank Group contributions to 
country outcomes. 

Capturing 
outcomes  

Availability of data on key sector outcomes is not a major issue; 
however, the Bank Group’s results system does not tap into 
available country data because of the attribution and time-
boundedness requirements of the model.  
The most meaningful contributions to country outcomes in small 
IBRD countries are institutional strengthening and building agencies’ 
capacity to implement policies. They do not fit well in the Bank 
Group’s results reporting system, especially when delivered 
through analytical and technical assistance instruments. Thus, they 
are not well tracked, evaluated, and learned from. The Romania 
CMU is investing in developing tools and approaches to assess the 
value of the RAS portfolio. Other CMUs are trying to ensure that 
ASAs are tied to CPF objectives and have an indicator in the CPF 
results framework. Country teams find it hard to do justice to the 
actual change they are creating through indirect pathways.  

Adaptive 
management 

Changes in client demand are the main factor influencing 
adaptation in small IBRD countries. Given the rapid government 
turnaround, country teams need to be flexible to adjust portfolios to 
maintain a Bank Group footprint and influence. Regular health 
checks with clients and a well-trained and coordinated World Bank 
portfolio team have proven essential, especially in multicountry 
CMUs such as the Western Balkans. 
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Evidence Type Evidence 

Client engagement Governments’ monitoring and evaluation functions are nascent in 
small IBRDs. Some have invested in results-based management, 
including with World Bank support, such as in Serbia, but the 
culture of evaluation and results remains weak. Results-based 
financing such as IPF with disbursement-linked indicators 
combined with technical assistance have proven useful for clients. 
Clients take an active role in ensuring the health of the portfolio 
from a delivery and disbursement point of view. 

Note: ASA = Advisory Services and Analytics; CMU = Country Management Unit; CPF = Country 

Partnership Framework; EU = European Union; IBRD = International Bank for Reconstruction and 

Development; IFC = International Finance Corporation; IPF = investment policy financing; RAS = 

reimbursable advisory services. 

Country Engagements in Large IBRD 
Countries 
Table C.2 presents summary findings from the small IBRD countries of 

Colombia, Indonesia, Morocco, Peru, Sri Lanka, and Vietnam. 

Table C.2. Evidence from Colombia, Indonesia, Morocco, Peru, Sri Lanka, 
and Vietnam 

Evidence Type Evidence 

Aiming for outcomes • Prioritization: Client demand and internal 
incentives to lend substantially drive Bank 
Group priorities. In large IBRD countries, 
governments usually have many financing 
alternatives to Bank Group lending and 
investments. The Bank Group is a relatively 
small lender, despite sizable portfolios, and 
faces competition from other development 
banks and from the market, which can offer 
cheaper financing. Thus, country teams 
also need to be opportunistic in selecting 
projects and need to offer clear 
comparative advantage through technical 
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Evidence Type Evidence 
skills or global knowledge. This can lead to 
broad CPFs, so that any project will be 
“relevant,” and country teams with reduced 
leverage to push priorities. The difficulty of 
maintaining a medium-term trajectory of 
change depends on the nature of the 
client’s institutional arrangements. In 
countries with strong planning culture (for 
example, Colombia, Vietnam, Morocco), it 
is easier to maintain a medium- to long-
term view of outcomes and trajectories of 
change. In countries with strong political 
cycles (Philippines, Peru, Sri Lanka) and 
less of a planning structure, development 
needs may be separate from government 
priorities, and country teams have difficulty 
in maintaining a focus on long-term 
outcomes. 

• Institutional capacity building versus direct 
services: Bank Group portfolios are more 
mixed in large IBRD countries, with a 
combination of direct and indirect 
pathways to outcome. However, World 
Bank Group financing is only a small 
fraction of government and private sector 
financing in direct service delivery. Country 
teams working in large IBRD countries find 
that the most important contributions they 
can make to country outcomes come from 
their catalytic or demonstration effect on 
improving or influencing the efficiency of 
government spending, not particularly the 
direct effects of World Bank projects. 

Capturing outcomes  • Measurability capabilities and data 
availability are less of an issue than in IDA 
FCV countries. The issue is the lack of CMU 
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Evidence Type Evidence 
incentive or resources for drawing together 
that data. 

