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Foreword
Programs with regional or global reach are increasingly being used to channel funds to specific development needs, reflecting the emergence of new funding sources and in some cases
donor distrust of the established multilateral development model to deliver global goods.
Evaluating the contribution of these programs is important to understanding whether their
relevance and effectiveness live up to their promise and how they contribute to the new aid
architecture.
The World Bank has been a leader in the development of Global and Regional Partnership
Programs (GRPPs), which have become a significant line of business for addressing global
challenges and sharing knowledge about development. The Bank has helped establish dozens of the programs over the past 15 years and is now involved in nearly 120 GRPPs with
shared governance. These programs have enabled the Bank to engage with a wide range of
partners, including other donors, private foundations, leading international nongovernmental organizations, civil society organizations, and universities.
Almost half the programs are relatively small knowledge, advocacy, and standard-setting
networks; most are supported by the Development Grant Facility and located outside the
Bank. A little more than a quarter of somewhat larger programs provide country-level technical assistance in support of national public goods; most are supported by donor trust
funds and located inside the bank. The remaining programs are financing global or countrylevel investments primarily for global and regional public goods such as preserving environmental commons and controlling communicable diseases.
This biennial report on the World Bank’s involvement in GRPPs—its third since 2004—
synthesizes the findings and lessons from 17 GRPPs completed since 2006. It assesses the
progress that the Bank has made in promoting effective partnerships and provides a preliminary assessment of the effectiveness of the Development Grant Facility in providing a limited amount of grant financing for GRPPs.
The evaluation finds that many task teams have brought extraordinary dedication and ownership to their programs, despite constraints on their time and insufficient budgetary resources for oversight. The Bank has successfully convened and mobilized resources for new
programs, but it has contributed less to other institutional aspects of partnership formation,
growth, and sustainability. The Bank has not established reliable systems for tracking
GRPPs, for fostering strong linkages with country operations, or for oversight and risk management of individual programs. In these respects, the implementation of its policy agenda
to promote effective partnership arrangements has essentially stalled during the last three
years.
The Independent Evaluation Group recommendations for Bank involvement in GRPPs echo
the core recommendations from its Trust Fund evaluation: the Bank should improve selectivity and oversight of its GRPP portfolio, enhance the effectiveness of individual programs,
and minimize the risks associated with the programs. In particular, the Bank should develop a formal policy on engaging with GRPPs, including standard approval processes for
xi
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Bank engagement independent of how individual programs are financed, and a policy for
hosting the GRPP management units that are located in the Bank.

Vinod Thomas
Director-General, Evaluation
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Preface
This is third biennial report of the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) on the World
Bank’s involvement in global and regional partnership programs (GRPPs) since the
conclusion of IEG’s two-phase evaluation on this topic in 2004. The first two biennial reports
were discussed at the Committee on Development Effectiveness Subcommittee in May 2006
and March 2008. The present report is the first one that will be disclosed to the public—
reflecting the growing maturity of this line of IEG’s work.
Similar to the previous two reports, this report has three major purposes:
•

•
•

To update the Bank’s Board on progress in implementing the recommendations in
the 2004 evaluation that were directed at IEG (then known as the Operations
Evaluation Department) itself
To synthesize the findings and lessons from the first 17 regular Global and Regional
Program Reviews (GPRs) that IEG has completed since 2006
To assess the progress that Bank management has made in implementing Bank-wide
systems and accountabilities for managing and overseeing its portfolio of GRPPs.

In addition—in response to requests from several Executive Directors in June 2010 that IEG
undertake an evaluation of the Bank’s Development Grant Facility—the present report
provides a preliminary assessment of the effectiveness of the Development Grant Facility in
providing a limited amount of grant financing for GRPPs.
This report has been based on the first 17 GPRs that IEG has completed and on interviews
with Bank staff who have been involved in the management and oversight of GRPPs in
Central, Network, and Regional Vice Presidencies. IEG greatly appreciates the time and
insights provided by those interviewed for this report, including network and regional staff
who confirmed the accuracy of the basic information provided in the appendixes to this
report on the nearly 120 GRPPs with which the Bank is currently involved.
IEG reviews GRPPs (a) to help improve the relevance and effectiveness of the programs
being reviewed and (b) to learn lessons of broader application to other programs. IEG does
not, as a matter of policy, recommend the continuation or discontinuation of any programs
being reviewed, because that is properly the jurisdiction of the governing bodies of each
program.
Similar to IEG’s reviews of Bank-supported projects and Country Assistance Strategies, the
preparation of a GPR is contingent on a recently completed evaluation of the program being
reviewed; such evaluations are typically commissioned by the governing body of the
program. Each GPR assesses the independence and quality of that evaluation, provides a
second opinion on the effectiveness of the program, assesses the performance of the Bank as
a partner in the program, and draws lessons for the Bank’s engagement in GRPPs. The GPRs
do not formally rate these various attributes of the program.
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Each GPR has involved a desk review of key documents, a review of relevant academic
literature, consultations with key stakeholders, and a mission to the program management
unit (secretariat) of the program if this is located outside the World Bank or Washington,
DC. Key stakeholders have included the Bank’s representative on the governing body of the
program, the Bank’s task team leader, the program chair, the head of the secretariat, other
program partners (at the governance and implementing levels), and other Bank operational
staff involved with the program. Most IEG reviewers have also consulted with the person(s)
who conducted the evaluation of the GRPP.
Each GPR is subject to internal IEG peer review and management approval. Once cleared
internally, each GPR has been reviewed by the responsible Bank unit and the management
of the program. Comments received have been taken into account in finalizing each review,
and the formal management response from the program has been attached as an annex to
the final report. After each report has been distributed to the Bank’s Board of Executive
Directors, it has been disclosed to the public on IEG’s external Web site.
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Executive Summary
Fostering partnerships to address global challenges and share knowledge is a cornerstone of the
Bank’s strategic vision. Global and Regional Partnership Programs (GRPPs) with shared governance
are a basic building block in this effort and have become a significant line of business for the World
Bank, and hence for evaluation by the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG). The nearly 120 programs in which the Bank is currently involved are spending about $7 billion annually.
The objectives of the 17 programs that IEG has reviewed in depth since 2006 have been highly relevant in terms of collectively addressing important global and regional issues, but few have had a
well-articulated results framework. Almost all programs can point to some positive achievements in
terms of outputs. However, the sustainability of a number of programs and the benefits they foster
is threatened by weak resource mobilization strategies, failure to keep up with the changing global
and regional context, and difficulties in demonstrating results at the outcome level.
The Bank’s management and oversight of its GRPP portfolio shows strengths and weaknesses.
Many task teams have brought extraordinary dedication and ownership to their programs, despite
constraints on their time and insufficient budgetary resources for oversight. The Bank has played to
its comparative advantage in convening and mobilizing resources for new programs, but less in contributing to other institutional aspects of partnership formation, growth, and sustainability. So far,
the Bank has not established reliable systems for keeping track of the GRPPs in which it is involved,
for fostering strong linkages with country operations, or for oversight and risk management of individual programs. In contrast to the excellent foundational and strategic work that the Bank did on
GRPPs in the early 2000s, the implementation of its strategic and policy agenda to promote effective
partnership arrangements has essentially stalled during the last three years.
The Development Grant Facility (DGF) has provided funding to about 70 of these 120 GRPPs. It
has had a number of successes, but it is no longer the umbrella facility for all the Bank’s grant financing arrangements, as was envisaged when it was established in 1998. A number of significant
programs have now left the DGF umbrella, but continue to be funded by other Bank resources.
There is a sound rationale for the Bank to be engaged in grant making in a small way, but the effectiveness of the DGF has been hindered by governance and management issues and by the inconsistent application of its own eligibility criteria. The ongoing strategic reorientation of the DGF toward
a “venture capital” approach provides an opportunity to revitalize it. Based on IEG’s findings from
the experience of 16 DGF-supported programs, the DGF should focus its efforts on building sustainable institutional arrangements that can survive the Bank’s financial exit and on helping to secure
multidonor financing from the outset.
The Bank’s Involvement in GRPPs
In the absence of a global government that can collect taxes to provide global and regional public goods
directly, partnership programs with shared governance arrangements have become the principal instrument for doing this. The number of GRPPs has
also grown because of dissatisfaction with traditional
aid mechanisms, the involvement of new actors and
constituencies in development, new information and

communication technologies that facilitate collective
action, and collective decisions to concentrate resources on achieving selected Millennium Development Goals.
The Bank is currently involved in nearly 85 global and
35 regional programs—and another dozen are under
development. Of these, about 40 percent have management units (secretariats) located inside the Bank,
xvii
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about 35 percent in other international or partner
organizations, and about 25 percent are freestanding
independent legal entities.
The World Bank plays many roles in GRPPs, depending on the program—as convener, financial contributor, trustee, member of the governing body, chair,
host of the secretariat, administrative support and/or
implementing agency.
The Bank is not a major funding source. Bilateral donors and private foundations provide the lion’s share
of the $7.0 billion being spent by all 120 programs
combined. The Bank contributes about 2.5 percent—
from its administrative budget and the DGF—but
has become the largest trustee, handling about 80
percent of the trust fund resources ($5 billion annually) dedicated to these 120 programs. Still, the Bank
has operational responsibility for only one-fifth
(about $1 billion) of these resources—the remainder
being financial intermediary trust funds for programs
located outside the Bank.
Almost half the programs are knowledge, advocacy,
and standard-setting networks that are generating and
disseminating knowledge about development in their
sector. Most are being supported by the DGF and are
located outside the Bank. These programs are generally small, with annual expenditures averaging less
than $5 million.
An intermediate number (about 27 percent) of
somewhat larger programs (averaging $16 million
annually) provides country-level technical assistance
to support national policy and institutional reforms
and to catalyze public or private investments in their
sector. Most of these are located inside the Bank, because the Bank’s country-level presence enables it to
supervise such activities.
The remaining programs finance global or countrylevel investments to support the provision of global,
regional, or national public goods. The four largest of
these programs—the Global Fund to Fight AIDS,
Tuberculosis, and Malaria; the Global Environment
Facility; the Consultative Group on International
Agricultural Research; and the Global Alliance for
Vaccines and Immunization—account for 73 percent
of the expenditures of all 117 programs.

Challenges for the World Bank
GRPPs with shared governance arrangements present
a number of challenges for the Bank’s traditional
xviii

country-based business model. First, they challenge
the Bank’s traditional financial and managerial accountability mechanisms. Their legal and governance
arrangements do not always confer sufficient clarity
on how the collective responsibility for the programs
works in practice and may set limits on the Bank’s
authority that are not consistent with its accountability.
Second, the Bank is dedicating more and more senior
management time to the governance of these programs, because the programs generally seek the highest possible level of Bank representation on their governing bodies. This involves contributing to the
good governance of the programs, promoting the
interests of the Bank’s client countries, helping to
achieve the greatest possible development impacts,
and ensuring that the Bank’s own roles, responsibilities, and accountabilities in the program are aligned
with the Bank’s formal authority and actual control.
Third, the Bank expects each program’s objectives to
be aligned with its own sector and country strategies,
and each program’s activities to be appropriately
linked to the Bank country operational work. But the
way GRPPs plan their activities is different from the
way the Bank’s country teams plan theirs.
For all these reasons, IEG has focused its own evaluation work on GRPPs with shared governance, rather
than on bilateral partnership arrangements or more
informal multilateral partnerships.
Since a pilot phase in 2006, IEG has now completed
17 Global Program Reviews (GPRs), which are representative of the Bank’s portfolio of GRPPs. All but
one of these were based on an external evaluation.
Among the four largest programs, IEG completed an
evaluation of the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research in 2003, is currently undertaking a review of the Bank’s engagement with the
Global Fund, and is planning to undertake a review
of Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunization in
the near future. Three of the 17 programs reviewed
have been supported by the Global Environment
Facility.
This report addresses three key aspects of the Bank’s
involvement in GRPPs: (a) the performance of individual programs; (b) the Bank’s management and
oversight of its GRPP portfolio; and (c) the role of
the DGF in supporting GRPPs. Key findings in each
area are summarized below.
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GRPP Performance
A number of findings and lessons emerge from the
17 GPRs that IEG has completed since 2006 and
from the external evaluations commissioned by the
programs’ governing bodies.
Independence and quality of evaluations
Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) are critical to measuring and tracking program results, and the independence of evaluations is key to their credibility. IEG
found that 10 of 16 evaluations were independent at
all stages of the evaluation process, from initiation to
the delivery of the final report, and that the quality of
the evaluations was satisfactory in 7 of the 16 cases.
The most common issues that adversely affected their
quality were (a) unclear terms of reference, (b) inadequate budget and time, (c) weak M&E frameworks
for the programs, and (d) lax evaluation methodology
and tools.
Notwithstanding these shortcomings, the external
evaluations have had notable impacts on the programs’ governance and strategies. Led by the global
health partnerships, individual GRPPs are developing
a positive culture of evaluation. But many programs
continue to regard periodic evaluations as a substitute
for the hard work of putting adequate M&E systems
in place to track program outputs and outcomes.
Some programs appear to undertake regular evaluations more to mobilize funds for the programs than
to learn lessons to improve their performance.
Development effectiveness
IEG found that the objectives of virtually all programs were highly relevant but that many programs
had design weaknesses. Objectives were generally
relevant in terms of collectively addressing important
global and regional issues, but few programs had a
well-articulated theory of change indicating how their
strategies and priority activities were expected to lead
to the achievement of their objectives. Some programs, IEG found, needed to scale down the ambition of their objectives to match their resources, or to
be more selective in their choice of activities in accordance with their comparative advantage. A number of the knowledge and advocacy networks had
surprisingly weak communications strategies for
knowledge networks.
In the absence of robust M&E frameworks, systematic evidence relating to the achievement of the programs’ objectives at the outcome level is scarce.

However, almost all programs can point to some
achievements in terms of outputs, as illustrated by the
following positive examples.
Among the investment programs, the Stop Tuberculosis Partnership and its Global Drug Facility have
contributed significantly to global efforts to control
tuberculosis. Key drivers of its achievements have
been a clearly operationalized control strategy and
broad consensus among partners on the technical
features of that strategy, because infectious disease
control programs are to a large extent technologydriven.
The Medicines for Malaria Venture has been effective in efficiently managing a portfolio of candidates
for new malaria drugs through the various phases of
drug discovery and clinical development that precede
formal registration with public authorities, as well as
in raising sufficient funds to establish a strong pipeline of new malaria drugs that are expected to be affordable in developing countries.
Among the technical assistance programs, the Cities
Alliance has become a global leader in supporting
city development strategies and slum upgrading—two
of the most pressing issues in urban development
today. The Extractive Industries Transparency
Initiative and its associated Multi-Donor Trust Fund
in the Bank are in the process of achieving their narrowly defined objective of increasing transparency
over payments and revenues in the extractive sector.
Among the knowledge networks, the Association for
the Development of Education in Africa has become the premier forum for educational policy development and agency cooperation in Africa—
promoting policy dialogue and analytical work on
African educational problems through a variety of
forums, such as biennial meetings, technical gatherings, and working groups. The Consultative Group
to Assist the Poor has become a powerful and pivotal force in the microfinance field, playing a critical
role in helping build inclusive financial systems by
providing advisory services, developing and setting
standards, advancing knowledge, and training and
capacity building.
Governance and management
IEG found a strong qualitative correlation between
the effectiveness of the programs’ governance and
the achievement of their objectives but also observed
a range of legitimacy, accountability, efficiency, and
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transparency issues in the governance and management of the 17 programs reviewed.
There has been an observable trend from shareholder
models of governance, in which only financial contributors are entitled to sit on the governing body, to
stakeholder models with representation from beneficiary countries and civil society organizations as well,
this often comes at a cost to efficiency if the number
of participants representing diverse interests becomes
so large. The overcrowded agendas of annual general
meetings have often hindered considered debate and
decision, particularly of budgets.
Accountability is enhanced when the roles and responsibilities of the partners, the governing bodies,
and the management units are clearly articulated in a
program charter and when accountabilities are well
defined. IEG found many cases where accountabilities are not articulated, understood, or accepted, with
negative effects on the performance of the programs.
Three-quarters of the 117 programs are located in the
World Bank or other partner organizations. Such
hosting arrangements are going to be a continuing
feature of GRPPs, because the benefits of being located in an existing organization generally outweigh
the costs, particularly for small programs. Many programs have succeeded in establishing effective working relationships with their host organizations.
Real and perceived conflicts of interest are a prevailing and essentially unavoidable feature of GRPPs,
deriving primarily from multiple roles that the principal partners play in a given program. IEG agrees
with the recommendations of a recent internal report,
commissioned by the Concessional Finance and
Global Partnerships (CFP) Vice Presidency in FY10,
intended to manage these conflicts more transparently.
Sustainability
IEG found that the sustainability of half the programs was adversely affected by ineffective resource
mobilization strategies, poor governance and management, failure to keep up with the changing global
and regional context, or difficulty in demonstrating
results. One program has closed, and several others
are in danger of doing so for these reasons.
A key message that has emerged from IEG’s reviews
is that the governing body of each program has central responsibility for financial and organizational susxx

tainability, as well as programmatic sustainability. This
should not be a secretariat responsibility. Yet many
governing bodies have not seriously addressed this
issue.
Another key message is the importance of paying
attention to the sustainability of program benefits
early on—to focus on long-term capacity building, to
establish criteria for devolving activities, and to define
potential exit strategies—even when the short-run
need for the partnership is regarded as indisputable.
Very few programs have done this.