• Demonstration effects, institutional capacity 
building, analytics-supported policy 
dialogue, and advocacy and convening 
work are some of the main contributions of 
the Bank Group to country outcomes in 
large IBRD countries but are not captured 
well in Results Frameworks, which 
primarily draw from investment policy 
financing data and thus are biased toward 
direct services improvements. 

• An added complexity in large IBRD 
countries is that the Bank Group is often 
engaging subnationally. What might not 
work in northern Vietnam might be 
possible in southern Vietnam. Therefore, 
monitoring national or sector outcomes or 
others can also be misleading. 

Adaptive management Most adaptive management decisions are not 
driven by results; they are driven by client 
demand, country context, and crises or shocks. 
Client demand is by far the strongest factor in 
large IBRD countries. Large IBRD countries are 
usually more resilient and less vulnerable to 
shocks than IDA FCV, hence, adaptive 
management is mostly about managing the 
forward portfolio. Aide-mémoire, Memorandums 
of Understanding with incoming finance 
ministers, and Joint Reviews and feedback prove 
useful in countries with high turnover in 
government (for example, Peru). 

Client engagement Governments have clear and specific demands 
and are heavily involved at the CPF design stage, 
less so later in the cycle. Government staff 
turnover quickly and are usually accountable to 
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Evidence Type Evidence 
their governments for output delivery. In some 
cases, they have detailed monitoring and 
reporting systems, but these remain output-
based. Country staff suggest improvements in 
their data or monitoring and evaluation 
management would depend on country political 
culture but also mention the opportunities that 
remain in refocusing evaluative systems on 
clients, particularly in countries with very capable 
clients. 

Note: ASA = Advisory Services and Analytics; CMU = Country Management Unit; CPF = Country 

Partnership Framework; FCV = fragility, conflict, and violence; IBRD = International Bank for 

Reconstruction and Development; IDA = International Development Association; IFC = International 

Finance Corporation. 

Country Engagements in International 
Development Association Countries 
Table C.3 presents summary findings from the International Development 

Association (IDA) countries of Benin, Burkina Faso, Ghana, Honduras, 

Kyrgyz Republic, Nicaragua, Tajikistan, and Zambia. 

Table C.3. Evidence from Benin, Burkina Faso, Ghana, Honduras, Kyrgyz 
Republic, Nicaragua, Tajikistan, and Zambia 

Evidence Type Evidence 

Aiming for 
outcomes  

• Prioritization: In IDA countries, the World Bank Group’s 
concessional finance means that it has much more leverage 
(relative to IBRD countries) in pushing clients to adopt Bank 
Group priorities. Yet, significant internal competition between 
Global Practices for program space makes it difficult to 
achieve a strategic focus. Geographic location filters, higher 
project overlap/interconnectedness, and higher Country 
Director ownership throughout the whole country 
engagement have proven useful for increasing prioritization. 
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Evidence Type Evidence 

 • One World Bank Group: IFC’s involvement in the design of the 
country engagement in IDA countries is marginal, although 
the Upstream work of IFC and its new country products are 
starting to shift this. IDA countries are considered priority 
countries for MIGA, whose involvement in the country 
engagement cycle has improved over time. 

 • Institutional capacity building versus direct services: In IDA 
countries portfolios are more balanced between direct 
investments in service delivery and indirect pathways to 
strengthen government’s capacity to deliver. 

Capturing 
outcomes  

• Measurability is still an issue in IDA countries, with frequent 
data gaps, especially at the local level, which contributes to 
an overreliance on project data in Bank Group results 
frameworks. In IDA countries there is more effort to 
coordinate with other development partners, including to set 
priorities and division of labor. However, most of the time this 
coordination does not extend to monitoring and evaluation. 
Donors retain their own system and government counterparts 
have to comply with multiple reporting requirements, which 
does not favor the establishment of a country system for 
monitoring and evaluation. 

• Results frameworks fail to capture other important intangible 
aspects of IDA investments such as capacity building, policy 
dialogues, or scale-up or demonstration effects. CPF results 
frameworks also aim for alignment with the IDA results 
frameworks, which is a driving force of indicator selection. 