Bank Management and Oversight of GRPPs
The Bank has two overlapping strategies—for partnerships and for global public goods—that aim: (a) to
strike an appropriate balance between global and
country programs in supporting global and national
public goods; (b) to establish criteria for engaging in
individual GRPPs; and (c) to lay out the respective
roles and responsibilities of Network, Regional, and
Central vice presidential units (VPUs) in managing
and overseeing the Bank’s GRPPs, consistent with
the decentralized nature of the Bank.
These two strategies have committed Network and
Regional VPUs to strengthening global-country linkages, ensuring a results focus, mobilizing stable
funding for key GRPPs, planning exit strategies,
strengthening oversight, and ensuring wellfunctioning control environments for in-house programs. Central VPUs are responsible for putting in
place business processes to facilitate the approval and
tracking of the Bank’s GRPPs from initial concept to
evaluation. Overall, the Bank has fallen substantially
short of these commitments to its Board.
Network and Regional management of GRPPs
The Bank expects all partnerships to have a clear strategic rationale consistent with the relevant Sector
Strategy Paper and expects that all partnerships
should demonstrate a clear linkage to the core institutional objectives and, above all, to country operational
work. Sector Strategy Papers are expected to contain
an explicit and focused discussion of how partnerships will help achieve goals within each sector.
Based on IEG analysis, Sector Strategy Papers have
not proven useful for formulating sector partnership
strategies because they focus on the Bank’s country
operations and because their extended time periods
(typically 10 years) are not well synchronized with
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partnership programs’ own strategic planning periods
(typically 3–5 years). The Bank needs a different approach and instrument for strategic planning in relation to partnerships.
Evidence for effective operational linkages between
GRPPs and country operations is weak and anecdotal. IEG found strong linkages in only 4 of the 17 programs reviewed—the Association for the Development of Education in Africa, the Cities Alliance, the
Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative, and the
Mesoamerican Biological Corridor.
The broad lesson is that effective global-country linkages do not happen automatically. Strong legitimacy
for a program, arising from developing country representation on the governing body, appears to foster
stronger linkages. Being located in the Bank does not
guarantee effective linkages with the Bank’s country
operations, as the cases of CGAP and the Population
and Reproductive Health Capacity Building Program
demonstrate. Some programs have been designed
with explicit operational linkages (such as those that
purchase cross-support from regional operations),
and many have not. There has been no systematic
assessment of whether these linkages are working
effectively as designed.
The Sustainable Development Network (SDN) is
currently conducting a promising effort to review its
portfolio of GRPPs. It aims to provide a strategic
framework for management decisions on entry into
new programs or on changes to existing programs.
The exercise is already influencing SDN policies and
procedures related to business planning, results
frameworks, improved quality-at-entry for new programs, a more strategic selection of DGF proposals,
and harmonization of resource management across
GRPPs in SDN. This could potentially serve as a
model for other vice presidencies.
Central support
The Bank has not so far established a reliable system
for keeping track of the GRPPs in which it is involved—and of the associated trust funds that
finance them—in spite of a promising start in December 2004. New business processes were put in
place at that time that recognized GRPPs as a separate product line and that aimed to integrate GRPPs
into the Bank’s regular operational and information
systems. New processes were also put in place to improve selectivity and oversight, and the Quality As-

surance Group initiated quality-at-entry reviews of
DGF-supported programs in 2006.
In its second biennial report to the Committee on
Development Effectiveness in March 2008, IEG
pointed out deficiencies in the Bank’s information
systems on GRPPs, including inaccurate classifications of individual programs and their governance
structures, the failure to update information regularly,
and incomplete and unreliable financial information.
Three years later, these issues persist. CFP has recently started a new effort to correct these and other deficiencies.
Recognizing the desirability of reaching a common
understanding of GRRPs among the Bank’s major
development partners, CFP sponsored an international workshop in February 2010, along with counterparts in the World Health Organization and
UNICEF (United Nations Children’s Fund). The goal
was to improve institutional engagement in GRPPs.
Also attended by bilateral donors, private foundations, international experts on GRPPs, and IEG, the
workshop addressed the challenges that GRPPs
present to existing international organizations, harmonization of definitions, understanding governance
structures, good practice engagement, and M&E.
This workshop was a positive first step in bringing
about a greater degree of shared understanding about
approaches to proactive engagement with GRPPs to
enhance their development effectiveness.
Oversight and risk management
Oversight is the responsibility of the Bank’s representative on each program’s governing body, supported by the Bank’s task team leader. IEG has found
little evidence that Bank oversight of GRPPs has improved significantly since its 2004 evaluation on global programs. In its formal response to that evaluation,
Bank management agreed with IEG’s recommendation to clarify the roles, responsibilities, and accountabilities of Bank staff serving on the governing bodies of GRPPs by means of standard terms of
reference and training. Bank management took some
initial steps to implement this recommendation in
2009 by commissioning an internal report on the
issue.
This internal report confirmed many of IEG’s findings and found that the Bank lacks an effective way to
monitor the risks that partnership programs pose for
the Bank. The report made five recommendations to
enhance the transparency and effectiveness of the
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Bank’s participation in the governance of partnership
programs. It also noted that there would first need to
be a Bank-wide decision to adopt a more disciplined
approach to partnership programs to implement its
recommendations, because the CFP Vice Presidency
by itself currently lacks both the mandate and the
tools to implement the recommendations.
IEG agrees with the substance of these recommendations and recommends that the Bank implement
them expeditiously. The Bank also needs to clarify
VPU responsibilities for implementation.

The Development Grant Facility
The DGF was established in 1998 to bring under one
umbrella all the various grant financing arrangements
that had been started over the years—the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research,
several health research programs, the onchocerciasis
(river blindness) programs, the Institutional Development Fund, and the Consultative Group to Assist
the Poor—as well as two new programs that year—
the Post-Conflict Fund and the Information for Development Program.
Today, the DGF is no longer the umbrella facility for
all the Bank’s grant financing arrangements because a
number of significant grant programs—the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research,
the Institutional Development Fund, the PostConflict Fund, and the Africa Capacity Building
Foundation—have now left the DGF but continue to
be funded by other Bank resources.
There is still a sound rationale for the Bank to be engaged in grant making in a small way. The DGF is, in
effect, the Bank’s own trust fund to support partnership activities outside the Bank. But the DGF has
been adversely affected by governance and management issues and by the inconsistent application of its
own eligibility criteria—issues identified in previous
IEG reports.
Eligibility criteria for DGF grants
IEG has found a strong qualitative correlation between programs’ compliance with these criteria and
their development effectiveness. This indicates that
the criteria are doing a reasonable job of screening
programs for likely development effectiveness to the
extent that they are consistently applied. However,
there has been considerable variation in compliance
among the criteria and among programs. Four of the
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eight eligibility criteria remain sound: subsidiarity,
comparative advantage, multicountry benefits, and
managerial competence. The other four criteria—
promoting partnerships, financial leverage, arm’s
length relationship, and disengagement strategy—
have proven problematic.
IEG recommends several steps: (a) specifying more
precisely the types of partnerships to be promoted,
particularly in light of the strategic reorientation of
the DGF toward a “venture capital” model; (b) enforcing the leverage requirement consistently, both ex
post and ex ante, while clearly specifying allowable
exceptions; (c) eliminating the arm’s length requirement, which is superfluous and sends confusing signals; and (d) emphasizing the Bank’s engagement
strategy—rather than disengagement—with each
program, along with the timeframe for the various
ways in which the Bank plans to be engaged.
Governance and management of the DGF
The DGF Council is a legitimate body for allocating a
fixed quantity of the Bank’s own financial resources
among different partnerships, because it is comprised
of representatives from all the Network and Regional
VPUs, as well as CFP and the Legal Department.
However, IEG has observed a number of issues with
respect to efficiency, transparency, and conflicts of
interest.
The DGF follows an annual cycle, culminating in a
presentation to the Bank’s Executive Board in June
each year. At this meeting, the DGF presents the
Council’s recommended allocation of the next year’s
DGF budget. Almost no one whom IEG interviewed
viewed this system as efficient. The structure and
content of the application forms have not been conducive to efficient consideration of existing and new
proposals. IEG has identified some of the deficiencies and made suggestions for improvement. In particular, the forms should include some criteria and
questions that relate to the way in which the programs will subsequently be evaluated.
IEG’s GPRs have also revealed a number of deficiencies in the transparency of information reported by
the DGF Council and Secretariat.
Strategic reorientation of the DGF
The ongoing strategic reorientation of the DGF toward a “venture capital” approach provides an opportunity to revitalize it, if it addresses a number of yet
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unanswered questions, based on the findings and lessons from IEG’s review of 16 DGF-supported programs.
If the Bank is going to help initiate and then exit a
new venture after a few years, it should focus on
building sustainable institutional arrangements that
will survive the Bank’s financial exit. This would imply a preference for supporting partnership programs
with formal governance structures and multidonor
financing at the outset, rather than more informal
types of partnerships.
The DGF has also provided long-term financial support to a number of important global partnerships,
particularly in the health sector. These generally small
but flexible contributions have given the Bank a “seat
at the table” to contribute to the governance of the
global health system for the benefit of the Bank’s
client countries. These contributions have also been
valued by the recipient programs because the funds
have contributed to core rather than earmarked funding. If such grants are still viewed as important but
inconsistent with the new approach, then the Bank
would have to find another instrument to make such
grants.

Recommendations
This report makes the following recommendations to
strengthen the Bank’s management and oversight of
GRPPs. The intent is to improve the development
effectiveness of the programs themselves. The recommendations follow the same logical framework as
those in IEG’s 2004 evaluation of the Bank’s involvement in global programs.

Financing
3. The Bank should revise the eligibility criteria for
receiving DGF grants, taking into account the role of
GRPPs and the DGF in the new aid architecture and
the Bank’s mixed experience with the existing DGF
criteria.
Selectivity
4. The Bank should not formally engage in new
GRPPs that do not have well-articulated governance
arrangements, theory of change, monitoring and
evaluation framework, and resource mobilization
strategy at the outset.
5. The Bank should have an explicit engagement
strategy for each GRPP in which it is involved, including the following:
• The expected roles of the Bank in the program
at both the global and country levels, along with
the expected duration of these roles
• How the program’s activities are expected to be
linked with the Bank’s country operations
• How the risks to the Bank’s participation will be
identified and managed, including conflicts of
interest among the Bank’s roles in the program.
6. The approval of new programs should include
criteria against which programs will subsequently be
evaluated, including:
•
•
•
•

Evidence of an international consensus
Evidence of developing country demand
Subsidiarity
The absence of alternative sources of supply.

Strategic and policy framework

Oversight and risk management

1. The Bank should continue to work with its global
partners to develop shared understanding and information about the role and nature of GRPPs in the
new aid architecture, from the initiation and establishment of new programs through their independent
evaluation and impact assessment.

7. The Bank should strengthen its oversight and risk
management of GRPPs by:

2. The Bank should develop a formal policy on engaging with GRPPs, including among other things:
• Standard approval processes for Bank engagement with new partnership programs, independent of how they are financed
• A policy for hosting the management units (secretariats) of GRPPs inside the Bank.

• Establishing and maintaining a definitive, continuously updated, and searchable database of the
GRPPs in which the Bank is currently engaged
• Requiring standard terms of reference for Bank
staff serving on partnership boards
• Preparing Bank-wide guidelines for task team
leaders of GRPPs
• Providing sufficient budgetary resources for effective oversight and risk management
• Requiring each vice presidency to produce an
annual report on its involvement in GRPPs, including new entrants and exits.
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Management Response
I. Introduction
Management welcomes the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) review of the World
Bank’s involvement in global and regional partnership programs (GRPPs). The third biennial review of GRPPs is timely, given the importance of partnerships to the growing knowledge agenda in the Bank and also provides a helpful discussion of issues for further consideration as part of the on-going reorientation of the Development Grant Facility (DGF). The
findings, based largely on a detailed synthesis of 17 global program reviews (GPR) and also
on a portfolio analysis of 117 GRPPs with shared governance, highlight the continued
growth of partnership programs and their importance in addressing global challenges and
knowledge sharing.

II. General Comments
Management broadly agrees with the direction of the IEG report and the ongoing challenges
raised, such as the need for further work in clearly and transparently defining the roles and
responsibilities of the Bank in partnership arrangements and ensuring that Bank roles, responsibilities and accountabilities align with its authority and control.
World Bank involvement in “shared governance” arrangements of nearly 120 GRPPs is not
without challenges given the vast diversity of partnerships. Partnerships involve shared decision-making and governance with actors both internal and external to the Bank. Understanding of what constitutes “shared governance” continues to evolve. Some of the issues
with which the Bank continues to struggle were raised as early as the IEG (then OED) review of global programs in 2004 (IEG 2004). Since that time, partnerships have continued to
grow in line with the Accra Agenda for Action focus on partnership as a means to improve
aid coordination at the global, sectoral, and country levels. Their structures—including the
financing arrangements—have continued to evolve and become more complex. The growth
of financial intermediary funds can be linked, in part, to the growing importance of partnerships to the international development community. Nine of the 17 financial intermediary
funds currently under administration by the Bank have been created since 2004.
Clear delineation of roles, responsibilities, and accountability within partnerships is vital to
their success. However, a systematic, standardized approach to management and oversight
of GRPPs is difficult as arrangements generally depend on the specific nature and objectives
of each partnership. The Bank is generally only one of several participants in arrangements
that may or may not be housed within the Bank and where the Bank may or may not play a
formal decision-making role. Even within the Bank, the decentralized matrix structure can
contribute to complexities regarding roles, responsibilities, and accountability for staff participating in partnerships. The Bank has undertaken several actions to help improve the
management of Bank participation in GRPPs, notably around the approval process, the
evaluation of partnership programs, and the clarification of exit procedures, especially those
partnerships financed through the DGF. Nevertheless, progress has been slower than antic-
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ipated and the evolving nature of partnerships and the international aid architecture means
that more will always remain to be done. Hence, specific responses to the Management Action Record below reflect Management’s agreement with the broad principles of many of
IEG’s recommendations, but with a focus on what can be realistically achieved in the next
few years.

III. Recent Progress
DG F R eor ientation. The DGF has provided financing for roughly 70 of the 120 GRPPs refe-

renced in the IEG review. It was created in FY98, with the objective of encouraging innovation and catalyzing partnerships and with the intent to consolidate the Bank’s grant making
under a single umbrella. However, more than a decade of experience with the DGF has
shown that programs requiring longer-term support consumed an increasing share of the
DGF budget envelope and limited the turn over needed to create space to fund new, innovative partnerships. A reorientation of the DGF began in FY09 with the objective of focusing
the DGF on a key part of its original mandate—encouraging innovation and catalyzing
partnerships. At the same time, the reorientation is addressing several of the issues highlighted in this and earlier IEG reviews of partnerships and by analytical work by Management, notably the December 2009 internal report commissioned by the Concessional Finance
and Global Partnerships Vice Presidency and referenced in the IEG report.
Based on a review of 16 DGF-supported programs, IEG suggests—and Management
agrees—that the DGF should focus on building sustainable institutional arrangements that
can survive a financial exit by the Bank. This is a key objective of the ongoing reorientation
strategy as it seeks to promote greater turn-over in the DGF. As was discussed during the
June 2010 Board meeting and the recent technical briefing, the DGF Secretariat has worked
with sponsoring units to review exit strategies for 24 DGF-funded programs, 15 of which
have received Bank funding for more than a decade. Nineteen of the 24 programs reviewed
expect to graduate from DGF funding within the next 3-5 years. At the same time, financial
exit should not mean the end of a valuable partnership, and in this context, Management
welcomes the recommendation that partnership arrangements include a focus on a longerterm engagement strategy. Continuing work on the DGF exit strategy review will incorporate the underlying principles while still focusing on the objective of eventual financial exit.
The current IEG review finds that there is an increasing, positive results culture among
partnerships, led by Human Development Network programs, but that there is room for
improvement with regard to quality. The experience with DGF reinforces this conclusion.
Historically, DGF programs have included overly ambitious results frameworks, with outcome targets often appropriate to the overall partnership but unrealistic given the scope of
DGF funding. As a result, the DGF secretariat is working to develop a revised results
framework template, suitable to shorter-term annual reporting and also the expected medium-term financial support from DGF. The end goal is a Results Framework that will track
realistic indicators on DGF funded outputs and to determine the impact DGF funding has
had on the overall partnership. Given the renewed focus on catalyzing innovation, the revised framework also will aim to recognize and address the possibility of failure of DGF
supported partnerships, capturing of the reasons for those outcomes, and integrating lessons learned into future DGF partnerships. One element that the IEG review misses is that
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any program like the DGF that supports highly innovative undertakings almost by definition faces a relatively high inherent risk of failure, that the risk has to be accepted, but that
lessons from failures may be as important as lessons from successes.
Finally, IEG notes that the effectiveness of the DGF has been hindered by governance and
management issues. This has included ambiguous roles and responsibilities in some cases,
which can lead to risks such as unclear accountability and conflicts of interest. To help address these types of issues, the DGF Secretariat has worked closely with the Office of Ethics
and Business Conduct in advance of the FY11 DGF cycle to strengthen the due diligence
process and help detect and manage potential conflicts of interest at the outset. Managers of
sponsoring units are responsible for monitoring potential conflicts of interest and reporting
them to the Office of Ethics and Business Conduct.
Analytical and Consultative Foundations. Issues associated with selectivity, governance,
management, oversight, and accountability remain front and center in the Bank agenda on
GRPPs. Following initial progress, notably work on developing a methodology to improve
selectivity based on a pilot of some of the health sector GRPPs, several initiatives have been
undertaken in recent years. 1 They provide an important foundation on which to build going
forward.
In 2008, for example, broad consultations were held with operational units in the Bank to
determine the most pressing challenges with regard to partnership accountability. Consistent with the findings outlined in IEG’s current report—in many cases, concerns regarding
accountability in GRPPs result from unclear definition of roles and responsibilities in governance and management structures—staff participating in the consultations noted that in a
matrix environment they are accountable to “multiple masters” and face dilemmas when
the guidance they receive from Networks and Regions on GRPPs differs.
An internal Working Group on Partnership Program Secretariats was formed in 2009 to further the work on governance and accountability. At the same time, CFP commissioned an
internal report on Bank participation in the governance of partnership programs. Based on a
review of the governance arrangements, the report outlined possible actions for improvements regarding information collection, clarification of roles and responsibilities, selection
of Bank representatives, conflict of interest management, and risk management.

IV. Focus Going Forward
The Bank remains committed to working through partnerships as a means to foster collective action to address pressing global and regional development challenges. The question is
how to ensure partnerships are most effective—linking what is often a supply side, issuesdriven approach to a demand side, country-based model while simultaneously ensuring
that the growing partnership portfolio is well managed. In this context, the Bank will continue to work with its global partners to develop GRPPs with enhanced selectivity and
strengthened oversight. Selectivity and Management Frameworks will be structured such
1. However, momentum slowed with the disbanding of the Global Programs and Partnerships Council in 2005.
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that the Bank remains flexible enough to be responsive to emerging needs, but with the nature and length of the partnership clearly defined to allow for appropriate Bank oversight of
its own role.
In addition to the ongoing work on the DGF, which has provided financial support to
roughly 60 percent of the 120 GRPPs cited in the IEG report, Management plans further
work on selectivity and management of the broader portfolio of partnerships.
Strategic Selectivity Framework. Management believes there is a need to update the selectivity framework for global and regional partnerships and is working on the update. Such a
framework will help minimize the risk of further proliferation of vertical funds as issuesdriven partnerships with dedicated financing sources continue to grow and, given Bank decentralization, also help to minimize the potential for multiple partnerships with overlapping mandates.
Work on selectivity to date has focused on defining the criteria that should be used to determine the GRPPs in which the Bank should engage. Initial work on global public goods in
2000 determined that the Bank could make a special contribution primarily on five issues:
(a) control of communicable diseases, (b) preservation of global commons, (c) production
and dissemination of development knowledge, (d) fair and open international trade, and (e)
international financial stability. In 2001, work on oversight and selectivity of global partnership programs put in place additional selectivity criteria and management processes. The
2005 Strategic Framework for the World Bank’s Global Programs and Partnership and Programs
(World Bank 2005) reinforced the principles identified earlier as the basis for selectivity,
notably: (a) international consensus on the need for global action; (b) consistency with the
Bank’s development objectives of poverty reduction and sustainable growth; (c) need for
Bank action to catalyze other resources and partners; (d) disproportionate impact on or benefits for client countries and likelihood of results at the country level; and (e) quality of partnerships.
The underlying principles remain largely valid but may need to be updated again in the
context of the evolving international dialog, in addition to the growing complexity of financing arrangements for partnerships. The work on an updated selectivity will provide a basis
for determining whether the Bank should engage and if so how, based on its comparative
advantage. Equally important, the work will strengthen the global-country linkages in partnership arrangements, where difficulties remain. This will be done in the context of the
Bank’s ongoing work on business modernization for better results, including strengthening
global-country linkages by improving the functioning of the matrix. Management, with inputs from the Matrix Leadership Team, is working on this issue. In a separate, but complementary exercise, a framework to guide the acceptance of new financial intermediary funds
is under development in the Concessinoal Finance and Global Partnerships Vice Presidency. 2

2. See Trust Fund Support for Development: An Evaluation of the World Bank’s Trust Fund Portfolio, Management Response.
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Management Framework. Since many GRPPs involve trust funds, the Bank’s work in recent
years on the Trust Fund Management Framework has had positive impact on the fund
management level of GRPPs for which the Bank is trustee and program implementer. Most
of the recent analytical work on GRPP governance, management and oversight, and accountability has been based on extensive reviews of samples of existing partnership arrangements. The issues are now well understood, though a comprehensive Bank-wide management framework to address the issues remains to be formulated and implemented, due in
large part to the diversity of partnership arrangements.
A more comprehensive management framework, linked to selectivity, will establish clearer
criteria and authority for approval of Bank participation in partnerships. In defining the
process, the framework will need to balance the desired subsidiarity intended to improve
country-level linkages with corporate accountability, including risk mitigation and monitoring for consistency with broader Bank policies and strategies, which in turn must be balanced against the desire of external actors for timely responsiveness on the part of the Bank.
With the development of a more comprehensive typology of partnerships, concrete actions
will be determined to address issues characteristic to types of partnerships. A management
framework can then be determined based on the Bank role in various types of partnerships,
with priority placed on addressing those types of partnerships where the role of the Bank is
most extensive or risks to the Bank are highest.