• Teams suggest more qualitative monitoring and the use of 
already existing World Bank tools such as the Survey of Well-
Being via Instant and Frequent Tracking, the Iterative 
Beneficiary Monitoring, and “Listening to Tajikistan,” as 
examples of high-frequency surveys to monitor life 
satisfaction, fragility, and shocks during country 
engagements. 
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Evidence Type Evidence 

Adaptive 
management 

Adaptations to country engagements are common in IDA, but few 
are driven by information coming from the results framework. Other 
factors usually carry more weight. These include (i) responding to 
changes in country demands and political economy; (ii) 
incorporating corporate priorities, particularly IDA commitments; 
and (iii) recalibrating donor coordination and establishing a division 
of labor. 

Client engagement The level of attention to outcome measurement varies significantly 
across and within IDA countries. The World Bank contributes to 
strengthening government statistical capacity in IDA countries via 
stand-alone projects and through specific activities built into 
projects. In some countries there has been significant improvement 
in data availability, but the use of data remains weak. 

Note: IBRD = International Bank for Reconstruction and Development; IDA = International Development 

Association; IFC = International Finance Corporation; MIGA = Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency. 

Country Engagements in Fragility, Conflict, 
and Violence Countries 
Table C.4 presents summary findings from the fragility, conflict, and 

violence–categorized countries of Afghanistan, Chad, Haiti, Kosovo, Papua 

New Guinea, and the Solomon Islands. 

Table C.4. Evidence from Afghanistan, Chad, Haiti, Kosovo, Papua New 
Guinea, and the Solomon Islands 

Evidence Type Evidence 
Aiming for 
outcomes  

• Prioritization: FCV countries present a particular challenge 
because teams need to balance long-term development 
agendas with shorter-term shocks or crisis response, some of 
which are of humanitarian nature. Political economy 
challenges are severe, and flexibility is required to take 
advantage of opportunities as they arise based on political 
economy (for example, a supportive minister). Very high 
turnover in government officials can make long-term 
planning and sustained agendas difficult. Coordination with 
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Evidence Type Evidence 
other donors and partnerships are all the more important, 
because the Bank Group does not have a comparative 
advantage in addressing all of the complex challenges posed 
by FCV, including security issues. Joint donor planning 
mechanisms have been helpful in coordinating priorities for 
policy reforms notably (for example, Pacific Islands and 
Afghanistan). In some FCV countries, such as Afghanistan, 
Trust Funded activities are a substantial part of the World 
Bank’s portfolio and have their own strategy processes, and 
the Bank Group’s country strategy can be designed to follow 
and align with those processes. 

• Institutional capacity building versus direct service: 
Contributions to stability, capacity building and basic state-
building and service delivery are prevalent channels. For 
example, in the Solomon Islands, World Bank projects on 
rural development and youth employment have played a 
contributing role to peace and stability through project 
activities that build dispute resolution mechanisms, increasing 
rural incomes, improving service delivery, and providing jobs. 
Yet, it is hard to have big sector impacts except over the long 
term. There is an institutional culture that prioritizes delivery 
over results, but staff argue that the sheer difficulty of 
operational delivery means that it is appropriate for 
substantial effort to be focused here. 

Capturing 
outcomes  

• Data availability is a critical issue. The scarcity and low quality 
of data are major problems in FCV countries. As a result, 
country teams depend on project data, which can rely on 
third-party monitoring or remote and extenuating factors 
associated with fragility (that vary by sectors and timeframes) 
hinder measurability. 

• Development outcomes in FCV countries can be achieved 
through maintaining development gains, or by preventing 
them from slipping backward. 

Adaptive 
management 

Because of rapidly changing circumstances in the field and political 
economy, high levels of conflict and insecurity, and the capacity 
constraints of counterparts, frequent adaptations are necessary in 
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Evidence Type Evidence 
FCV countries. Country teams must have a higher tolerance for risk 
and expect failures. Yet, this remains difficult in a results system that 
requires forecasting and justifying departure from what was 
planned.  

Client engagement Client involvement in outcome measurement and management is 
limited to the project level. Other than this, in FCV countries, clients 
have either no system or very limited monitoring and evaluation 
systems for tracking development progress. There are few signs of 
World Bank support for capacity building on monitoring and 
evaluation at the country level; those efforts that exist are usually 
about improving monitoring and evaluation capacity for specific 
projects (monitoring systems) not on evaluation or learning. 

Source: Independent Evaluation Group. 

Note: FCV = fragility, conflict, and violence.
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Appendix D. Options for a Prototype 
Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning 
Plan 
This appendix seeks to provide more detail on what a monitoring, 

evaluation, and learning plan might look like and how it could improve some 

of the limitations of the World Bank Group’s country-level results system. 

The vision laid out here is one possible means of reforming this system to 

ensure that it accurately captures the Bank Group’s contribution to country 

outcomes and usefully informs decision-making on country engagements. 

The vision here is not intended to be prescriptive but rather to respond to 

Bank Group management requests for greater granularity in a proposed 

reform and provide ideas that could be built on further. 

Objectives of a Monitoring, Evaluation, and 
Learning Plan 
At the country-level A monitoring, evaluation, and learning (MEL) plan is a 

tool for country teams, Regions, management, and the Board of Executive 

Directors for planning, managing, and governing three processes: 

 Monitoring strategic progress, portfolio performance, operational risks 

and contexts, and the development hypotheses (programmatic 

assumptions) that underly the CPF 

 Evaluating the results and performance of the country program and the 

contribution of the Bank Group to country outcomes 

 Learning and adapting portfolios, programs, and interventions based on 

evidence. 

MEL plans are intended to be a country-level complement to the existing 

project-level results system, which is anchored on results frameworks. 
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IEG’s evaluation on outcome orientation at the country level does not 

suggest changes to the project-level results system. 

Content and Intended Use 
Table D.1 summarizes the types of MEL approaches, their intended use, and 

associated evidence needs. 

The MEL plan would address some of the limitations of the current systems 

as laid out in table D.2. However, the MEL plan approach would not be 

sufficient to address the range of challenges laid out in the report. Other 

issues such as incentives or selectivity also deserve attention. 

Table D.1. Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning Approaches and Their 
Intended Use 

 Approach Intended Use  
Type of Evidence 
Needed  

M
on

ito
rin

g 

Tracking 
country 

outcomes 

Monitor progress toward key 
country outcomes that the Bank 
Group seeks to influence across CPF 
cycles. Help management and the 
Board identify areas where progress 
is going in the right direction and 
those where it is not and might 
warrant further attention. 

A selection of country 
outcome–level indicators 
that would not change 
drastically with each CPF 
cycle. Some could be 
aligned with SDGs. No 
assumption of attribution to 
Bank Group interventions 
and no need for specific 
targets to be met. 
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 Approach Intended Use  
Type of Evidence 
Needed  

Tracking 
corporate 

goals at the 
country 

level 

Ensure that corporate priorities are 
being addressed by the program 
and provide the data necessary for 
corporate reporting mechanisms 
such as the corporate scorecard and 
for IDA. 

Key performance indicators 
to track corporate 
commitments at the country 
level, such as gender 
equality, climate change, and 
so on, as well as key 
indicators from the IDA 
results framework. 

Monitoring 
country 
portfolio 

performance 

Help country teams with operational 
management and delivery.  

Information from the 
unchanged project-level 
monitoring and results 
system. 

Ev
al

ua
tin

g 

Evaluating 
the 

contribution 
of the Bank 

Group to 
country 

outcomes 

Inform teams and the Board on how 
Bank Group engagements influence 
country outcomes. This could 
include assessing the combined 
effects of Bank Group interventions 
over time in countries where 
multiple instruments are used to 
contribute to key outcomes. This 
could also include assessing the 
Bank Group’s contribution to indirect 
pathways (market creation, 
institution building, and so on.) 
through analytical work, technical 
assistance, capacity building, policy 
dialogue, market creation, and 
convening work. 

Mixed-methods studies that 
focus on contribution rather 
than attribution could help 
provide a narrative that 
informs teams and the Board 
on how Bank Group 
engagements connect to 
country outcomes. A range 
of evaluation methods can 
be used to collect and 
analyze this information.  
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 Approach Intended Use  
Type of Evidence 
Needed  

Assessing 
the results 
of country 
portfolios  

Provide an overall performance 
proxy that mimics most of the 
accountability elements of the 
existing system (which relies heavily 
on project data) but without the 
need for a separate and costly 
country-level results framework. 

A synthesis of evidence from 
project ratings and 
assessments. 