V. Recommendations
Management’s responses to the specific IEG recommendations outlined in chapter 9, “Conclusions and Recommendations” are included in the attached draft Management Action
Record matrix.
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Management Action Record
Major Monitorable IEG Recommendations
Requiring a Response

Management Response

Strategic and Policy Framework
1. The Bank should continue to work with
its global partners to develop shared
understanding and information about the role
and nature of GRPPs in the new aid
architecture, from the initiation and
establishment of new programs through their
independent evaluation and impact
assessment.

Partially Agreed. Management will continue to work with global partners to
develop a shared understanding of the role of GRPPs, in line with the Paris
and Accra agendas. Management notes that this work will not translate into
a specific product such as an over-arching global partnership strategy, but
rather complement and inform planned work on GRPP selectivity and improving links to country-level objectives (see below).

2. The Bank should develop a formal
policy on engaging with GRPPs, including
among other things:

Partially Agreed. Management does not consider it would be appropriate
to develop a formal operational policy at this time. Instead, Management
plans to develop a partnership management framework that will entail
guidelines and best practices for Bank units involved in partnership programs, including governing bodies and secretariats. This framework will
include strengthened standard approval processes for new and restructured partnership programs and expected to be completed in FY12.

•

•

Standard approval processes for Bank
engagement with new partnership
programs, independent of how they are
financed
A policy for hosting the management
units (secretariats) of GRPPs inside the
Bank.

Financing
3. The Bank should revise the eligibility
criteria for receiving DGF grants, taking into
account the role of GRPPs and the DGF in
the new aid architecture and the Bank’s
mixed experience with the existing DGF
criteria.

xxx

Agreed. Management plans to review the eligibility criteria for receiving
grants as part of the ongoing strategic reorientation of the DGF, which is
increasingly focused on support for innovative partnerships. Management
will report to the Board on this issue in June 2012 through the FY13 DGF
Board document.
While agreeing with the recommendation, just to be clear as to Management’s commitments going forward, Management does have concerns and
disagreements regarding some of the more detailed suggestions outlined in
Chapter 8. Specifically, the suggestions in Table16 are problematic as revisions to specific criteria at this stage may prejudge the ongoing reorientation process. Nevertheless, we recognize the importance of the underlying
principles of most of the suggestions and will consider how the objectives
might be met in a manner appropriate to the DGF reorientation.
Management will explore the recommendation to eliminate the arm’s length
relationship given the challenges in applying the arrangement consistently.
However, the original objective behind the arm’s length relationship—
minimizing risks of conflict of interest—remains of paramount importance
and would need to be met through other means.
Management believes that the suggestion to require a formal charter would
not be applicable in all cases. As has been indicated in the past, Management does agree that depending on the nature of the partnership, clearly
articulated roles and responsibilities should be a requirement whether in a
charter or another instrument. As part of this, Management would further
define the circumstances under which the Bank should or should not be a
voting member of the partnership governance structure.
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Selectivity
4. The Bank should not formally engage in
new GRPPs that do not have well-articulated
governance arrangements, theory of change,
monitoring and evaluation framework, and
resource mobilization strategy at the outset.

Partially Agreed. Management agrees that all partnerships should have
well-articulated monitoring and evaluation frameworks and appropriate
governance arrangements at the outset. These issues are currently being
addressed in the Partnership Review Note (PRN) prepared for new GRPPs
and that process will be strengthened in line with the partnership management framework noted above (see response to recommendation 2).
Management does not agree that resource mobilization strategies should
be required for every partnership. Instead, the requirement would depend
on the nature of the partnership. We agree resource mobilization strategies
should be required at the outset where financial exit from the partnership is
an end objective, as is the case of the DGF. Explicit resource mobilization
strategies are less appropriate in other cases. Some partnerships may be
created to respond to a very specific issue and should sunset when the
objective has been met, or be mainstreamed into other existing funds. Resource mobilization requirements would also need to be considered in the
context of subsidiarity principles, increasing fragmentation of the aid architecture, and competition for resources.
While Management recognizes the intent behind the recommendation, it
does not agree with the requirement for well-articulated theories of change.
As international priorities and the aid architecture evolve, partnerships will
need to retain need some degree of flexibility to evolve in response. Requiring elaborate ex-ante plans is impractical given the number of actors involved in many partnerships and may actually undermine one of the objectives behind partnerships: timely response to global challenges. Instead,
Management will explore how partnerships might implement regular internal reviews, linked to results frameworks, to achieve the underlying objective.

5. The Bank should have an explicit
engagement strategy for each GRPP in
which it is involved, including the following:

Partially Agreed. Management sees the need for a more holistic approach
to partnerships as envisioned by explicit engagement strategies and will
work to provide guidance to task team leaders of new GRPPs, informed by
the work on the partnership management framework noted above and the
work of the Matrix Leadership Team noted below in response to recommendation 6. However, Management would modify the recommendation on
country-level linkages. Instead of an explicit “link with the Bank’s country
operations,” the design of country-level linkages within the engagement
strategy should be tailored to cases where the Bank will be the primary
interface at country level, versus others where the Bank’s operational role
is limited, or where the program objective, such as global knowledge or
research, has an indirect linkage to Bank country operations.

•

•
•

The expected roles of the Bank in the
program at both the global and country
levels, along with the expected duration
of these roles
How the program’s activities are
expected to be linked with the Bank’s
country operations
How the risks to the Bank’s participation
will be identified and managed,
including conflicts of interest among the
Bank’s roles in the program.

6. The approval of new programs should
include criteria against which programs will
subsequently be evaluated, including:
•
•
•
•

Evidence of an international consensus
Evidence of developing country demand
Subsidiarity
The absence of alternative sources of
supply.

Partially Agreed. Management agrees that approvals of new programs
should include clear criteria against which the programs will subsequently
be evaluated. However, Management does not agree in the entirety with
the recommended criteria. Management recognizes the intent behind the
criteria—most of which are already applied to new partnership approvals,
though not always consistently. Past reports suggest documentation at
approval is quite thorough but follow-through monitoring and reporting remains the real issue. The Matrix Leadership Team work program includes
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the selection and monitoring of GRPPs. It will develop and implement a set
of actions to address this issue and report on progress in the context of the
regular updates to the Board on internal reforms.
While international consensus has been used in the past, Management
would call for the need for “collective action” to replace “international consensus” as consensus may be increasingly open to interpretation as the aid
architecture evolves.
Management disagrees with the specific requirement for evidence of developing country demand as many partnerships are created to address global
and regional public goods, stimulating incentives (and demand) for action at
the country-level. Instead, the link to the ultimate country beneficiaries
should be defined in terms of how the partnership programs will link to
country-level priorities where clear evidence of demand is not available exante. Management agrees in principle with the subsidiarity and absence of
alternative sources of supply, though it would not ask for strict adherence to
these two criteria (which are in practice difficult to prove or disprove). Management agrees that partnerships should not duplicate what can be
achieved by other existing instruments. Nevertheless, coordination among
implementers is sometimes the objective behind partnerships driven by
broader international calls for action. In this context, some degree of flexibility is called for. In terms of alternative sources of financial “supply,” some
partnerships are created to help leverage other sources of finance. As part
of the efforts going forward, Management will look at defining better guidelines so that duplication and complementarity (versus substitution) can be
assessed more readily in the selectivity and approval processes.

Oversight and Risk Management
7. The Bank should strengthen its
oversight and risk management of GRPPs
by:
•

•
•
•
•

Establishing and maintaining a
definitive, continuously updated, and
searchable database of the GRPPs in
which the Bank is currently engaged
Requiring standard terms of reference
for Bank staff serving on partnership
boards
Preparing Bank-wide guidelines for task
team leaders of GRPPs
Providing sufficient budgetary resources
for effective oversight and risk
management
Requiring each vice presidency to
produce an annual report on its
involvement in GRPPs, including new
entrants and exits.
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Partially Agreed. Management agrees that strengthening oversight and
risk management is needed. Guidelines for GRPP task team leaders will be
prepared as part of a broader exercise to strengthen the overall partnership
management framework (see response to recommendation 2 above), linking selectivity, quality assurance, resources and risk management, monitoring and reporting, and governance (including clearly defined roles and responsibilities). Management agrees that Bank staff serving on partnership
boards should have terms of reference, following standard Bank policies;
however, Management disagrees that all terms of reference have to be
“standard.”
Management does not agree to mandating an annual report on GRPPs
from each VPU. Instead, the immediate focus is better placed on developing better systems for information flows, and for management reporting and
decision-making. Establishing a separate, definitive, searchable database
is not warranted. However, Management will explore ways to improve current information systems and reporting so that relevant information on partnerships can be incorporated into and then easily retrieved from other existing reporting mechanisms.

Chairperson’s Summary: Informal Meeting of
the Executive Board
Executive Directors discussed the IEG evaluations on the Bank’s Trust Fund Portfolio and
Global and Regional Partnership Programs (GRPPs) and management’s responses. Executive Directors noted that the evaluations and responses provide useful input to the Board
and management to improve the Bank’s approach to trust funds and partnership programs.
They welcomed the largely common ground they saw in both the reports and management’s responses, and they looked forward to further engagements on trust funds and partnerships. A number of Executive Directors highlighted the need to ensure that trust fund
resources and partnership programs are used to support the Post-Crisis Directions and that
this strategic approach should be taken forward through the implementation of the Trust
Fund Management Framework and the planned partnership management framework.
On trust funds, Executive Directors encouraged management to draw on Independent
Evaluation Group (IEG) findings and ideas such as “umbrella facilities,” noting that it
would be important to retain flexibility while improving the Bank’s oversight and strategic
alignment of trust funds. This will require close consultations with all stakeholders. Executive Directors agreed with IEG and management on the need to increase Board engagement
on Financial Intermediary Funds (FIFs), particularly in light of the Bank’s reputational risks.
They welcomed management’s agreement with IEG’s recommendation to develop a strengthened framework for the acceptance and management of FIFs, including developing relevant criteria and procedures for Board approval of new FIFs. Executive Directors also encouraged management to follow up on the recommendation to report regularly to the Board
on FIF programs and their implications for the Bank’s own programs and strategies. Some
Executive Directors encouraged management to play a central role in analyzing the comparative advantage of trust funds and other aid vehicles, including in the context of High Level
Fora on Aid Effectiveness.
Several Executive Directors raised concerns about the proliferation of and growing dependency on Bank-Executed Trust Funds for core Bank work and underscored the need to ensure the alignment of these resources with Bank strategies and the Post-Crisis Directions,
notably through better integration of these resources in Bank’s budget and planning
processes. They welcomed management’s work to integrate Bank-Executed Trust Funds in
work program agreements and to develop an integrated planning system. Executive Directors expressed their expectation that these questions will be adequately covered in the upcoming Board update on progress with the Trust Funds Framework. Some Executive Directors also called for a “road map” encompassing key strategy, governance, and operational
issues.
With regard to Global and Regional Partnership Programs (GRPPs), several Executive Directors expressed support for the findings of IEG’s report and welcomed management’s further consultation with donors and beneficiaries. They underscored the importance of a
stronger selectivity framework for engaging with GRPPs and stronger oversight and risk
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management. As with trust funds, partnership selectivity should be informed by the Post
Crisis Directions and by country demand. Executive Directors also highlighted the need for
improved information systems on GRPPs and better reporting to the Board.
Finally, several Executive Directors stressed the importance of adequate monitoring and
evaluation systems to strengthen the results of trust funds and partnerships alike.
Sri Mulyani Indrawati, Chairperson
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Chapter 1
Introduction and Background
This is the third biennial report by the Independent Evaluation Group
(IEG) on the World Bank’s involvement in global and regional partnership programs (GRPPs) since the conclusion of its two-phase evaluation on this topic in 2004 (IEG 2004). The first two reports were discussed by the Committee on Development Effectiveness (CODE)
Subcommittee of the Board in May 2006 and March 2008. The present
report is the first one that contains recommendations to Bank management and will be disclosed to the public—reflecting the growing
maturity of this line of IEG’s work.
Like the previous two reports, the first purpose of this report is to update the Bank’s Executive Board on IEG’s progress in implementing
the two parts of the recommendation in the 2004 evaluation that were
directed at IEG itself:

This report
updates IEG’s
progress in
reviewing
GRPPs.

OED should include global programs in its standard evaluation
and reporting processes. This includes:
• Working with the Bank’s global partners to develop international standards for the evaluation of global programs.
• Reviewing selected program-level evaluations conducted by
Bank-supported global programs (both internally and externally managed), much as OED reviews other self-evaluations
at the project and country levels.
Endorsed by CODE at its meeting on September 20, 2004, and reaffirmed by the CODE Subcommittee in May 2006 and March 2008, this
recommendation has formed the foundation for IEG’s subsequent
evaluation and review work on GRPPs.
The second purpose of the report is to synthesize the findings from
the first 17 regular Global and Regional Program Reviews (GPRs) that
IEG has completed since 2006, primarily to identify and disseminate
more broadly the lessons learned from the experience of these GRPPs.
This also fulfills IEG’s accountability function to the Bank’s Board to
provide an independent opinion of the effectiveness of the GRPPs in
which the Bank is involved.

It synthesizes
the findings of
IEG’s first 17
GRPs.

The third purpose of the report is to assess the progress that Bank
management has made in implementing Bank-wide systems and accountabilities for managing and overseeing its portfolio of GRPPs.
This includes establishing corporate and sector strategies for GRPPs;
convening and mobilizing financing for new programs; selecting, ap-

It reviews the
Bank’s progress
in overseeing
GRPPs.
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proving, and tracking new and existing programs; and exercising
Network and Regional oversight of individual programs.
At the March 2008 meeting of the CODE Subcommittee that addressed IEG’s previous biennial report, Subcommittee members expressed considerable concerns about the limited action of Bank management to implement some important recommendations from the
past IEG reviews, such as undertaking the independent evaluations of
trust-funded programs, developing guidelines for task team leaders
and Bank representatives on partnership boards, and providing sufficient budgetary resources for effective oversight of GRPPs. Members
also underlined the need for knowledge sharing and best practice dissemination, encouraged the Bank to help strengthen the governance
and management of some programs, and stressed the need to align
GRPPs’ objectives and activities with country and sectoral strategies,
especially in health and environment.
And the report
provides a
preliminary
assessment of
the DGF.

This report concludes with a chapter on the Development Grant Facility (DGF) in response to the requests from several Executive Directors
in June 2010 that IEG undertake an evaluation of the DGF. Following
this request, IEG and the Concessional Finance and Global Partnerships (CFP) Vice Presidency agreed that, in lieu of such an evaluation,
the present report would provide a preliminary assessment of the effectiveness of the DGF in providing grant financing for GRPPs.
IEG has also undertaken a separate evaluation of the use and management of trust funds administered by the Bank, which provide—
among other things—much more financing for GRPPs. Both evaluations were presented to the Bank’s Board at the same time because of
their inherent complementarity.
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Chapter 2
Overview of the Bank’s GRPP
Portfolio
GRPPs have become a significant line of business for the World Bank
for addressing global challenges and sharing knowledge (box 2.1). In
the absence of a global government that can collect taxes to provide
global and regional public goods directly, partnership programs have
become the principal instrument for doing so (box 2.2).
The number of partnership programs has also grown for several other
reasons: expressed dissatisfaction with traditional aid mechanisms, the
involvement of new actors and constituencies in development, new information and communication technologies that facilitate collective action, and, since 2000, collective decisions to concentrate resources on
achieving selected Millennium Development Goals (MDGs).
Box 2.1. What Are Global and Regional Partnership Programs?
GRPPs are programmatic partnerships in which:




Evaluation Essentials
 GRPPs have become a
significant line of business for
the World Bank for addressing
global challenges and sharing
knowledge.
 The Bank is currently involved
in nearly 120 GRPPs with
shared governance
arrangements, which are
spending about $7 billion
annually.
 GRPPs challenge the Bank’s
traditional financial and
managerial accountability
mechanisms.
 The Bank is dedicating
increasing amounts of senior
management time to the
governance of GRPPs.
 Establishing effective linkages
with the Bank’s country
operations is also a major
challenge.

The partners dedicate resources (financial, technical, staff, and reputational) toward achieving agreed objectives over time.
The activities of the program are global, regional, or multicountry
(not single country) in scope.
The partners establish a new organization with shared governance
and a management unit to deliver these activities.

“Global programs and partnerships” (GPP) is a broader phrase that Bank
management has used to describe its various partnership strategies and
management frameworks going back to January 2001. It encompasses a
broader array of partnership arrangements, including bilateral partnerships
(such as programmatic trust funds without shared governance) and more
informal multilateral partnerships.
This report focuses on partnership programs with shared governance because these are evaluable institutional arrangements that the partners have
deliberately created to achieve collective objectives that they could not
achieve at all, or not achieve as efficiently, by acting alone. Thus, GRPPs
present a number of particular challenges to the Bank that require special
treatment in terms of management and oversight—and therefore also to IEG
in terms of evaluation.
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Box 2.2. What Are Global and Regional Public Goods?
Public goods produce benefits that are non-rival (many people can consume,
use, or enjoy the good at the same time) and that are non-excludable (it is
difficult to prevent people who do not pay for the good from consuming it).
If the benefits of a particular public good accrue across all or many countries,
then this is deemed a global or international public good.
In their pure form, true global public goods are rare. The International Task
Force on Global Public Goods adopted a practical definition: “International
public goods, global and regional, address issues that: (a) are deemed to be
important to the international community, to both developed and
developing countries; (b) typically cannot, or will not, be adequately
addressed by individual countries or entities acting alone, and, in such cases
(c) are best addressed collectively on a multilateral basis” (ITFGPG 2006).
Bank management adopted a similar definition in 2000: “Global public goods
are defined as commodities, resources, services—and also systems of rules or
policy regimes—with substantial cross-border spillover effects that are
important for development and poverty reduction, and that can be produced
in sufficient supply only through cooperation and collective action by
developed and developing countries” (World Bank 2000).
These two definitions imply that information and knowledge about
development—an output of many GRPPs—is not necessarily a global public
good. There is, for instance, no shortage of knowledge now being
disseminated globally on the Internet. Useful knowledge is also contextual,
and its global public goods characteristics must be verified through empirical
research.
Source: IEG.