 Assessing 
the 

satisfaction 
of key 

stakeholders 

Provide qualitative feedback on the 
effectiveness of the country 

engagement and elements that 
have been more or less effective.  

These and other qualitative 
information sources are 

particularly important for 
understanding the relevance 

of Bank Group’s 
engagement. 

Le
ar

ni
ng

 

Stocktaking 
and Mid-

Term 
reviews 

Occasional stocktaking exercises 
when circumstances warrant (for 
example, Mid-Term review; change 
in government; major shock) to 
consider shifting priorities, necessary 
adaptations. These stocktaking 
would go to the Board only if a 
major shift in the program is 
warranted.  

A synthesis of existing data 
and information available 
from the monitoring and 
evaluation activities to inform 
specific decisions or 
adaptation. 

Facilitating 
reflection 
sessions 

Encourage and facilitate the use of 
evaluative evidence for decisions 
and learning.  

Create platforms for person-
to-person learning and 
information sharing that can 
be more effective than 
learning from formal reports 
or codified lessons. 

Filling 
knowledge 

gaps  

Bridging knowledge gaps around 
specific CPF objectives or country 
outcomes.  

A set of questions or 
knowledge gaps and how 
they can be filled through 
research, analytics, 
evaluation, and so on. 

Note: CPF = Country Partnership Framework. 
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Table D.2. How a MEL Plan Addresses Limitations of the Current Country 
Results System 

Intended 
Use Current System  MEL Plan  

Capturing 
contribution 
to country 
outcomes 

Though CPF objectives are 
framed in terms of outcomes, 
their results frameworks’ 
indicators do not capture well 
these objectives, and about 
half the time are framed 
below the level of the 
objectives they seek to 
capture, particularly because 
of the expectation that 
indicators are quantified and 
clearly attributable to Bank 
Group interventions. 

 

Rather than focusing on quantitative and 
attributable effects of Bank Group 
interventions, the MEL plan and its terminal 
evaluation would report on the contribution 
of the Bank Group to key CPF objectives and 
their influence on country outcomes. The 
design of evaluations would embrace 
principles from contribution analysis and 
incorporate qualitative data and evidence. 

 

Capturing 
the 
contribution 
of various 
and multiple 
instruments, 
and of 
indirect 
development 
pathways  

Most country strategy 
indicators come from lending 
projects, and do not properly 
capture the contribution of 
advisory services, analytics, 
policy dialogues, or 
stakeholder convening. IFC’s 
and MIGA’s contributions are 
also not well captured. CLRs 
rarely captured 
complementarities across 
instruments so are not able to 
establish whether the Bank 
Group’s contribution is more 
than the sum of its parts. 
 

By removing the expectation that effects of 
the full CPF be captured, a MEL plan that 
embraced selectivity could allow deeper 
inquiry into critical areas of interest. 
These could include specific evaluation 
exercises on the influence of critical 
nonlending activities and indirect 
development pathways. A well-selected set 
of study would assess the contribution of 
packages of interventions, including IFC and 
MIGA, to key country outcomes pursued 
over the long term by the Bank Group. Not 
restricting the evidence base to quantifiable 
indicators would provide opportunities for 
teams to leverage and tap into a wider range 
of evidence, including surveys, narrative 
accounts, and better leverage existing 
evidence from the project-level results 
systems in the three institutions.  
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Intended 
Use Current System  MEL Plan  

Capturing 
contributions 
over time 

Country strategies lay out 
future objectives, but results 
frameworks primarily capture 
past operations and do not 
capture medium- to long-
term effects. 

Monitoring would take place across CPF 
cycles and evaluation exercises would be 
timed to be able to capture the contribution 
of long-term effects of programs. 

Reporting on 
corporate 
priorities 

The current results 
framework–based system 
does not facilitate reporting 
on corporate priority at the 
country level and these are 
carried out as separate 
exercises.  

The monitoring plan would have a set of 
indicators dedicated to reporting on 
corporate priorities and IDA Results 
Frameworks. This would make it easier for 
Regions to report to Senior Management 
and the Board on corporate commitments. 

Adaptive 
Management  

The country-level results 
system does not effectively 
support adaptive 
management. Decisions on 
balancing risks and rewards 
are also not well informed by 
the results system. 

Much of the time and effort 
put into PLRs is taken up by 
revising the results 
frameworks, which can crowd 
out collective reflection.  

Country teams would shape the Monitoring 
and Evaluation plan in part so that they fit 
their own adaptive management and 
learning needs. Less time spent on reporting 
and adapting the results framework and 
more ownership in the system would 
encourage collective reflection. 
Accountability and incentive mechanisms 
that would encourage evaluative thinking 
and learning would support the use of data 
and evidence that are more fit for purpose.  

Knowledge 
of Bank 
Group 
contribution 
to high level 
outcomes 

The country-level results 
system prioritizes 
accountability rather than 
knowledge generation. 

Some country teams carry 
out other evaluative exercises 
to assess achievements of 
outcomes, but these are rare 
and overshadowed by the 
results system’s emphasis on 

Increased knowledge of the Bank Group’s 
contribution to country outcomes would 
come from the combination of monitoring 
country outcomes that the Bank Group 
seeks to influence over the long term and 
specific evaluations to assess the 
contribution of the World Bank to such 
outcomes for accountability. 

The multiple evaluative studies that already 
take place at the project or country level 
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Intended 
Use Current System  MEL Plan  

targets and indicators, which 
also consumes the time of 
monitoring and evaluation 
staff. 

would be better recognized and their 
content used for outcome management 
because they would be part and parcel of 
the MEL plan.  

Organization 
learning 

Requirements to update and 
fill out CPF results 
frameworks and prepare 
PLRs and CLRs as Board 
deliverables tend to crowd 
out learning and reflection. 

Lessons captured in the PLR 
and CLR are considered too 
generic to be useful and there 
is little evidence of these 
products being used beyond 
reporting purposes.  

The MEL would place greater emphasis on 
evaluation that meets the needs of country 
teams and supports their learning. The 
Learning Plan would help Country Teams 
better manage their learning and have 
dedicated reflection sessions to grapple with 
the findings of the monitoring and evaluation 
activities. Relaxing requirements for Board 
deliverables for midterm reporting would 
reduce the compliance burden on teams. 

Incentives Teams engage with the 
system out of compliance, 
not out of a sense of utility or 
interest.  

By placing greater emphasis on the needs 
and uses of country teams, the MEL would 
improve ownership of and interest in the 
system by these teams. Dedicated time and 
forums at all levels of the organization to 
discuss the findings from monitoring and 
evaluation activities would enhance interest 
and use of the results system.  

Note: CLR = Completion and Learning Review; CPF = Country Partnership Framework; MEL = 

monitoring, evaluation, and learning; PLR = Performance and Learning Review. 

Section 1: Monitoring Plan 

A monitoring plan would describe how the country team will monitor the 

country engagement’s performance, changes to the country outcomes that 

the Bank Group seeks to influence, and contextual risks that are relevant to 

specific CPF Objectives. A monitoring plan could encompass the following: 



Appendix D  
Prototype Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning Plan  

167 

 (Across CPF cycles) Monitoring progress toward key country 

outcomes: a selection of country outcome–level indicators that the 

World Bank Group is trying to influence across CPF cycles. The set of 

selected indicators would not change drastically with each CPF cycle 

unless there were fundamental shifts in CPF strategy (which is rare), and 

there would also be no assumption of attribution to Bank Group 

interventions and no need for specific targets to be met. 

o Indicators might include human capital index, education 

enrollment, electricity access, prevalence of stunting, share of 

population using safely managed water services, proportion of youth 

not in education or employment, natural capital depletion, and so 

on.). 

o These indicators could align with SDG indicators in some cases. Data 

for indicators could come from government data, new monitoring 

efforts, country-specific or global World Bank analytical work (such 

as the Human Capital Index or work on natural capital accounting) 

but would be unlikely to come from specific World Bank project 

indicators. 1 

 (Within CPF cycle) Monitoring progress toward key corporate 

objectives: This would include key performance indicators to track 

corporate commitments at the country level, such as gender equality, 

climate change, and so on, as well as key indicators from the IDA results 

framework. This would help streamline and facilitate corporate 

reporting on key goals and priorities. 