The Bank is currently involved in nearly 120 GRPPs with shared governance arrangements, which are spending about $7.0 billion annually. About 85 are global programs and 35 are regional, and another dozen new programs are in the process of establishing their
governance arrangements. About 40 percent of these programs’ management units (secretariats) are located inside the Bank, about 35 percent are located in other international or partner organizations, and
25 percent are freestanding independent legal entities.
The Bank plays
many roles in
GRPPs,
depending on
the program.
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The World Bank plays many roles in GRPPs, depending on the program—as convener, financial contributor, trustee, member of the governing body, chair, host of the secretariat, administrative support, implementing agency, and lender for projects in the sector (figure 2.1).
The Bank is a full, voting member of the governing body of two-thirds
of the programs and a nonvoting member or official observer of another 15 percent. The Bank serves as the chair or cochair of one-fifth of the
programs; all but two of these programs have their secretariats in the
Bank.
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Figure 2.1. Bank’s Roles in 117 GRPPs
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Source: IEG data.
Note: The Bank’s DGF is currently (2010–11) supporting 37 programs and supported another 34
programs in previous years. The World Bank is the trustee for 11 programs that are supported by
financial intermediary trust funds, in which—unlike regular IBRD/IDA trust funds—the Bank does not
necessarily play an operational role. The Bank is one of the implementing agencies in seven of these
programs. The GEF Secretariat, which manages four programs, is a special case. Although it is
physically located inside World Bank buildings in Washington, DC, it has its own independent
governance structure. DGF = Development Grant Facility; FIF = Financial Intermediary Fund; GEF =
Global Environment Facility; IBRD = International Bank for Reconstruction and Development; IDA =
International Development Association.

The Bank’s DGF is currently providing financial support (in FY10 or
FY11) for 37 programs and has provided support for an additional 34
of the 117 programs in previous years. Bank-administered trust funds
are currently providing financial support for 70 programs. DGF
grants and Bank-administered trust funds have proven to be largely
independent sources of finance for partnership programs because
DGF grants generally flow to partnerships outside the Bank and trust
funds generally support partnerships located inside the Bank. Only 13
programs currently receive financial support from both sources.

The DGF and
trust funds are
largely
independent
sources of
financing for
GRPPs.

GRPPs with shared governance arrangements have accounted for approximately 60 percent of the Bank’s trust fund disbursements over the
last three years (FY08–10), including from financial intermediary trust
funds. Country-level responses to conflicts and natural disasters have
accounted for another 13 percent and debt relief for another 4 percent.
The remaining 23 percent of trust fund disbursements has been from
Bank-managed funds at the global or country levels, which do not have
shared governance arrangements.

GRPPs account
for about 60
percent of the
Bank’s trust
fund
disbursements.
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Principal Activities of GRPPs
GRPPs cover
the entire range
of development
assistance
activities.

The activities of GRPPs cover the entire range of development activities from (a) generating information and knowledge about development to (b) providing technical assistance to (c) financing investments
in developing countries. Upstream programs that support social
scientific research about development are by nature relatively small
and have more indirect impacts. Downstream programs that finance
technical assistance and investments are relatively larger and have
more direct impacts.

The largest
number of
GRPPs consists
of relatively
small
knowledge,
advocacy, and
standard-setting
networks.

The largest number of programs (about 45 percent) are knowledge, advocacy, and standard-setting networks, most of which are being supported by the DGF and are located outside the World Bank. These are
facilitating communication among practitioners in their sector or area of
development, generating and disseminating information and knowledge, improving donor coordination, and advocating approaches to development, including, in some cases, going so far as establishing formal
or informal standards. Some also provide training, but not usually in the
context of specific institutional reforms in particular countries. Very few
of these are spending more than $5 million annually (table 2.1).

Technical
assistance
programs are
generally
somewhat
larger.

An intermediate number (about 27 percent) of somewhat larger programs (averaging $16 million annually) provide country-level technical assistance—either in kind or through grants—to support specific
policy and institutional reforms in their sector or area of development, strengthening human resource capacity through proactive
project-related training, and improving regulatory frameworks to catalyze public or private investments in their sector. The majority of
these are located inside the Bank because the Bank’s country-level
presence enables it to supervise such activities.

The largest
programs are
financing global
or country-level
investments.

The remaining 27 percent of programs—half of which are located inside the Bank—are financing global or country-level investments to
support the provision of global, regional, or national public goods.
The four largest of these programs—the Global Fund to Fight AIDS,
Tuberculosis and Malaria; the Global Environment Facility (GEF); the
Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR);
and the Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunization (GAVI)—
account for 73 percent of the entire $7.0 billion being spent by all 117
programs.
All types of programs have an important role to play. Small investments in new knowledge about development, for example, have the
potential for a large payoff relative to the small financial outlay, as
demonstrated by the path-breaking social science research on the risk
of natural disasters that ProVention commissioned (box 2.3).
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Table 2.1. Number and Size of GRPPs by Activities and Location of the Secretariata
In the
World Bank

In the GEF
secretariatb

In another
partner
organization

Independent
legal entity

Total

31

11

53

4
1

6
1

30
2

4

3

6

3
22

4

2
41

4
28

7
117

67.6

51.8

171.2

2.9
13.6

94.3
240.9

281.6
254.5

635.1

124.3

4,045.1

291.3
5,139.0

635.1

65.6
274.0

180.1
4,612.3

825.7
6,963.4

NO. OF PROGRAMS
Networks
11
Technical assistance
For NPGs
20
For GPGs/RPGs
Financing county-level investments
For NPGs
3
For GPGs/RPGs
9
Financing global
investments for GPGs
1
Total
44
ANNUAL EXPENDITURES ($ MILLIONS)
Networks
51.8
Technical assistance
For NPGs
184.4
For GPGs/RPGs
Financing county-level investments
For NPGs
291.3
For GPGs/RPGs
334.4
Financing global
investments for GPGs
580.0
Total
1,442.0

Source: IEG data.
Note: GEF = Global Environment Facility; GPG = global public good; NPG = national public good; RPG = regional
public good.
a. See appendix C for a more detailed description of this classification of partnership programs by activities. Programs
that are financing technical assistance and investments are typically also engaged in networking activities such as
generating and disseminating knowledge, and advocacy.
b. The GEF Secretariat is reported separately because it is a special case. Although it is physically located inside
World Bank buildings in Washington, DC, it has its own independent governance structure.

In addition, those programs that support the provision of national
public goods in sectors such as agriculture and rural development,
urban development, transportation, water, energy and mining, education, and social protection generally limit their support to technical
assistance in order to not compete with the Bank’s country lending
operations. The overwhelming majority of investment programs support the provision of global and regional public goods—such as preserving environmental commons or controlling communicable diseases—specifically to overcome the limitations of the Bank’s countrybased model, because the benefits of such country-level investments
are less easily appropriated at the national level or because the costs
of these investments fall disproportionately on individual countries.1

Technical
assistance
programs tend
to support
national public
goods and
investment
programs to
support global
public goods.
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Box 2.3. Enduring Impacts of a Path-Breaking Research Study Commissioned by ProVention
In its global risk analysis of natural disaster hotspots, ProVention created a hazard risk index
to identify risk levels of developing countries (Dilley et al. 2005). The study presented data
on the risks of mortality and economic losses associated with six types of major natural disaster and determined the prevalence of natural disasters using a common geospatial unit of
reference in all countries. Then the report ranked countries in terms of their vulnerability to
natural disasters to influence risk mitigation investments.
This study profoundly changed the previous global perception of disasters as random and
unpredictable events and made hazard risk more predictable. The hazard risk index has
enabled both developing countries and donors to take a proactive approach to natural disasters and incorporate disaster risk when planning investment projects.
Building on the hotspots study, the subsequent IEG evaluation Hazards of Nature: Risks to
Development (IEG 2006a) recommended that Bank management prepare an assistance strategy relating to natural disasters that takes into account the different vulnerabilities of borrowing countries. As a result, Bank management fundamentally changed the Bank’s approach
from a reactive to a strategic way of dealing with natural disasters.
In particular, the Bank’s Executive Board approved a new policy for Rapid Response to
Crises and Emergencies (Operational Policy/Bank Procedure 8.00) that recommends integrating disaster risk reduction in the development strategies of high-risk countries. This includes mainstreaming and expanding prevention and mitigation measures for disaster risk
reduction into country strategies via Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers and Country Assistance Strategies. Working in partnership with governments, the United Nations, and other
multilateral development banks, the World Bank has established the Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery to provide technical and financial assistance to client countries for developing national risk-management strategies and action plans for disaster mitigation and emergency preparedness.
For middle-income countries, the Bank has created a deferred drawdown option for catastrophic risks. For Development Policy Loans supporting programs for catastrophic risk
management, the drawdown option for a catastrophic risk Development Policy Loan (introduced in March 2008) gives IBRD (International Bank for Reconstruction and Development)
borrowers the assurance that—over a period of 3 years, renewable for up to 15 years—they
can withdraw funds (up to $500 million) when a natural disaster occurs that requires them
to declare a state of emergency. The purpose of this option is to provide bridge financing
while other sources of funding are mobilized. To be eligible for such a loan, the borrower
must have an adequate hazard risk management program in place. Several such drawdown
options for countries vulnerable to natural catastrophes have since been approved—to Colombia, Costa Rica, and Guatemala.

Two significant exceptions to these patterns are the Education for All–
Fast Track Initiative (started in 2002) and the new Global Agriculture
and Food Security Program (started in 2010). These investment programs have been justified in terms of providing supplementary financing to help countries achieve the MDGs.2
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Principal Partners
Through these partnership programs, the Bank is engaged with other
international and regional organizations, other donors, private foundations, leading international nongovernmental organizations
(NGOs), civil society organizations, and universities around the
world. Former Bank President Wolfensohn explicitly—and by this
evidence successfully—promoted the establishment of such partnerships during his tenure (1995–2005) to open up the Bank and to improve the efficiency of international development assistance:
I emphasized that development was not an issue for attention
by institutions like the World Bank alone. I argued that it was
essential to conceive the attack on poverty with the governments and the people of developing countries in the driver’s
seat. We had to bring together all the players and coordinate
efforts to avoid replication and waste. Our partnerships must
involve bilateral and multilaterals, the United Nations, the European Union, regional organizations, NGOs, foundations,
and the private sector. Only with each of us playing to our respective strengths in coordinated interventions could we leverage up the entire development effort and avoid duplication
(Wolfensohn 2010, pp. 305–6).

The Bank is
engaged with
many types of
development
partners
through GRPPs,
but bilateral
donors and
private
foundations
provide most of
the financing.

Other donors and international organizations are the Bank’s principal
partners at the governance level (figure 2.2). Bilateral donors and private foundations are providing the lion’s share of the financial resources for these programs. The Bank only contributes about 2.5 percent—about $30 million from its administrative budget and $140
million from the DGF. However, it has become the largest trustee,
handling about 80 percent ($5 billion annually) of the trust fund resources dedicated to these 117 programs. Still, the Bank has operational responsibility for only about one-fifth (about $1 billion) of these
resources in the form of Bank- or recipient-executed trust funds. The
remainder are financial intermediary trust funds for programs that
are located outside the Bank (figure 2.3).
The Global Environment Facility (GEF) has become a significant financier of GRPPs. It has provided support for three global programs
(the Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund; the Coral Reef Management
Program; and the International Assessment of Agricultural Knowledge, Science and Technology for Development) and six regional
programs (the Africa Stockpiles Program, the Nile Basin Initiative,
TerrAfrica, the Black Sea-Danube Partnership, the Inter-American
Biodiversity Information Network, and the Mesoamerican Biological
Corridor) and has pledged up to $50 million for the Global Tiger Initiative. The Bank-Netherlands Partnership Program and the Policy and

The GEF has
become a
significant
financier of
global and
regional
environmental
programs.
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Human Resources Development trust funds have also supported a
number of GRPPs.
Figure 2.2. Partners at the Governance Level: Representation of Other Donors
and International Organizations on Partnership Boards
a. Donors
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Figure 2.3. Sources of Financing for GRPPs
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Source: IEG data.

Principal Sectors and Regions
The programs are concentrated in the few sectors most closely associated with global and regional public goods: 20 percent of the programs are in the environment sector, 14 percent in health, 12 percent
in agriculture and rural development, and 9 percent in public sector
governance (figure 2.4). But the first three sectors account for more
than 90 percent of the financing because of the presence of the Global
Fund, the GEF, and the CGIAR.

Programs are
concentrated in
a few sectors
and in a few
network and
regional vice
presidencies.

Responsibility for overseeing and managing the programs is similarly
concentrated in a few Network and Regional vice presidencies. The
Sustainable Development Network Vice Presidency (VPU) is responsible for 36 percent of the programs, the Human Development Network VPU for 18 percent, and the Africa Region for 11 percent—the
largest of any Region. Whereas sector boards are responsible for ensuring the quality of new programs at entry, VPUs are responsible for
overseeing and managing the programs once established, whether
located in the World Bank or elsewhere.
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Figure 2.4. Distribution of Programs by Sector Board and Responsible VPU
a. Sector Board

UD
WAT

GIC GE
PO TR

b. Responsible Vice Presidency
MNA
LAC

ENV

ECA EAP

SP

SDN

AFR

SDV
OS

OPCS

EP

HNP

IEG
EXT

EMT

FPD
WBI

EDU
ARD
FPD

PREM

PSG

DEC

HDN

Source: IEG based on appendix D.
Note: VPU = vice presidential unit. Sectors: ARD = Agriculture and Rural Development; EP = Economic Policy;
EDU = Education; EMT = Energy and Mining; ENV = Environment; FOD = Financial and Private Sector
Development; GE = Gender and Development; GIC = Global Information/Communications Technology; HNP =
Health, Nutrition and Population; OS = Operational Services; PO = Poverty Reduction; PSG = Public Sector
Governance; SDV = Social Development; SP = Social Protection; TR = Transport; UD = Urban Development;
WAT = Water. VPUs: AFR = Africa Region; DEC = Development Economics; EAP = East Asia and Pacific
Region; ECA = Europe and Central Asia Region; EXT = External Communications; FPD = Finance and Private
Sector Development; HDN = Human Development Network; IEG = Independent Evaluation Group; LAC = Latin
America and the Caribbean Region; MNA = Middle East and North Africa Region; OPCS = Operations Policy
and Country Services; PREM = Poverty Reduction and Economic Management; WBI = World Bank Institute.

Major Challenges for the Bank
GRPPs
challenge the
Bank’s
traditional
financial
accountability
mechanisms.

GRPPs absorb
increasing
amounts of
senior
management
time.
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GRPPs with shared governance present a number of challenges for
the Bank’s traditional country-based business model (box 2.4). First,
they challenge the Bank’s traditional financial and managerial accountability mechanisms. Unlike the Bank’s bilateral financial relationships with client governments, GRPPs are collective entities in which
the partners have collective responsibility for the financial resources
that they have dedicated to the global and regional activities of the
programs. Their legal and governance arrangements do not always
confer the same clarity on how this collective responsibility works in
practice and may set limits on the Bank's authority that are not fully
consistent with its accountability.
Second, the Bank is dedicating increasing amounts of senior management time to the governance of these programs. Because the programs generally seek the highest possible level of Bank representation
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on their governing bodies, the Bank’s representation on partnership
boards is at the Director level or higher for half of the 91 programs for
which the Bank is a member or official observer. This involves contributing to the good governance of these programs; promoting the interests of the Bank’s client countries; helping achieve the greatest
possible development impacts; and ensuring that the Bank’s own
roles, responsibilities, and accountabilities in the program are aligned
with the Bank’s formal authority and actual control.
Box 2.4. What Is Shared Governance?
“Shared governance” involves an institutional separation of governance and
management functions between a program’s governing body and management unit at the level at which the activities of the partnership are being conducted. This will almost automatically be the case for those partnership programs that are established as independent legal entities, in accordance with
the national or international laws under which they are incorporated. This is
also the case for programs located in the World Bank or other partner organizations, where the partners have established a governing body to provide
strategic direction and oversight of the program.
However, this is not the case where, for example, the Bank provides a DGF
grant to support the activities of another organization that are managed by a
staff member of that organization, without a separate governing body, two or
more organizational levels below the board of that organization. Nor is it the
case where single or multiple donors provide funds for a Bank-administered
trust fund that is managed by a task manager, without a separate governing
body, several levels below the Executive Board of the Bank.
If such a body exists—whether it is called a board, a consultative group, a
program council, or a steering committee—its responsibilities should encompass generally accepted governance functions, including strategic direction,
management oversight, risk management, and evaluation, as laid out in a
program charter or other constitutive document of the program. Well-known
partnership programs located in the Bank, such as the Consultative Group to
Assist the Poor (CGAP) and the Cities Alliance, clearly qualify. Activities
supported by a programmatic trust fund, where a Bank line manager is fully
responsible for overseeing the task manager, would not generally qualify,
even if there is a Bank-donor steering committee that is allocating the trust
fund resources to various activities on an annual basis.
The Bank is not necessarily represented on the governing body of all the partnership programs in which it is involved, particularly those that are located
outside the Bank. Representation on the governing body also takes a number
of forms, from full voting member, to nonvoting member, to official observer,
to unofficial observer. Decision making is usually by consensus but sometimes occurs by actual voting. For this report, IEG has produced the first definitive list of the Bank’s representatives on GRPP boards, as well as information on the other ways in which the Bank is involved in these programs
(appendix D).
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Establishing
effective
linkages with
the Bank’s
country
operations is
also a major
challenge.

Third, the Bank expects each program’s objectives to be aligned with
its own sector and country strategies and each program’s activities to
be appropriately linked to the Bank’s country operational work. Network and technical assistance programs, in particular, require the inclusion of their priorities in country development strategies, as well as
follow-on investments, to achieve positive results on the ground. But
the way partnership programs plan their activities is different from
the way the Bank’s country teams plan theirs.
For all these reasons, in its evaluation and review work, IEG has paid the
greatest attention to those global and regional partnerships with shared
governance arrangements, as opposed to bilateral partnership arrangements or more informal multilateral arrangements.
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IEG’s Global and Regional Program
Reviews
Since a pilot phase in 2006, IEG has completed reviews of 17 GRPPs in
which the Bank is involved—seven reviews by the time of the last CODE
Subcommittee meeting on this topic in March 2008 and 10 reviews since
then. The principal objectives of these reviews have been (a) to help improve the relevance and effectiveness of the programs being reviewed
and (b) to learn lessons of broader application for other programs. IEG
does not, as a matter of policy, recommend the continuation or discontinuation of any programs being reviewed, because this is properly the
jurisdiction of the governing bodies of each program.

Evaluation Essentials
 The 17 programs that IEG has
reviewed since 2006 are
representative of the Bank’s
GRPP portfolio.
 Nine of these programs have
been knowledge, advocacy, or
standard-setting networks.
 Three programs have been
providing country-level
technical assistance to support
the provision of national public
goods.
 Five programs have been
financing global or countrylevel investments to provide
global, regional, or national
public goods.

Similar to IEG’s reviews of Bank-supported projects and country assistance strategies, the preparation of a GPR is contingent on a recently
completed evaluation of the program being reviewed, typically commissioned by the governing body of the program. Each GPR (a) assesses the independence and quality of that evaluation, (b) provides a
second opinion on the effectiveness of the program, (c) assesses the performance of the Bank as a partner in the program, and (d) draws lessons for the Bank’s engagement in GRPPs more generally. The GPRs do
not formally rate these program attributes. 1

Overview of the 17 Programs
The 17 programs that IEG has reviewed are representative of the
Bank’s GRPP portfolio. Nine have been knowledge, advocacy, or
standard-setting networks; three have been providing country-level
technical assistance; and five have been financing global or countrylevel investments to provide global, regional, or national public goods
(tables 3.1 and 3.2). All but one of the programs—the Mesoamerican
Biological Corridor—have received grants from the DGF at some time
during their existence, and 11 programs have been supported by
Bank-administered trust funds.

Each GPR has
been based on a
recently
completed
evaluation of the
program.

All but two programs—International Assessment of Agricultural
Knowledge, Science and Technology for Development (IAASTD) and
ProVention—are still operational. Of those that are operational, the
Bank remains involved in all but the Global Invasive Species Program
and the Development Gateway Foundation,
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Table 3.1. Seventeen Global and Regional Programs at a Glance
Acronym

Full name

Annual
expendituresa
(millions)

Operational
start date

Most recent
evaluation

IEG review
period

July 1996
February 2000

June 2006
February 2005

2003–07
2000–06

September 2004

June 2009

2004–09

1996

2006

2003–08

January 1998

August 2007

1998–2007

1988

December 2005

2000–08

December 1999
1996

December 2007
March 2008

2004–09
2004–08

1995

March 2007

2004–08

$1.66

1998

March 2005

2000–08

$3.50

2004

March 2009

2004–10

December 1999

October 2006

2002–07

KNOWLEDGE, ADVOCACY, AND STANDARD-SETTING NETWORKS
GISP
Global Invasive Species Program
$1.04
ProVention ProVention Consortium
$1.47
International Assessment of
IAASTD
Agricultural Knowledge, Science
$2.98
and Technology for Development
ILC
International Land Coalition
$3.67
Global Forum for Health
GFHR
$4.09
Research
Association for the Development
ADEA
$5.96
of Education in Africa
GDN
Global Development Network
$9.66
GWP
Global Water Partnership
$15.1
Consultative Group to Assist the
CGAP
$21.3
Poor
PROVIDING COUNTRY-LEVEL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
Population and Reproductive
PRHCBP
Health Capacity Building
Program
Multi-Donor Trust Fund for the
MDTF-EITI Extractive Industries
Transparency Initiative
CA
Cities Alliance

$18.9

FINANCING GLOBAL OR COUNTRY-LEVEL INVESTMENTS
Mesoamerican Biological
b
MBC
$4.54
1997
1997–2009
Corridor
Development Gateway
DG
$12.9
July 2000
April 2005
2000–07
Foundation
Critical Ecosystem Partnership
CEPF
$18.8
November 2000
January 2006
2000–07
Fund
MMV
Medicines for Malaria Venture
$36.3
November 1999
May 2005
1999–2007
Stop TB
Stop Tuberculosis Partnership
$72.2
2001
April 2008
2001–09
Source: IEG.
a. Average of the three most recent fiscal years for which information is available.
b. This Regional Program Review was based on the evaluation of two regional projects (implemented by USAID and UNDP)
and the Implementation Completion Reports of five GEF-financed, Bank-implemented projects that had the objectives of
consolidating the MBC in their respective countries.

even though it is no longer providing financial support for two others
(the International Land Coalition and the Global Water Partnership).
KNOWLEDGE, ADVOCACY, AND STANDARD-SETTING NETWORKS
The Global Invasive Species Program (GISP) is a small network—
started in 1996 and now located at the Nairobi office of the Centre for
Agriculture and Biosciences International—that develops and disseminates information and good practices to minimize the
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Table 3.2. Principal Activities and Location of the 17 Programs
Location of the secretariat
Principal activitiesa

In the
World Bank

Knowledge, advocacy, and
standard-setting networks

CGAP (FPDVP)
IAASTD (ARD)

Providing country-level
technical assistance

PRHCBP (HDNHE)
MDTF-EITI (SEG)
Cities Alliance (FEU)

Financing Investments
Country-level investments to
provide global and regional
public goods
Global investments to
provide global public goods

In another
partner organization

Independent
legal entity

ADEA (AfDB)
GISP (CABI–Nairobi)
ILC (IFAD)
ProVention (IFRC)

GDN (New Delhi)
GFHR (Geneva)
GWP (Stockholm)

Stop TB (WHO)
CEPF (CI)

MBC (San Salvador)

Development Gateway
(Washington, DC)
MMV (Geneva)

Source: IEG.
a. Programs that are financing technical assistance and investments are typically also engaged in networking activities such as
generating and disseminating knowledge, and advocacy.
Note: Host institutions: AfDB = African Development Bank; CABI = Centre for Agriculture and Biosciences International,
Nairobi; CI = Conservation International, Arlington, Virginia; IFAD = International Fund for Agricultural Development; IFRC =
International Federation of the Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, Geneva; WHO = World Health Organization.

spread and impact of invasive alien species. It disseminates scientific
and technical information to inform and equip developing countries
with knowledge and tool kits to address the introduction, spread and
management of invasive alien species. The Bank is no longer formally
involved in GISP, although it maintains institutional relationships
with its major partners. (See appendix F for the goals, objectives, and
major activities of the 17 programs.)
ProVention was primarily a research network. It started in the World
Bank in 2000 and then moved to the International Federation of the
Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies in Geneva in 2003. Its goal was
to help developing countries reduce the risk and the social, economic,
and environmental impacts of natural hazards on vulnerable populations in developing countries. It commissioned research, organized
conferences, raised awareness, advocated improved policies and practices, and shared knowledge about hazard risk management before it
closed at the end of 2009.

The knowledge
networks are
generating and
disseminating
information and
knowledge
about
development in
many sectors.

The IAASTD was a multidisciplinary, multistakeholder assessment by
about 400 experts that sought to improve scientific understanding of
agricultural knowledge, science, and technology—particularly modern
biotechnology, genetically modified organisms, and organic agriculture
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in the context of sustainable development. Its goal was to provide relevant information for decision makers at all levels, from small producers
to those who create international policy. The Bank helped convene and
finance the assessment and hosted a small secretariat to handle administrative matters. But it did not, by design, oversee or manage the assessment.
The organization that is now called the International Land Coalition
(ILC) was founded in 1996 following the Conference on Hunger and
Poverty in 1995 in Brussels. Located in the International Fund for
Agricultural Development in Rome, it is a global alliance of civil society and intergovernmental organizations (including the World
Bank) that promotes— through advocacy, dialogue, and capacity
building—secure and equitable access to and control over land for
poor women and men.
The Global Forum for Health Research is an independent Swiss
foundation, established in 1998, that promotes health research on the
problems of poor countries and people. It has become known as the
principal advocate for bridging the “10/90” gap—a metaphor for the
global imbalance in spending on health research, which suggests that
less than 10 percent of global health research expenditures are being
devoted to developing countries, where more than 90 percent of preventable mortality is to be found.
The Association for the Development of Education in Africa (ADEA)
is a forum for evidence-based policy dialogue among African ministries
of education and development agencies active in African education.
The goal of ADEA is to improve educational policies and enhance cooperation among development agencies. Started in the World Bank in
1998, it moved to UNESCO’s International Institute of Educational
Planning in Paris in 1991 and then to the African Development Bank in
Tunis in 2008. ADEA promotes dialogue and analytical work on African educational problems through a variety of forums, including biennial meetings, technical gatherings, and working groups.
The Global Development Network (GDN) is an international network of 11 regional networks to foster policy-relevant development
research from within developing and transition countries. Its mission
is to build the research and policy outreach capacities of researchers
in these countries and to promote the use of research in policymaking processes. Started in the World Bank in 1999, it was spun off
as an independent not-for-profit organization based in Washington,
DC, in 2001, and then relocated to New Delhi as an international organization in 2005.
The Global Water Partnership (GWP) is an advocacy network based
on the principles of integrated water resources management (IWRM).
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Started in 1996, it now comprises more than 2,100 individual partners
that have grouped themselves into regional, country, and area water
partnerships. Located in Stockholm, initially in the Swedish International Development Agency but now as an independent intergovernmental organization, it promotes IWRM as a means to foster equitable
and efficient management and sustainable use of water resources.
CGAP is a consortium of public and private agencies, established in
1995 and located in the World Bank, with the mission of expanding
access to financial services for the poor. Its current activities focus on
providing advisory services, developing and setting standards, advancing knowledge, and offering training and capacity building to
help build efficient local financial markets that reach poor and harderto-reach clients with increasingly innovative, convenient, and affordable financial services.
PROVIDING COUNTRY-LEVEL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
The Population and Reproductive Health Capacity Building Programs (PRHCBP) is a small-grants program—located in the World
Bank and financed almost entirely by the DGF—that provides grants
to civil society organizations to build their capacity to develop and
implement culturally appropriate interventions in the sensitive fields
of population and reproductive health. This program seeks to
(a) promote healthier behavior at the individual and community levels, (b) reduce the impoverishing effects of poor reproductive health,
and (c) improve reproductive health outcomes.

The three
technical
assistance
programs are
providing grants
to support
reforms at the
country level.

The Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI) was launched
at the World Summit on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg in
2002 to encourage governments, companies involved in extractive industries, international organizations, NGOs, and others to work together voluntarily to promote transparency of payments and revenues
to address the paradoxical “resource curse,” which says that two-thirds
of the world’s poorest people live in countries that are rich in natural
resources. 2 Two related organizations—EITI in Oslo and a Multi-Donor
Trust Fund (MDTF-EITI) in the World Bank—work together to achieve
their shared objectives, with the MDTF-EITI providing technical assistance in support of country-level EITI processes.
Founded in 1999, the Cities Alliance is a partnership of about 20 donors and other stakeholders, including developing country and city
association members, to help implement the “Livable Cities” agenda
of the 1996 United Nations Human Settlements Conference in Istanbul. It provides technical assistance grants at global, country, and city
levels to support (a) slum upgrading (city and nationwide upgrading
of low-income urban settlements) and (b) the design and preparation
of City Development Strategies.
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FINANCING GLOBAL AND COUNTRY-LEVEL INVESTMENTS
The five
investment
programs are
financing global
and countrylevel investments in
support of
global and
regional public
goods.

The Mesoamerican Biological Corridor (MBC) is a land-use planning
system that spans Central America and the five southern-most states of
Mexico. It is designed to promote the conservation and sustainable use
of the region’s natural resources. Formally endorsed by the Central
American Heads of State in 1997, the MBC seeks to enhance the effectiveness of the Central American System of Protected Areas by strengthening the environmental management of existing key sites while developing a network of sustainable-use land corridors to link them. The
World Bank has implemented a number of country-level GEF-financed
projects since 1997, supplemented by Bank-Netherlands Partnership
Program–financed activities, to help consolidate the MBC.
The Development Gateway is developing Web-based platforms and Internet solutions to improve aid effectiveness around the world and to
strengthen public sector governance by increasing transparency. Started in
the World Bank in 1999, it was spun off as an independent not-for-profit
organization based in Washington, DC, in 2000. The Bank is no longer
formally involved in the Gateway, although a number of former Bank staff
serve on its governing body; the Bank continues to advertise upcoming
consulting and procurement opportunities through dgMarket.3
The Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF) is providing grants to
NGOs, community groups, and private sector entities to conserve biodiversity in selected vital ecosystems (hotspots) in IBRD member countries
that have ratified the Convention on Biological Diversity. One of its primary goals is to strengthen the capacity of civil society organizations to
participate in and influence the conservation of critical ecosystems. Located in Conservation International in Washington, DC, both the DGF
and the GEF have provided and continue to provide substantial financial
support to its first two phases (2001–07 and 2009–14).
The Medicines for Malaria Venture (MMV) is a product development
public-private partnership that was established in 1999 as a Swiss foundation in response to the withdrawal of major pharmaceutical firms from
malaria drug research. It functions as a “virtual” pharmaceutical research and development company by screening, financing, and overseeing a portfolio of competitive research and development projects for antimalarial drugs that will be affordable in poor countries.
The Stop Tuberculosis Partnership is a loose coalition of more than
900 international and national public and private sector organizations
and individuals aiming to eliminate tuberculosis (TB) as a public
health problem. Established in 2001 and located in the World Health
Organization (WHO), its work includes a Global Drug Facility that
provides free and affordable drugs, as well as quality-assurance and
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technical assistance, to countries through grant making and direct
procurement of both first and second-line anti-tuberculosis drugs.

Lessons for Improving the GPR Guidelines and Procedures
IEG’s current guidelines for preparing GPRs—dated February 2007—
were shared with the CODE Subcommittee in March 2008 and are
available on IEG’s external Web site: www.globalevaluations.org.
These incorporate improvements resulting from the preparation of
the GRPP Evaluation Sourcebook in 2006–07 (see next chapter). IEG has
added three additional dimensions to its reviews since then, which
are not yet reflected in the written guidelines:
•

•
•

Starting in 2008, a systematic assessment of the design, implementation, and utilization of each program’s monitoring
and evaluation (M&E) system
Starting in 2009, an assessment of the program’s efficiency
from the donor and beneficiary perspectives
Also starting in 2009, an assessment of the sustainability of the
benefits arising from the activities of each program, not just
the sustainability of each program itself.

The principal review instruments have been a desk review of key documents (including the external evaluation of the program), a review of
relevant academic literature, interviews with partners and stakeholders,
and a mission to the secretariat of the program if this is located outside
Washington, DC. Key partners and stakeholders have included the
Bank’s representative on the governing body, the Bank’s task team leader, the program chair, the head of the secretariat, other program partners
at both the governance and implementing levels, and other Bank operational staff involved with the program. Most reviewers have also consulted with the person(s) who conducted the external evaluation.

GPRs are based
on desk reviews
and interviews,
supplemented
by surveys and
field missions.

Reviewers have also supplemented these instruments in a number of
ways to come up with a sound assessment of the relevance and effectiveness of the programs:
•

•

For the ADEA review, a telephone survey of World Bank task
team leaders for education projects in Sub-Saharan Africa
(some who had attended ADEA events and others who had
not); for the GWP, a questionnaire survey of Bank staff working in the water sector; and for the ILC review, an electronic
survey of civil society organizations involved in land policy,
reform, and administration in developing countries
A quality assessment of a random sample of 20 analytical
products produced by ADEA, and a text analysis and refer-
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•

•
•
•

ence search of the final reports produced by IAASTD
For the MDTF-EITI, GISP, GWP, and MMV reviews, keyword searches of Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers, Country
Assistance Strategies, and project appraisal documents for references to the programs being reviewed and to the issues
which they are addressing
For the CGAP and Stop TB reviews, an analysis of the Bank’s
lending portfolio in the sector
For the Cities Alliance review, participating in an annual
meeting of the Consultative Group
Undertaking a field-level assessment of the Southern Mesoamerican Hotspot for the CEPF review and field-level assessments of Bank-implemented projects in Honduras, Nicaragua,
and Panama for the MBC review.

IEG acknowledges that the biggest weakness in its current methodology has been the inability, because of cost considerations, to undertake a field mission for every program that is undertaking countrylevel activities, especially where the external evaluation itself did not
undertake any field work. Generally speaking, the cost would be prohibitive for IEG to undertake extensive field work for global programs
that have activities in many countries.4 Nonetheless, IEG reviewers
attempt to undertake field work by combining this with other IEG
missions (for Project Performance Assessment Reports, Country Program Evaluations, and other IEG evaluations).
Each draft
report is
reviewed by the
sponsoring
Bank unit and
the program’s
management
before being
submitted to
CODE and
disclosed to the
public.

Each draft report has been circulated for review and comment to the
management of the program, to the Bank’s task team leader, to the
unit responsible for the Bank’s involvement in the program, and to
other units responsible for the Bank’s engagement with global programs more generally (CFP, Operations Policy and Country Services,
Legal, the Quality Assurance Group, and the Trust Fund Quality Assurance and Compliance Group).5 Their comments are taken into account in finalizing the review before it is submitted to CODE and disclosed to the public. The formal response of the program has been
appended to each review. Although this review process has been
somewhat lengthy at times, it has added to the validity of IEG’s findings, which are summarized in the present report.
Overall, as the following sections in this progress report demonstrate,
the GPRs are reviewing a standard set of issues that enable comparisons across the programs reviewed. The 17 GPRs are also demonstrating the benefits of IEG’s moving ahead on two fronts at the same time.
The preparation of the GRPP Evaluation Sourcebook helped improve
the methodology for GPRs, and the GPRs are helping identify goodpractice examples for evaluating global programs. Each track is contributing and lending credibility to the other.
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The World Bank has been playing a leading role in encouraging evaluations of GRPPs. The DGF requires all programs receiving DGF
funding of $300,000 or more over the life of the program to undertake
an independent evaluation every three to five years. Bank Procedure
14.40 on trust funds requires GRPPs financed by trust funds to have
an evaluation at least once every five years if total contributions are
greater than or equal to $5 million (appendix B). As a result, 73 of the
93 programs that are five years old or more have had external evaluations, typically commissioned by the governing body of the programs
(appendix D, table D.4). Notable exceptions are three carbon finance
programs, two World Bank Institute programs, and several regional
programs in East Asia and Latin America. The global health partnerships are generally setting the standard for regular, well-funded, and
quality evaluations.
However, only 28 of the 73 programs have posted their evaluations
on their Web sites and only 12 have posted a formal management response to the evaluation.1 Unlike the case for Implementation Completion Reports of Bank-supported projects and Country Assistance
Strategy Completion Reports, there have been no regular processes in
place to ensure that the task team leaders provide IEG with copies of
these completed evaluations, and there has been no central depository
of these evaluations available for Bank management or staff on the
Bank’s intranet.
In 2010, the CFP Program Administration and Management Unit
agreed to revise the DGF guidelines to make it mandatory for task
team leaders to provide copies of completed evaluations to IEG—a
requirement that should be extended to all GRPPs in which the Bank
is involved.2 Greater transparency and accessibility would enhance
accountability and performance, consistent with the Bank’s new
Access to Information policy.
IEG has been leading an effort under the auspices of the Organisation
for Economic Cooperation and Development/Development Assistance Committee (OECD/DAC) Network on Development Evaluation
to develop consensus standards for evaluating GRPPs. The first result
of this effort was the publication of the Sourcebook for Evaluating Global
and Regional Partnership Programs: Indicative Principles and Standards

Evaluation Essentials
 Led by the global health
partnerships, individual GRPPs
are slowly developing a
positive culture of evaluation.
 Ten of the 16 external
evaluations reviewed were
independent at all stages of the
evaluation process, and 7 of 16
were of satisfactory quality with
few shortcomings.
 Weak monitoring and
evaluation frameworks
adversely affected the quality
of virtually all evaluations,
especially in assessing the
programs’ achievements at the
outcome level.
 The external evaluations have
had notable impacts on the
programs, prompting programs
to improve their governance
arrangements, adopt new
program strategies, and
strengthen M&E frameworks.