 (Periodic) Monitoring of outcome risks: a list of relevant indicators 

for monitoring country-level risks that could affect progress toward 

specific outcomes, this could also include existing World Bank and 

IFC/MIGA tools to monitor conflict or fragility. There could be synergies 

with the updated risk management framework currently being rolled out. 
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  (Routine) Monitoring of portfolio performance: a streamlined set of 

indicators that country teams use for Health Check of the portfolio, on a 

regular basis. This would be extracting information from the unchanged 

project-level results system. 

o For example, disbursement rate, problem projects, financial 

return for IFC, and so on. 

Intended Use 

Monitoring country outcomes would help track progress toward country 

outcomes that the Bank Group is seeking to influence and would support 

oversight and governance. It would be a complement to the existing 

monitoring of results frameworks at the project level. It could help senior 

management and Board members to identify areas where progress is going in 

the right direction and those where it is not and might warrant further 

attention. It could help meet the Board’s demand for information on high-

level outcomes. Harmonized monitoring with other development partners 

could help focus attention and incentives around priority outcomes. 

Tracking SDG indicators could help show to the Board how the Bank Group 

program connects to the SDGs. 

 Monitoring corporate objectives would help ensure that corporate 

priorities were being addressed by the program and provide the data 

necessary for corporate reporting mechanisms such as the corporate 

scorecard and for IDA. 

 Monitoring of outcome risks would support adaptive management by 

providing early warning of trends that might affect progress toward 

outcomes and serve as a trigger for country teams to identify options for 

proactive risk management through risk mitigation or exposure 

reduction. 
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 Monitoring of portfolio performance, as occurs already, helps country 

teams with operational management and delivery. This is an important 

function that should continue. 

Section 2: Evaluation Plan 

At the country level, an evaluation plan would describe evaluations planned 

to be carried out during the strategy period. The plan would be a 

complement to the existing project-level self-evaluation system and focus 

on activities that would bridge knowledge gaps that are not covered by 

project-level assessments. The plan would define the team’s criteria for 

selecting evaluation activities, the evaluation’s purpose and expected use, 

possible evaluation questions, and the evaluation modality (internal or 

commissioned out). The evaluation plan would also include a terminal 

synthetic report that would be intended to inform development of the next 

strategy. This report would synthesize available information on the Bank 

Group’s performance, including the results from evaluative activities under 

the MEL plan, portfolio information from project results systems, and 

stakeholder feedback surveys or narrative accounts. The evaluation plan 

would lay out any planned particular areas of focus for this terminal 

assessment. The plan could include the following: 

 A synthesis of evidence from project evaluations and ratings, which 

could include information stemming from World Bank Implementation 

Completion and Results Report Reviews, IFC’s Expanded Project 

Supervision Report, Project Completion Reports, information from 

Anticipated Impact Measuring and Monitoring, and MIGA’s IMPACT 

assessments. 

 Planned stakeholder surveys or narrative accounts; for example, 

o Client or beneficiary survey 

o Other citizen engagement, civil society, and nonstate actor 

engagement tools at the country level 
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 Planned evaluations with specific data collection: 

o Of interventions or projects: (for example, [quasi] experimental 

impact evaluations or mixed-methods assessment) 

o Of contributions to specific outcomes over multiple CPF cycle of 

packages of instruments; for example, 

 Operations Policy and Country Services pilots 

 RAS evaluation in Romania 

 (Hypothetical) contribution of Bank Group to state-

owned enterprise reforms in Serbia 

 (Hypothetical) contribution of Bank Group to SDG 4 

(quality education) in Vietnam 

 (Hypothetical) contribution of Bank Group to improving 

social contract in Tunisia 

o Joint evaluation with other development partners of shared 

approaches; for example, 

 Joint evaluation of budget support to Ghana 

 Joint evaluation of hurricane response in Haiti 

 For each planned evaluation, the plan could lay out the purpose and 

expected use of the evaluation, the decision points that require evidence 

from evaluation, possible evaluation questions, whether the evaluation 

will be conducted internally (for example, by country teams, by poverty 

GP, Development Economics, Regional Development Economics units, 

and so on.) or externally (outsourced to consultant or consulting firm); 

estimated budget, and start/completion date. 
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Intended Use 

A terminal synthesis report can support accountability and learning 

functions. Timing it to precede rather than accompany the CPF would enable 

it to meaningfully inform CPF preparation. Enabling it to focus evaluative 

efforts on specific areas of interest would allow deeper treatment of priority 

issues, rather than wide but superficial coverage. Using a wider set of 

methods and a focus on contribution rather than attribution could help 

provide a narrative that informs teams and the Board on how Bank Group 

engagements connect to country outcomes. 