Few programs
have posted
their evaluations
and a
management
response on
their Web sites.

IEG has
prepared a
sourcebook for
evaluating
GRPPs in
collaboration
with the
OECD/DAC
Evaluation
Network.
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(IEG and OECD/DAC 2007). This synthesized and applied to GRPPs
existing evaluation principles, norms, and standards that had already
been developed by the DAC Evaluation Network, the United Nations
Evaluation Group, the Evaluation Cooperation Group of the Multilateral Development Banks, professional evaluation associations, and
others.
The second result of this work will be a companion Guidebook of GoodPractice Guidelines and Examples, which is nearing completion. Each
chapter of the Guidebook will provide overall guidance for addressing
the standard OECD/DAC evaluation criteria (relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency, and sustainability), suggested evaluation questions in relation to five to six evaluation issues under each criterion, common approaches and methodologies to address each issue, and some goodpractice examples taken from the evaluations that IEG has reviewed.
Suggested evaluation questions for global program evaluations in relation to the standard DAC criteria can be found in appendix G.

Independence and Quality of the External Evaluations
INDEPENDENCE
To ensure their credibility, evaluations should be independent from
any process involving program policy making, management, or activity implementation, as well as impartial. Such independence and impartiality should be present during all stages of the evaluation
process, from initiation to delivery of the final report. IEG assesses
independence based on four criteria established by the Evaluation
Cooperation Group of the Multilateral Development Banks: organizational independence, behavioral independence, protection from outside interference, and avoidance of conflicts of interest (ECG 2004).
Ten of 16
evaluations
were effectively
independent.

Based on these four criteria, IEG found that 10 of the 16 external evaluations reviewed were effectively independent at all stages of the
evaluation process (appendix H, table H.1).3 These evaluations were
generally commissioned and managed by the programs’ governing
bodies (or by oversight committees appointed by these bodies), or in
two cases—ILC and IAASTD—by the host organizations. The evaluation teams were selected competitively, operated independently with
adequate logistical support from the programs’ secretariats, and reported directly to the commissioners of the evaluation. There were no
apparent conflicts of interest or interference from interested parties
during the evaluation process.
In two cases—GWP and the Global Forum for Health Research
(GFHR)—IEG found that the independence of the external evaluation
was compromised during at least one stage of the evaluation process.
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The way in which the GWP evaluation was procured created a
number of potential conflicts of interests, because the evaluation was
managed and paid for by the largest donor, the United Kingdom’s
Department for International Development (DFID), which selected
the same firm of consultants that had conducted the previous evaluation. However, the Joint Donor Group of the GWP managed to resolve in a transparent way the expressed concerns that DFID might be
protecting its own interests, or that the evaluation team might be evaluating their earlier recommendations. IEG found that the evaluation
of the GFHR was not fully independent at the review stage. IEG interviews and the extended delays in completing the final evaluation
report strongly suggested that the evaluation team went beyond the
standard of submitting a draft report, receiving comments, and then
immediately completing the final text.4

Independence
was
compromised
somewhat in
two cases and
extensively in
four cases.

IEG found that the independence of four evaluations—those for GISP,
ProVention, PRHCBP, and MDTF-EITI—was seriously compromised
from the outset. In all four cases, the program’s management rather
than the governing body commissioned and oversaw the evaluation,
thus compromising organizational independence. Although this was
mitigated to some extent by the behavioral independence of the evaluators in the cases of GISP and MDTF-EITI, the independence of
these evaluations was also compromised at their review stages. In the
cases of ProVention and PRHCBP, there were also apparent conflicts
of interest in the selection of the evaluators that were not mitigated.
QUALITY
IEG found that the quality of the external evaluations was satisfactory
in 7 of 16 cases, had moderate shortcomings in 6 cases, and had significant shortcomings in 3 cases. The most common issues that adversely
affected the quality of the evaluations were the following:
•
•
•
•

The quality of
the evaluations
was satisfactory
in 7 of 16 cases.

An unclear terms of reference (TOR)
Insufficient budget and time
Weak M&E frameworks for the programs
Lax evaluation methodology and tools.

Unclear TOR: This was the most common problem at the initiation
stage—an incomplete, broad or vague TOR that did not set a clear
framework for the evaluation. Examples included the evaluations of
GISP, ProVention, the GFHR, and Stop TB. The evaluation of Stop TB
is a good-practice example of effectively overcoming a cumbersome
TOR to produce a high-quality report. The TOR had articulated two
purposes for the evaluation in very broad terms, had presented an
overly ambitious set of questions to be answered, and had not provided an evaluation framework. Faced with this issue, as well as unclear objectives and boundaries for the Partnership, which made it

An unclear TOR
was the most
common
problem at
initiation.
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difficult to conduct an objectives-based evaluation, the evaluation
team developed its own approach, which may be characterized as
“results-based” as opposed to “objectives-based.” But this evaluation
team had an adequate budget ($1 million) and timeframe (one year) to
do this.
Insufficient budget and time: As an initial benchmark, IEG suggests
that a program-level evaluation should be budgeted at 1–3 percent of
annual program expenditures—closer to 3 percent for smaller programs and closer to 1 percent for larger programs. The size of the
budget should also be influenced by the scope and methodology that
have been specified for the evaluation (those requiring field work cost
more) and by the quality of the program’s M&E system (those with
weaker M&E systems cost more to evaluate). The budgets of most
evaluations were within this range—the major exceptions being the
Development Gateway, MMV, CGAP, and GDN (table 4.1). However,
the quality of these four evaluations was not significantly affected by
an inadequate evaluation budget.
Table 4.1. Relative Costs of the External Evaluations
Program
GISP
ProVention
IAASTD
ILC
GFHR
ADEA
GDN
GWP
CGAP
PRHCBP
MDTF-EITI
Cities Alliance
Development Gateway
CEPF
MMV
Stop TB

Final cost of the
evaluation
$30,000
$17,700
$80,000
$200,000
$105,000
$100,000
$70,000
$560,000
$132,425
$16,500
$58,500
$400,000
$34,000
$345,000
$150,000
$1,000,000

Source: IEG.
a. Average of the three most recent fiscal years.

An insufficient
budget
compromised
the quality of
the four
smallest
programs.
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Annual program
expendituresa
(millions)
$1.04
$1.47
$2.98
$3.67
$4.09
$5.96
$9.66
$15.60
$21.30
$1.66
$3.50
$18.90
$12.90
$18.80
$36.30
$72.20

Share of annual
program
expenditures
2.88%
1.20%
2.68%
5.45%
2.56%
1.70%
0.86%
3.58%
0.61%
1.00%
1.67%
2.12%
0.26%
1.84%
0.41%
1.39%

IEG found that the quality of the evaluations of GISP, ProVention,
PRHCBP, and MDTF-EITI were adversely affected by an insufficient
budget and time for the evaluation. These were the four smallest ongoing programs at the time of their evaluations, and their evaluation
budgets were insufficient to overcome the deficiencies in each program’s monitoring frameworks. Particularly in the case of MDTFEITI, which provides country-level assistance, the evaluation team
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did not have a sufficient budget or time to compensate for existing
information gaps with country visits, interviews with recipient country officials, and possibly a survey of country partners and/or recipients, as could have been expected from the TOR. In any case, the
evaluation was based primarily on a desk review and interviews with
World Bank Group management and staff, donors, and EITI stakeholders. There was only one client country official and one client
country civil society organization among the 30 people consulted.
Weak M&E frameworks: The quality of virtually all evaluations was
compromised by weak M&E systems. The most common problems
were the following:
•

•

•

The objectives and strategies of the program were not well defined (not focused, too process oriented, difficult to measure,
or open to different interpretations by different stakeholders)—GISP, ILC, Cities Alliance, and Stop TB.
The M&E system was not well designed (focusing only on inputs and outputs, not outcomes)—GISP, GFHR, CGAP,
MDTF-EITI, Cities Alliance, and the Development Gateway.
The data on the progress of activities and the achievement of
outcomes were not systematically collected—GFHR, GWP,
and CGAP.

Weak M&E
frameworks
adversely
affected the
quality of
virtually all
evaluations.

These weak M&E frameworks adversely affected the quality of evaluations, especially in terms of assessing the overall effectiveness of the
programs:
•

•

•

Little systematic evidence was provided on achievements at
the outcome level, or the extent to which outcomes could be
attributed to the program’s activities.
With two exceptions (GDN and GFHR), little effort was made
to assess the efficiency or cost-effectiveness of the program’s
individual outputs.
All the external evaluations had to spend some resources—if
resources were available—attempting to reconstruct the historical inputs, outputs, and outcomes of the program.

Lax evaluation methodology and tools: The evaluation instruments
used by some evaluations to gather evidence were not methodologically rigorous or appropriate. A common problem was selection and
sampling bias during the data gathering stage. Other recurring problems were an overreliance on interviews and surveys at the data reporting stage, faulty interpretation of survey data, and the lack of independent judgment in the evaluation report (GISP, Global Forum,
and ADEA).

Evaluation
instruments
often lacked
methodological
rigor.
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A common shortcoming was the absence of benchmarking of the programs’ outputs and outcomes against similar or comparable programs or initiatives (GFHR and GDN). Some evaluations failed to address key aspects of the programs because they lacked sufficient
expertise in the evaluation team (GFHR, GDN, and Stop TB). In the
case of Stop TB, for example, the lack of epidemiological expertise on
the evaluation team impaired its ability to evaluate this aspect of the
partnership’s work.

Impact of the Evaluations on the Programs
The evaluations
have had
notable impacts
on almost all
programs.

Notwithstanding their shortcomings, the external evaluations of the
16 GRPPs have had notable impacts on the programs, with the exceptions of GISP and MDTF-EITI (table 4.2). The changes initiated by the
governing bodies of the ILC and the GWP have been the most comprehensive. The ILC, for instance, further clarified its legal status and
relationship with its host institution, the International Fund for Agricultural Development, adopted a new M&E framework, doubled its
membership, started a regionalization process, and obtained a large
amount of new funding to support its revamping.
The three most frequent impacts have been the following:

Individual
GRPPs are
developing a
positive
evaluation
culture.
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•

Changes in their governance arrangements. Seven programs—ProVention, ADEA, GDN, GWP, Development Gateway, MMV, and Stop TB—introduced structural and procedural changes in the governance and management of their
programs as a result of the evaluations.

•

Revision of their strategies. Six programs—ILC, GFHR,
ADEA, GWP, Cities Alliance, and CEFP—adopted new strategies to improve their relevance and effectiveness.

•

Developing M&E frameworks. Four programs—ILC, CGAP,
Cities Alliance, and Development Gateway—took steps to improved their M&E frameworks.

Led by the global health partnerships, individual GRPPs are slowly
developing a culture of evaluation. There is a growing awareness of
the importance of independence in evaluation and a clear trend toward more independent evaluations. Commissioners of evaluations
are identifying the important issues to be addressed (including governance and management issues), and evaluators are developing instruments to address them. But many programs continue to regard
periodic evaluations as a substitute for the hard work of putting in
place adequate monitoring systems to track outputs and outcomes in
relation to plans, to identify reasons for success or failure, and to take

CHAPTER 4
CURRENT STATE OF GRPP EVALUATION PRACTICE
the necessary actions to improve performance.5 Few programs have
established adequate M&E systems prior to or even immediately after
their first evaluation. And there is still the sense that some program
management units are going along with the pressure from donors to
undertake regular evaluations more to mobilize funds for the programs than to learn lessons to improve the program’s effectiveness.
Table 4.2. Major Impacts of the External Evaluations
Program

Major impacts

KNOWLEDGE, ADVOCACY, AND STANDARD-SETTING NETWORKS
Global Invasive
Species
Program (GISP)
International
Land Coalition
(ILC)

ProVention
Consortium
Global Forum
for Health
Research
(GFHR)
Association for
the
Development of
Education in
Africa (ADEA)
Global
Development
Network (GDN)
Global Water
Partnership
(GWP)

Consultative
Group to Assist
the Poor(CGAP)

The evaluation had little impact, only a few of the recommendations being implemented. In some
cases, the program acted in direct opposition to the evaluation’s recommendations.
The program developed a new strategic document and action plan, an operating framework, an
important paper on its legal status, an M&E framework, and a communications strategy. It also
started a regionalization process with regional meetings and a membership drive leading to a
doubling of its membership. IFAD and the ILC are discussing a Memorandum of Understanding to
govern their relationship.
A large amount of new funding has been obtained in support of this renewal process, partly due to
a substantial fund-raising effort by the ILC, partly due to the ILC’s positive response to the
evaluation, and partly due to the increasingly high profile of land issues globally.
The program adopted a new governance structure in September 2005, including the creation of an
Advisory Committee as the main governing body to provide advice on major strategic, policy, and
organizational decisions. The host organization (IFRC) retained legal responsibility for the program,
and the secretariat retained responsibility for executing and implementing ProVention activities.
The program adopted a new Global Forum Strategy, which improved the program’s strategic focus
and required a higher degree of selectivity in Global Forum's activities compared with its first 10
years.
The program formulated a new strategic plan, including a new set of medium-term objectives and
an M&E framework, which were approved in October 2007.
The program realigned its working groups to its strategic plan and put greater emphasis on
outreach activities toward key partners and stakeholders.
The program created an Executive Committee to manage its operation and exercise management
oversight, leaving its Steering Committee to focus on more strategic and substantive matters.
The program developed an action plan for addressing many of the evaluation’s recommendations
and incorporated the plan into an ongoing strategic review.
Some of the key actions have been (a) diversification of the eligibility criteria for GDN awards, (b)
improvements in Board representation and selection procedures, and (c) improvements in Boardmanagement interaction.
The program issued a new strategy in January 2009, taking into consideration the findings and
recommendations of the evaluation, and developed with GWP Network-wide participation and
consultation.
The program is reviewing the legitimacy of the Network and, among several options under
consideration, may transform regional governance arrangements into representative bodies, rather
than relying on the partners through the annual consulting partners meeting. This annual meeting
could evolve in line with other governance changes to be more representative of the Network—
rather than partners at random.
The program has developed performance benchmarks for microfinance investment funds and
developed a results-management system in collaboration with members of the Council of
Governors and the Executive Committee.
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Program

Major impacts

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
Multi-Donor Trust
Fund for the
Extractive
Industries
Transparency
Initiative
Cities Alliance

The MDTF-EITI disagreed with the recommendations of the external evaluation on strategy and
governance, on the grounds that these did not reflect a clear understanding of the separate roles of the
MDTF and the EITI Board/Secretariat. The MDTF-EITI Management Committee concluded that, while
there was no need to change its structure, it would consider more interaction with selected
stakeholders on specific topics, but not at every meeting.
The program drew up a new Medium-Term Plan for 2008–10 and transformed its former Steering
Committee into an executive body (partly in response to the findings of IEG’s GPR).
The program has scaled up the issue of slum-upgrading, developing a new M&E framework and
dedicated working group, and implemented a knowledge management system.
The program has drawn up plans to enhance dissemination and advocacy.

INVESTMENT PROGRAMS
Development
Gateway
Foundation

Critical
Ecosystem
Partnership Fund

Medicines for
Malaria Venture
(MMV)

Stop TB
Partnership

The program moved towards a stakeholder model of governance, with three types of members on
the Board of Governors, each with a third of the seats: donors; partners/beneficiaries; and
individuals with particular expertise.
The program reconsidered its mix of activities and dropped some of its smaller activities.
The program adopted a clearer fund-raising strategy and hired a Director of
Development/Resource Mobilization.
The program developed an M&E framework and appointed a staff member responsible for M&E.
The evaluation contributed to the approval of a second phase of operations with financing from
Conservation International, the French Development Agency, GEF, the MacArthur Foundation,
and the World Bank (DGF).
The evaluation influenced the strategic design of the second phase in several ways: (a) All
proposed grants of more than $250,000 would require additional external review; (b) decision
making for grants less than or equal to $20,000 would be devolved to the field; and (c)
organizations that comprised the Regional Implementation Team would not be eligible for
additional grants in that hotspot.
The evaluation enhanced MMV’s legitimacy and contributed directly to additional financial support
from DFID and the Wellcome Trust.
The evaluation validated a shift in MMV’s agenda, which was already underway, to include
access and delivery of new drugs in its work program, and to give increasing attention to
beneficiary country perspectives.
The evaluation contributed to decisions to increase MMV staff numbers and technical capacity,
and to expand its Expert Scientific Advisory Committee with technical experts in areas not
previously represented.
The Board of the program abolished the Working Group on Advocacy and reassigned its
functions.
The Board subsequently established a new Global Laboratory Initiative with a subgroup on
infection control (created as a full Working Group in October 2008).

Sources: IEG.
Note: DFID = UK Department for International Development; DGF = Development Grant Facility; GEF = Global Environment
Facility; GPR = Global/Regional Program Review; IFAD = International Fund for Agricultural Development; MDTF = multidonor trust
fund; M&E = monitoring and evaluation.
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Chapter 5
Findings and Lessons Concerning
the Effectiveness of the GRPPs
Reviewed
This chapter synthesizes the findings of the first 17 GPRs that IEG has
completed and draws lessons for improving the performance of
GRPPs more generally in the following four areas: (a) relevance of
objectives and design, (b) efficacy, (c) efficiency or cost-effectiveness,
and (d) sustainability. Appendix H provides a complete summary of
the findings from all 17 GPRs. It goes without saying that these findings relate to the review periods of each of the 17 GPRs (table 3.1).

Relevance of the Programs
Relevance is the extent to which the objectives and design of a program are consistent with (a) current global/regional challenges and
concerns in a particular development sector and (b) the needs and
priorities of beneficiary countries and groups. Each of IEG’s reviews
assesses four dimensions of relevance arising from the nature of
GRPPs as international collective action, plus the relevance of each
program’s design, as follows:
•
•
•

•
•

Evaluation Essentials
 The objectives of virtually all
programs were highly relevant,
but many programs had design
weaknesses.
 All programs can point to
achievements in terms of
outputs, but few have
systematic evidence of
achievements at the outcome
level.
 Programs with narrower, more
focused objectives have
generally been more
successful.
 Most program management
units (secretariats) appear to
be lean and flexible.
 The sustainability of half the
programs was adversely
affected by weak resource
mobilization strategies,
declining relevance in a
changing global and regional
context, or difficulty in
demonstrating results at the
outcome level.

Supply-side relevance—The existence of an international consensus that global/regional collective action is required1
Demand-side relevance—Consistency with the needs, priorities, and strategies of beneficiary countries and groups
Vertical relevance—Consistency with the subsidiarity principle, namely, the most appropriate level (global, regional, national, or local) at which particular activities should be carried
out in terms of filling gaps, efficient delivery, and responsiveness to the needs of beneficiaries
Horizontal relevance—The absence of alternative sources of
supply of the same goods and services
Relevance of the design—The extent to which the strategies
and priority activities of the program are appropriate for
achieving its objectives.

Overall, IEG found that the stated objectives of almost all 17 programs
GRPPs were substantially or highly relevant in relation to these four
dimensions of relevance, but that many programs had design weak-

Most programs’
objectives were
substantially or
highly relevant.
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nesses. This was true across all three types of programs: knowledge
networks, technical assistance, and investment programs.
The most
common
deficiencies
were weak
beneficiary
demand and
unclear
comparative
advantage.

Relevance of objectives. The most common deficiencies relating to
the relevance of objectives in these 17 programs were the following:
•

•

•

Many programs
had design
weaknesses and
lacked a wellarticulated
theory of
change.

Some programs were overly supply-driven by one or a few
donors. The evidence was weak that beneficiary countries
were part of the international consensus underlying the way
the programs were designed—GISP, IAASTD, CEPF, and
MMV.
The comparative advantage of the program in relation to alternative sources of supply was not obvious. It was not clear if
the programs intended to complement or compete with other
programs in the same area—ILC, GFHR, PRHCBP, and Development Gateway.
The program’s stated objectives and/or design gradually became less relevant in a changing global and regional context—
ILC, and GFHR.

Relevance of design: The general weaknesses in the programs’ M&E
frameworks were discussed in chapter 4. IEG found that many programs lacked a well-articulated theory of change (box 1) to indicate
how each program’s strategies and priority activities were expected to
lead to the achievement of the program’s objectives (ProVention,
ADEA, GDN, CGAP, PRHCBP, and MDTF-EITI). That many programs revised their strategies or improved their M&E frameworks in
response to their recent evaluations is further evidence of initial design weaknesses (table 4.2).
Some programs needed to scale down the ambition of their objectives
to match their resources, or to be more selective in their choice of activities in accordance with their comparative advantages (ILC, GFHR,
GWP, and Development Gateway). A number of the knowledge and
advocacy networks had surprisingly weak communications strategies
for such networks (GISP, ILC, and GWP). The activities of a few programs were not carried out at the level most appropriate to achieve
their objectives (GISP and MBC). The design of CEPF needed to be
augmented by building more effective livelihoods-based approaches
into its individual grant schemes.
The broad lesson is that having relevant objectives alone is not sufficient to justify a program’s continued operation in the absence of a
well-articulated program design or evidence of results. There needs to
be a consensus among the partners not only on the need for action,
but also on the definition of the problem, on priorities, and on strategies for action. Programs need to specify their objectives—not just in
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terms of desired processes, but also in terms of desired outcomes,
along with measurable performance indicators.
Box 5.1. What Is a Theory of Change?
A theory of change is a “specific and measurable description of a social change initiative that
forms the basis for strategic planning, on-going decision-making and evaluation.” It allows
both stakeholders and evaluators to work together to build a “commonly understood vision of
the long-term goals, how they will be reached, and what will be used to measure progress
along the way” (ActKnowledge and Aspen Institute 2003).
A theory of change takes a wider view of a desired change than a traditional logic model,
“carefully probing the assumptions in what may be a long and complex process. Articulating a
theory of change often entails thinking through all the steps along a path toward a desired
change, identifying the preconditions that will enable (and possibly inhibit) each step, listing
the activities that will produce those conditions, and explaining why those activities are likely
to work. It is often, but not always presented in a flowchart” (GrantCraft 2006).
“A theory of change should:





Depict a sequence of the inputs the project, program, or policy will use; the activities
the inputs will support; the outputs toward which the project, program, or policy is
budgeting; and the outcomes and impacts expected
Identify events and conditions that may affect obtaining the outcomes
Identify the assumptions the program is making about causes and effects
Identify critical assumptions that, based on the policy and environmental context
and a review of the literature, the evaluation needs to examine” (Morra Imas and
Rist 2009, p. 151).

Sources: ActKnowledge and Aspen Institute 2003; Grantcraft 2006; Morra Imas and Rist 2009.

Efficacy of the Programs
Efficacy is the extent to which the program has achieved, or is expected to achieve, its objectives, taking into account the relative importance of different objectives. Each of IEG’s reviews assesses efficacy by systematically reviewing the progress of the program’s
activities (outputs) in relation to plans and the extent to which these
outputs are contributing to the achievement of the program’s objectives (outcomes) in accordance with its theory of change.
Assessing the efficacy of the different types of programs (networks,
technical assistance, or investments) presents different methodological challenges, because different types of activities contribute in different ways—upstream activities only indirectly and downstream activities more directly—to domestic policy and institutional reforms, to
the strengthening of human resource capacities, and to total investments in the sector, as well as to long-term goals such as poverty reduction, environmental sustainability, and welfare improvements.
Generally speaking, it has proven easier to assess the outcomes of investment activities than technical assistance and networking activi33
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ties, although this may reflect the greater efforts that evaluators have
paid to evaluating investment activities in the past.
There is little
systematic
evidence of the
achievement of
objectives at the
outcome level.

The first broad lesson from the 17 programs is the importance of formulating a well-articulated theory of change and establishing a robust
M&E framework at the outset of a program. In the absence of these,
neither the external evaluations nor IEG found much systematic evidence relating to the achievement of programs’ objectives at the outcome level. Both the evaluations and IEG’s reviews had to rely on the
results of program activities at the output level and anecdotal evidence at the outcome level.

Programs with
narrower, more
focused
objectives have
generally been
more successful.

A second lesson is that programs that are more strategically focused
(such as Stop TB and MMV) and have narrower objectives (such as
the Cities Alliance and MDTF-EITI) have generally been more successful in achieving their outputs and outcomes. In contrast to these
investment and technical assistance programs, the network programs
have tended to have greater difficulty in focusing their objectives and
activities to the same degree.
KNOWLEDGE, ADVOCACY, AND STANDARD-SETTING NETWORKS

The nine
knowledge and
advocacy
network
programs have
a range of
achievements,
and some are
now the
recognized
leaders in their
fields.

ADEA has become the premier forum for educational policy development and agency cooperation in Africa—promoting analytical
work and policy dialogue on African educational problems through a
variety of forums. Its Biennial Meetings bring together all major donors to education in Africa, most ministers of education, and a variety
of stakeholders from academia and civil society groups, resulting in
proceedings and publications that inform education policies and dialogue at the country level.
Other thematic and subregional conferences have drawn attention to
important topics such as the use of contract teachers, education in rural areas, and language of instruction. ADEA’s Working Groups have
also produced a considerable volume and breadth of analytical studies, albeit of varying quality, on African education. There is anecdotal evidence that these activities have led to enhanced donor coordination and improved educational policies at the country level, especially
with respect to girls’ education.
CGAP has become a powerful and pivotal force in the microfinance
field, playing a critical role in helping build inclusive financial systems by providing advisory services, developing and setting standards, and advancing knowledge, training and capacity building.
CGAP’s activities have been impressive in each of its five priority
areas: (a) promoting institutional diversity, (b) promoting diverse financial services to a broad range of clients, (c) building financial market infrastructure, (d) fostering sound policy and legal frameworks,
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and (e) improving the effectiveness of microfinance funding. But there
was little systematic evidence relating to its achievements at the outcome level, or their attribution to CGAP’s activities during the review
period, because of weaknesses in CGAP’s monitoring system.
Founded in February 2000, the ProVention Consortium quickly became a premier forum for evidence-based discussions in relation to
hazard risk management. The program was largely successful in a
short period of time in terms of networking, advocating, and disseminating research findings and good practices for reducing the social,
economic and environmental impacts of natural disasters on vulnerable populations in developing countries. The program commissioned
the ground-breaking study—Natural Disaster Hotspots: A Global Risk
Analysis—that changed policies in international organizations, bilateral donors, and developing countries. However, weak program governance and competition from better-funded sources of supply—
such as the Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery—led
to its closing down at the end of 2009.
GFHR has been somewhat effective in promoting more research on
the health problems of low- and middle-income countries, and the
relevance of such an effort has increased with the growth in global
spending on health research to $160 billion annually. Yet the minuscule resources available to the program have been dwarfed by those
available to the major commercial, philanthropic, and public financiers and promoters of health research. The growing numbers of participants at the Annual Forum Meetings, the large share of developing
country participants, the GFHR’s publications, and the number of visitors to and downloads from its Web site testify to the program’s success in producing its expected outputs. However, the absence of a
clear results framework contributed to an environment allowing low
levels of institutional accountability for outcomes, despite all intentions to the contrary.
GDN has been successful in implementing a menu of activities, including (a) regional research competitions, (b) global research
projects, (c) an annual conference, and (d) a Global Development
Awards and Medal Competition. But its progress in achieving its outcome objectives appears to have been more modest. GDN has made
only moderate progress in terms of generating new policy-relevant
research and enhanced research capacity, and little progress on informing policy.
GWP—now comprising more than 2,100 individual partners that
have grouped themselves into regional, country, and area water partnerships—is a recognized global leader in facilitating multistakeholder dialogues on IWRM. It has been successful in facilitating
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the development of IWRM policies and strategies at relevant levels,
albeit more slowly and in fewer countries than planned. Making concrete progress on issues such as water or land, with their enormous
political hurdles, has proven particularly challenging for both the
GWP and the ILC. More time is clearly needed for processes such as
IWRM to take root.
The ILC has made a moderate contribution, with limited resources, to
land reform and improved administration in some countries. The
program has been instrumental in facilitating dialogues on land issues
in a number of countries, especially in Latin America and Africa. The
ILC has contributed to the global body of knowledge on land issues
through its Web site and through conferences and workshops, but it is
not unique in this and is not the first choice as a knowledge source,
according to a number of observers. Sustaining a presence in a theme
such as land policy and administration, which requires exceptional
persistence, has been an almost inevitable challenge for a small coalition with modest funds.
The IAASTD was a useful exercise at the nexus of politics and
science. However, agricultural technology—with its complexity, diversity, and politics—proved a bridge too far. For the substantial resources used, the assessment did not offer sufficient new knowledge
or conceptual frameworks for decision makers; it gave conflicting
messages, and, for a 50-year timeframe, underestimated the potential
of new technologies. Although the IAASTD achieved most of its
planned outputs and accomplished its outcomes to some extent, the
quality of the final Global Assessment Report was not satisfactory.
Attributable impact has so far been modest at best at the international
level and negligible at the national level and below.
The GISP made a significant contribution in a short period of time to
developing and disseminating information relating to invasive alien
species through the production of toolkits and manuals, the promotion of good practices, and the development of training courses to
help strengthen capacity at the country level, especially in Africa. But
GISP was unable to leverage the Bank’s seed financing to mobilize
other significant funding, to expand its partnership beyond its four
founders, or to assure financial and programmatic sustainability for
the long term. Achieving its mission will require a broader partnership base, a clearer focus on providing global goods and services different from those of its four partners, and new and expanded sources
of finance.
COUNTRY-LEVEL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
The Cities Alliance has become a global leader in financing technical
assistance for preparing city development strategies and slum
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upgrading—two of the most pressing issues in urban development
today. Since 2000, about $90 million in technical assistance grants has
catalyzed donor investments in urban areas, although estimates of
urban investments attributable to these grants have generally been
too high.
The program has helped sustain a high profile for urban issues among
donors and improved the quality of urban development cooperation
by enabling city mayors to interact more intensively with other cities
worldwide. However, like many other technical assistance programs,
the Cities Alliance has been weak in generating and disseminating
knowledge from its technical assistance studies beyond the publication and Web posting of knowledge products.

The three
technical
assistance
programs have
helped
strengthen
country
capacity.

The EITI and MDTF-EITI are in the process of achieving their narrowly defined, specific objective of increasing transparency over
payments and revenues in the extractive sector: 42 resource-rich countries have publicly endorsed the EITI process, and an additional 14
countries are at some stage in the endorsement process. Compared
with other technical assistance programs, the MDTF-EITI has been
more active in knowledge generation and dissemination—supporting
the production of guidelines, templates, and publications, as well as
several international workshops and conferences, which have substantially contributed to a globally shared understanding of best practices for revenue transparency. But the program has not yet been able
to demonstrate progress toward improved revenue management and
reduced corruption, because monitoring of these higher order goals
has been limited.
The PRHCBP has supported (a) efforts to strengthen the capacity of
local civil society organizations, (b) the development of appropriate
technologies to expand the range and the quality of reproductive
health services, and (c) international partnerships to sustain the Safe
Motherhood Initiative to address MDG 5—reducing maternal mortality. But there has not been a systematic assessment of the extent to
which program interventions have strengthened the capacity of civil
society organizations or led to healthier behavior at the individual or
community level.
INVESTMENT PROGRAMS
The Stop Tuberculosis Partnership and its Global Drug Facility have
contributed significantly to global efforts to control tuberculosis. Key
drivers of its achievements have been a clearly operationalized control strategy (DOTS) and a broad consensus among partners on the
technical features of this strategy, because infectious-disease control
programs are to a large extent technology driven. The expansion of
the DOTS strategy is almost complete, although the resulting reduc-

The five
investment
programs are
supporting the
provision of
global and
regional public
goods by means
of global and
country-level
investments.
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tion in the incidence of tuberculosis has been lower than expected because of the dramatic increase in HIV-related tuberculosis cases and
emerging drug resistance.
The Partnership established a Global Task Force on Tuberculosis Impact Measurement in 2006 to report regularly on progress toward targets and to strengthen national capacity in monitoring and evaluation
of tuberculosis control. With its diverse range of partners, including
those with a long history of interest in tuberculosis control, and with
WHO as its host organization, Stop TB has become the “glue” holding
together the “community” involved in tuberculosis control.
The MMV has been effective in efficiently managing a portfolio of
candidates for new malaria drugs through the various phases of drug
discovery and clinical development that precede formal registration
with public authorities, as well as in raising sufficient funds to establish a strong pipeline of new malaria drugs that are expected to be affordable in developing countries. These achievements have led to an
expansion of its original objective beyond drug registration further
downstream to the access and delivery of new drugs. As MMV expands its access and delivery agenda, its ability to establish and manage operational linkages with new and different actors will become
increasingly important. The program will also need to come to grips
with a large number of difficult policy and institutional issues, at both
the global and national levels, before its access and delivery work can
be fully effective.
During its first phase (December 2000 to June 2007), the CEPF
awarded about 1,000 grants to more than 600 NGOs, community
groups, and private sector organizations in 9 regional “hotspots” of
the richest and most threatened reservoirs of biodiversity on earth.
These grants contributed to the creation or expansion of 9.4 million
hectares of protected areas, to improvements in protected area management, and to the promotion of alternative sustainable livelihoods
in production landscapes. The grants in the protected area buffer
zones and production landscapes also achieved their environmental
objectives for the most part, but there is a need to better understand
how these interventions are affecting the welfare of the people living
in these areas. For both the MBC and the CEPF, commitments from
multiple governments in each regional hotspot will be necessary to
sustain the achieved environmental gains.
The MBC has been more successful in drawing attention to and providing support to enhance the management of key protected areas
within the Central American Protected Areas System than it was in
enabling an enforceable, sustained biodiversity corridor throughout
the region. Although the data on forest cover suggest that overall for-
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est cover is higher and forest cover change is lower inside the region’s
corridor units than outside, intense deforestation continues in key
agricultural frontier areas that threaten to disrupt corridor connectivity.
World Bank-supported projects have strengthened the central environment ministries and protected area agencies in the MBC countries
and also helped to strengthen subnational decentralized environmental capacity. However, progress has been uneven across countries.
One of the key objectives of putting in place regionwide sustainable
financing for the MBC still remains a major challenge.
The Development Gateway had a difficult transition from a World
Bank program started in the Information Solutions Group Vice Presidency in 1999 to an independent not-for-profit corporation based in
Washington, DC. Nonetheless, by 2007 its online public tender service
(dgMarket) had become the leading independent aggregator of tender
opportunities world-wide—amounting to $540 billion worth of procurement annually and saving developing countries $300 million a
year through increased transparency and efficiency in contracting,
according to information provided by the program.
The quality of its 29 “dgCommunities”—online knowledge sharing
and collaboration platforms—and its Country Gateways were mixed.
The efficacy of its aid effectiveness tools—Accessible Information on
Development Activities and the Aid Management Platform—had not
been evaluated except for an Accessible Information on Development
Activities user survey and a small survey of Aid Management Platform users in Ethiopia. Like other programs, most of its performance
indicators have been measures of outputs (for example, number of
visits to community Web sites) rather than outcomes (for example,
increased knowledge or capacity).

Efficiency or Cost-Effectiveness of the Programs
Efficiency is the extent to which a program has converted or is expected to convert its resources/inputs economically into results to
achieve the maximum possible outputs, outcomes, and impacts with
the minimum possible inputs. Cost-effectiveness is the extent to
which the program has achieved or is expected to achieve its results at
a lower cost compared to alternatives. For GRPPs that provide development assistance to developing countries, the principal alternatives
are the traditional means of delivering development assistance (bilateral or multilateral) or other GRPPs operating in the same sector.
Sources and uses of funds. To begin with, assessing efficiency or
cost-effectiveness requires information on the sources and uses of
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Financial
reporting is less
comprehensive
and transparent
than it should
be.

financial resources that the program uses. Hence, all IEG’s GPRs provide historical information on the program’s sources and uses of
funds to the extent that these are available. Ideally, the “sources of
funds” should indicate the funds actually received (not merely
pledged in each year) and distinguish core (unrestricted) funds from
earmarked (restricted funds). The “uses of funds” should distinguish
administrative from activity costs, and the latter should be categorized in a number of different ways, such as by the program’s main
strategies, outputs, or activities; by the level of its activities (global,
regional, and country); and by individual countries in the case of
technical assistance and investment programs.
In fact, few programs publicly report their sources and uses of funds
as comprehensively and transparently as this—even programs located
inside the Bank. Programs constituted as independent legal entities
generally have audited financial statements on an annual basis, although they are not always publicly available. Programs located inside the Bank or other partner organizations generally do not have
audited financial statements.

Programs report
administrative
costs in
different ways,
hindering
comparisons
across
programs.