A synthesis of evidence from project evaluations and ratings would be a low-

cost means of providing an overall performance proxy that mimics most of 

the accountability elements of the existing system (which relies heavily on 

project data) but without the need for a separate and costly country-level 

results framework. 

Planned stakeholder surveys or narrative accounts can provide valuable 

qualitative feedback on the effectiveness of the country engagement and 

elements that have been more or less effective. These and other qualitative 

information sources are particularly important for understanding Bank 

Group contributions to indirect development effects, including analytical 

work, technical assistance, capacity building, policy dialogue, market 

creation, and convening work. 

Specific planned evaluations can create platforms for gathering evidence 

around particular issues of strategic importance, especially when there are 

known decision points that could be informed by such evidence. For 

example, a deeper evaluation on a particular modality would be useful for 

informing decisions on whether to continue, scale up, or shift away from a 

particular modality. 

An evaluation plan is intended to be context-specific and allow the Bank 

Group to best capture its contribution to country outcomes. Evaluation plans 

are meant to be adapted to the nature and composition of the country 
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portfolio (for example, heavy reliance on advisory services and analytics, 

policy lending versus primarily investment lending); the development 

pathways that are privileged (for example, indirect versus direct) and the 

country context (for example, data rich versus data poor). 

For example, in countries where the World Bank primarily pursues country 

outcomes through indirect pathways to strengthen institutions, improve the 

quality of governments’ spending, or catalyze private sector development 

and uses primarily policy lending, technical assistance, or IFC Upstream 

approaches, the evaluation plan would rely less on collecting information on 

standard sector indicators and more on dedicated mixed-methods 

evaluations that would trace progress toward institutional change. 

Conversely, in countries where the Bank Group primarily works through 

direct investments in sectors where outcome data can be routinely collected 

and where sectoral Management Information Systems can effectively track 

progress, indicator frameworks can be prominently featured in the 

evaluation approach. 

Section 3: Learning Plan 

A learning plan would identify knowledge gaps that the country team 

intends to fill during the CPF period. It would also plan activities for country 

teams to periodically reflect on certain activities, processes, and findings 

related to evaluations, information monitoring, and stakeholder 

engagements. The MEL could include one or more midterm reviews, where 

the country team engages in an exercise to collectively consider whether 

progress toward objectives is on the right track or not, and identify lessons 

or opportunities for changing direction. 

This plan would lay out the country teams’ approach to learning and 

adapting, what types of processes or activities will help the team ensure that 

the program is coordinated (with Practice Groups, across Bank Group 

institutions, with partners, and with clients), that it is grounded in evidence, 
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and adjusted as necessary to remain effective. Such a plan could include the 

following types of activities: 

 Identifying key knowledge gaps around specific CPF objectives or 

country outcomes and how they can be filled through research, 

analytics, evaluation, and so on. 

 Planning for facilitated reflection sessions based on collected or 

synthesized evidence to inform decisions and adaptation. Some of these 

sessions would be internal, others would be joint with IFC and MIGA, 

some might be within the context of “country platforms,” or with the 

clients only, and so on. 

 Occasional stocktaking exercises when circumstances warrant it (for 

example, Mid-term Review; change in government; major shock) to 

consider shifting priorities, necessary adaptations. These stocktakings 

would go to the Board only if a major shift in the program is warranted 

(light PLR). 

Intended Use 

A learning plan would help encourage country teams to learn from evidence, 

and to create platforms for person-to-person learning and information that 

can be more effective than learning from formal reports or codified lessons. 

They would also enable oversight from senior management and the Board, 

who would be able to send signals that learning is a priority and observe 

whether country management teams are establishing environments that 

support learning. These learning plans are not meant to be standardized 

across the Bank Group but should be adapted to the current practices and 

team culture of country teams that support continuous learning and 

adaptation. 
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1 Exceptions might occur for example in very small countries, for policy lending operations, or 

for sector-wide approaches, where the project/program truly engages on key country sectoral 

outcomes. 
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