Administrative costs. A particular problem that hinders comparisons
across programs is that programs record their administrative and activity costs in different ways (table 5.1). As reported by the programs
themselves, administrative costs varied from 3.2 to 65 percent of total
expenditures, but three programs—ILC, GWP, and CGAP—report
relatively high administrative costs because they record all staff salaries as part of “administrative costs,” including time spent implementing program activities.
Other factors make direct comparisons across programs difficult: (a)
the size and maturity of the programs, (b) the types of activities supported, and (c) the way in which the different programs work with
their implementing partners, covering all or only a portion of each
activity’s costs. This having been said, most of the external evaluations of the 17 programs found their program management units to be
lean and flexible organizations with a small staff efficiently supervising the implementation of program activities. But none of the evaluations appears to have taken into account factors such as the scale or
scope of the program in making their assessments.
Efficiency or cost-effectiveness of individual activities. It is very difficult, both logically and empirically, to conduct an efficiency or costbenefit analysis for a GRPP as a whole. However, it should be possible to conduct such an analysis for individual activities and to compare these with sectoral benchmarks, generic cost indicators, or the
costs of undertaking similar activities among different GRPPs that are
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operating in the same sector. In fact, only two of the external evaluations—for the GFHR and the GDN—attempted to do so.
Table 5.1. Administrative Costs of the Programs
Program

Average annual
administrative
costsa

Average annual
expenditures
(millions)

Share of
expenditures

KNOWLEDGE, ADVOCACY, AND STANDARD-SETTING NETWORKS
GISP
$250,000
$1.035
ILC
$1.34 million
$ 2.06
GFHR
$862,000
$ 4.09
ADEA
$1.00 million
$5.96
GDN
$520,000
$ 9.66
GWP
$2.15 million
$ 15.6

24.1%
65.0%b
21.0%
16.6%
5.4%
21.7%b

CGAP

$21.6

30.6%b

$1.66
$3.47
$16.6

3.2%
6.0%
11.0%

$12.9

13.6%

$22.0
$36.3
$13.4d

14.1%
8.9%
14.0%

$6.63 million

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
PRHCBP
$54,000
MDTF-EITI
$209,000
Cities Alliance
$1.82 million
INVESTMENT PROGRAMS
Development
$1.76 million
Gateway
CEPF
$3.11 millionc
MMV
$3.24 million
Stop TB
$1.87 million

Source: IEG data.
a. Average of the three most recent fiscal years.
b. The high administrative costs of ILC, GWP and CGAP are due to their inclusion of all staff costs in
their administrative costs.
c. This excludes the costs of preparing ecosystem profiles, which averaged 6 percent of total
expenditures during the first phase of the program.
d. This excludes the Global Drug Facility expenditures.

The GFHR evaluation tried, with some success, to correlate increases
in spending and activity with increased advocacy outcomes. It did
this by using indicators such as the number of implemented projects,
reports and other publications. The GDN evaluation conducted a
cost-effectiveness analysis for each of GDN’s five major activities,
primarily by measuring the average unit cost per output across each
activity.

Only two
evaluations
attempted to
assess the
efficiency of
individual
program
activities.

The evaluation found that some of the activities, such as the Regional
Research Competitions, were more cost-effective than the Global Research Projects or Global Development Awards and Medal Competition. The GDN evaluation also conducted a survey of the “relative
valuation” of GDN’s main activities among the key stakeholder
groups. Both the Global Forum and GDN evaluations acknowledged
the absence of comparative criteria for judging the cost-effectiveness
of the programs’ activities.
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In the absence of explicit efficiency or cost-effectiveness analyses, the
external evaluations generally presented each program’s costs in
broad categories and listed and categorized the program’s activities,
outputs, outcomes, and other benefits, even if these could not be valued in monetary terms. Some evaluations assessed how the sources
of financing (such as donors’ earmarking funds to particular activities) affected the scope, reach, and results the program achieved. Others analyzed the efficiency of the program’s resource allocation
processes, such as reviewing grant requests and overseeing grant disbursements. Others pointed out examples of wasteful or inefficient
use of resources.
Earmarked
funding has
reduced the
efficiency of
some programs.

Earmarking. Some external evaluations and IEG reviews have found
that the high share of restricted or earmarked funding, as opposed to
core funding, has adversely affected the program efficiency. In
ADEA, the dominance of restricted funding—representing more than
75 percent of total funding and typically earmarked to the various
Working Groups in which each donor has the most interest—has hindered the allocation of funds according the relative performance of
the Working Groups. In GDN, the growing share of funds earmarked
to specific activities has constrained the program’s ability to shift resources among activities and thereby impeded the program’s ability
to support its regional partners and to design and link activities in
ways that could best advance its threefold objectives (research generation, capacity building, and policy outreach).
In the GWP, earmarked funding has significantly increased the level of
regional expenditures and influenced the regions in which these resources are spent. Donor preferences have created an unequal regional
distribution of GWP grants, which has been aligned more with donor
interests than with the actual demand across the regions. The increasing share of earmarked funds, which now account for about 40 percent
of all regional expenditures, has also reduced the voice of Network
partners in the allocation process, thus creating fairness issues.
Some earmarking of donor contributions is a fact of life for GRPPs,
but programs should be careful not to let it get out of hand and seriously affect their efficiency. An initial defense is to establish transparent criteria and processes for allocating the program’s financial resources. The Bank has been a better donor than most in not
earmarking its financial contributions. Programs have found the
Bank’s financial contributions to be more valuable when they can be
allocated flexibly to core or activity expenditures.
Efficiency from the donor and beneficiary perspectives. IEG reviews
started examining this issue in 2009. In the case of Stop TB, IEG found
that channeling development assistance through the program has de-
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creased transactions costs for both donor and beneficiary countries,
particularly compared with traditional development assistance programs. The Partnership harmonizes donor efforts and consolidates
disbursements such as through the pooled procurement mechanism
of the Global Drug Facility. Partnership efforts have also harmonized
monitoring and evaluation, as evidenced by the comprehensive annual global tuberculosis control reports compiled and disseminated
by WHO—Stop TB’s host organization.

Stop TB and
EITI have
reduced
transaction
costs from
donor and
beneficiary
perspectives.

In EITI and MDTF-EITI, their continued expansion reflects the participants’ perception that the programs are broadly efficient from both
donor and recipient perspectives. The growing donor contributions to
MDTF-EITI are indicative of their sense of “value for money,” and the
growing number of candidate countries and EITI supporters in all
stakeholder constituencies is indicative of their belief in the program’s
“fitness for purpose” as well as their “willingness to pay,” because
implementing countries also contribute some funding.
More than 50 World Bank Group country teams have also provided
budgetary support to the promotion of EITI, which also reveals their
considered judgment that the EITI is worth supporting among the array of potential projects, programs and initiatives proposed for their
attention. The only reservation that the interviewed stakeholders have
expressed concerning efficiency relates to the delays in the disbursement of donor funds committed to the program, which is caused by
the Bank’s procurement processes.
Resource mobilization. The effectiveness of a program’s resource mobilization strategy—to meet the financial needs of the program, to achieve
its desired scale, or even to achieve its objectives on a larger scale or in
new ways—is another aspect of efficiency, because most programs are
financed through grants, with little capacity to generate revenues from
their own activities. This includes the processes of (a) formulating the
resource mobilization strategy, (b) managing the peculiarities of responding to diverse donor funding cycles, (c) committing and allocating
funds, and (d) financial reporting, as good financial reporting to donors
can have a significant effect on mobilizing resources.
IEG found that resource mobilization has been a major challenge for
roughly half the programs (including GISP, ProVention, ILC, GFHR,
GDN, GWP, CGAP, and the Development Gateway). Most of these
programs were started by one major donor, usually the World Bank,
which then tried to encourage other donors to contribute. Programs
that lined up multidonor financing from the very beginning have had
less trouble mobilizing resources.

Securing multidonor financing
at the outset
enhances
resource
mobilization.

A second key message emerging from IEG’s reviews is that the governing body of each program has the central responsibility for finan43
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cial and organizational sustainability as well as programmatic sustainability. This should not be a secretariat responsibility. Yet many governing bodies have not seriously faced the issues of financial resource mobilization and program sustainability.

Sustainability
Sustainability has two aspects: (a) the sustainability of the program
and (b) the sustainability of the benefits arising from the program’s
activities. The sustainability of a program depends not only on its
ability to raise donor financing, but also on its legitimacy, the continued relevance of its objectives and strategies, and its ability to demonstrate results. The sustainability of the benefits depends not only on
the sustainability of the program itself, but also on the complementary activities of its donor partners and on the strengthening of institutional and human resource capacity in beneficiary countries to sustain
the benefits.
The
sustainability of
programs
depends on
legitimacy,
continuing
relevance, and
demonstrating
results.

Sustainability of the program. Most external evaluations addressed
the sustainability of the program. In addition to weak resource mobilization strategies, the evaluations and IEG reviews found that the
most common problems affecting sustainability were the following:
•
•
•

Sustainability of
the benefits
depends on the
complementary
activities of
donor partners
and on capacity
strengthening in
beneficiary
countries.

Issues in relation to governance and management (GISP, ProVention, and GWP)
Failure to keep the program’s objectives or design relevant in a
changing global and regional context (ILC and GFHR)
Difficulty in demonstrating results (GDN and Development
Gateway).

Sustainability of benefits. Few, if any, of the external evaluations
addressed the sustainability of the benefits arising from program activities. Therefore, starting in 2009, IEG attempted to do so in four of
the last five IEG reviews—those for Stop TB, IAASTD, MBC, and
MDTF-EITI. The key message emerging from these reviews is the importance of paying attention to this issue early on—to focus on longterm capacity building, to encourage donor partners to support complementary activities, to establish criteria for devolving activities, and
to define potential exit strategies—even when the short-term need for
the partnership is viewed as indisputable.
The Stop TB Partnership has taken several key actions to encourage
the long-term sustainability of its achievements. It has taken steps to
build local capacity that can sustain tuberculosis control in the long
term. Country ownership, in terms of both political and financial
commitment, is central to partnership activities. Stop TB partners
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provide resources that are additional to existing national program activities and operate with an exit strategy to discourage countries from
becoming dependent on external resource flows. And the Global
Drug Facility was founded as a time-limited body with an expected
life of 10–15 years to create a market for tuberculosis drugs with
transparent and competitive procurement (which it has done) and ultimately to transfer drug procurement back to participating countries.
For EITI and MDTF-EITI, addressing the “resource curse” is a longterm endeavor that goes beyond transparency of payments and revenues to the broader goal of improving governance and fighting corruption. Given the resilience and pervasiveness of the resource curse,
achieving the program’s narrowly defined objective in a few critical
countries has been a notable achievement that has created momentum. The programs are also creating multistakeholder structures and
processes that may be expected to address broader governance issues
in the long term, but there is little evidence yet of the hoped-for benefits.
To achieve their long-term governance and anticorruption goals, the
programs and their partners need to come up with complementary
measures and face up to the tradeoff between expanding the number
of EITI candidates and improving results in countries that are already
implementing EITI. Although EITI’s stakeholders are aware of these
issues, they need a roadmap for a second phase to reconcile and prioritize among competing demands.
For MBC, IEG found strong institutional gains among the participating countries, but the biodiversity content of the MBC system remains
highly threatened by a low level of intersectoral cooperation among
the different sectors working in the Corridor, the lack of a strong regional coordinating body to integrate biodiversity concerns into regional agreements, and the absence of a regionwide financing model
for the MBC.
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Findings and Lessons Concerning
Governance and Management
Definitions

Evaluation Essentials
 There has been a strong
qualitative correction between
effectiveness of the 17
programs’ governance and the
achievement their objectives.
 There is a clear trend toward
more inclusive stakeholder
models of governance among
GRPPs.

Governance and management are key aspects of all GRPPs. By definition, the partners have established a new organization with a governance and management structure to achieve something collectively that
they could not achieve at all, or as efficiently, by acting alone.

 Thirteen of 17 programs had
moderate to significant
shortcomings in relation to
accountability, efficiency,
transparency, or fairness.

Governance concerns the structures, functions, processes, and organizational traditions that have been put in place within the context of a
program’s authorizing environment “to ensure that the [program] is
run in such a way that it achieves its objectives in an effective and
transparent manner” (ICSAI, no date, p. 2). It is the “framework of
accountability to users, stakeholders and the wider community, within which organizations take decisions, and lead and control their
functions, to achieve their objectives” (UKAC 2003, p. 4).

 The Bank needs to manage
more proactively the inherent
conflicts of interest arising from
its multiple roles in GRPPs.

Good governance should add value by improving the performance of
the program through more efficient management, more strategic and
equitable resource allocation and service provision, and other such
efficiency improvements that lend themselves to improved development outcomes and impacts. It should also ensure the ethical and effective implementation of the program’s core functions.

 Many programs have
succeeded in establishing good
working relationships with their
host organizations.
 New programs should plan to
keep their secretariats in one
location, at least until the
program is on a firm financial
and operational footing.

Management concerns the day-to-day operation of the program within the context of the strategies, policies, processes, and procedures
that have been established by the governing body. Governance is concerned with “doing the right thing”; management is concerned with
“doing things right.”1
The governing bodies and management units of GRPPs typically exercise a number of functions (table 6.1). But the boundary between
governance and management is not always hard and fast. In particular, both the maturity and the size of the program will influence the
dividing line and the degree of separation between the program’s governance and management. Less mature programs may take time to
establish formal governance mechanisms. Smaller programs with limited staffing and financial resources may tend to blend responsibilities between those who govern and those who manage, and to call on
governing body members to be more involved in specific day-to-day
management decisions. The extent of governance should be propor-

Shared
governance
involves an
institutional
separation of
governance and
management
functions.
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tionate to the size of the program so that it does not result in an overgoverned and underperforming program.
Table 6.1. Typical Functions of Governance and Management
Governance

Management

Strategic direction
Management oversight
Resource mobilization
Stakeholder participation
Risk management
Conflict management
Audit and evaluation

Program implementation
Regulatory compliance
Reviewing and reporting
Administrative efficiency
Stakeholder communication
Learning
Performance assessment

Source: IEG and OECD/DAC 2007, pp. 72–74; adapted from OECD 2004.

Governance Arrangements of GRPPs
Most GRPPs
have one or twotier governance
structures.

The GRPPs in which the World Bank is involved employ a diverse
array of governance arrangements associated with the history and
culture of each program. Almost two-thirds of them have one-tier governance structures, 30 percent have two-tier governance structures,
and 8 percent have three-tier structures (table 6.2). The independent
legal entities tend to have a one-tier structure, and those located in
other partner organizations such as WHO have a greater tendency to
employ two- or three-tier structures.
Two-tier structures typically involve an annual general meeting and
an executive body performing governance functions in the interim.
Three-tier structures typically add a cosponsor group or donor group
as a separate entity. The extent to which the executive body is accountable to the annual general meeting varies. Many annual general
meetings are simply forums to which all stakeholders are invited,
whether or not they have explicit governance responsibilities.
Table 6.2. Governance Structures of GRPPs
Location of the secretariat
Number of
tiers
1 tier
2 tier
3 tier
Total

In the World
Bank

In another
partner
organization

Independent
legal entity

Total

32
12
3
47

22
15
5
42

19
8
1
28

73
35
9
117

Source: IEG, based on appendixes D and E.
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There is a clear
trend toward
more inclusive
stakeholder
models of
governance.

About one-fifth of the GRPPs employ pure shareholder models of governance, in which membership on the governing body is limited to
financial and other contributors. The remaining four-fifths employ
more inclusive stakeholder models, in which membership is extended
to noncontributors such as beneficiary countries and civil society organizations (table 6.3).
Of the 90 GRPPs with stakeholder models of governance, 83 have representative boards in which the various constituencies are assigned a
certain number of seats, and 7 have self-perpetuating boards in which
board members appoint their successors (the African Center for Economic Transformation, GDN, GWP, the International AIDS Vaccine
Initiative, MMV, the Partnership for Transparency Fund, and Investment Climate Facility for Africa). The extent to which representatives
are expected to report back to their constituencies varies.
Table 6.3. Representation on the Governing Bodies of GRPPs
Model
Shareholder
models
Stakeholder
models
Total

Number of
programs

International/
regional
organizations

Donor
countries

Private
foundations

24

24 (WB 24)

17

5

90

72 (WB 60)

62

22

114

96 (WB 84)a

79

27

Low- and
middleincome
countries

Commercial
Civil society
private
organizations
sector
1b

2b

55

27

49

55

28

51

Source: IEG, based on appendix E.
Note: Number of governing bodies on which the different types of organizations are represented as members or official observers — for
the lowest, executive tier only in the case of two- and three-tier governance structures. WB = World Bank.
a. The World Bank is represented (as a member or official observer) in the governance structures of 91 out of 113 GRPPs, but it is only
represented on the lowest, executive tier in 83 GRPPs.
b. The Toronto International Leadership Centre for the Financial Sector has a private sector and a university partner; the Global
Partnership for Youth Investment has a civil society partner.

The World Bank is represented on the governing bodies of all 24
GRPPs that employ shareholder models of governance, but only in 60
of 90 programs that employ stakeholder models. Thirteen of the 24
programs employing shareholder models are technical assistance
programs located in the Bank. Eighteen of the 90 programs employing
stakeholder models do not have any representation at all from international or regional organizations on their lowest-tier governing bodies. Among these are programs with self-perpetuating boards, some
intergovernmental or regional organizations (such as the MBC and
the Nile Basin Initiative) and the five carbon finance programs.

The Bank is
represented on
the executive
tier of threequarters of the
GRPPs.

Among the GRPPs in which the Bank is involved, there is a clear
trend toward stakeholder models of governance with direct representation of beneficiary countries and civil society organizations (and to a
lesser extent the commercial private sector) on their governing bodies.
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However, IEG has not been able to observe that one model is more
effective than the other.
Large GRPPs
have
established
representative
structures and
executive
bodies to
improve their
efficiency.

Theory suggests that shareholder models of governance may be more
efficient, but at some cost to legitimacy because of the absence of direct representation from beneficiaries; stakeholder models may be
more legitimate, but at some cost to efficiency if the number of participants representing diverse interests becomes so large. But direct representation does not necessarily translate into effective voice; noncontributing stakeholders may be able to express their interests more
effectively in other ways. And large organizations have deliberately
established representative structures and executive bodies to improve
the efficiency of their governance (table 6.2). The real question is
whether the governing bodies and management units are legitimately
and effectively performing their designated functions (table 6.1).
About 30 percent of the programs have also established scientific and
technical advisory bodies, comprising experts who are not represented on
the formal governing body to ensure that the program is receiving the
most up-to-date scientific and technical advice from the point of view of
policy making and operational effectiveness. Historically, many of these
advisory bodies were created to give voice to those (such as technical experts and beneficiary countries) who were not entitled to sit on the governing body. Today, given the trend toward stakeholder models, more and
more of them are sitting directly on the programs’ governing bodies.

Many former
high-level Bank
staff are serving
on GRPP
governing
bodies.

A sizeable number of former high-level Bank staff are serving on the governing bodies of GRPPs in which the Bank is involved. This is allowed
under the Bank’s staff rules after a two-year cooling-off period, or if the
Vice President of Human Resources grants such authorization in consultation with the Office of Ethics and Business Conduct, or in the case of
programs that have been spun off from the Bank (appendix B).
The participation of former high-level staff has potentially positive and
negative aspects. GRPPs may enlist former Bank staff to serve on their
governing bodies because they are recognized for their leadership, expertise, and connections outside the Bank that may help the GRPP identify future partners. But enlisting former Bank staff may cause the program to be too closely identified with the Bank, entailing risks to both the
program and the Bank. The frequency of such occurrences might warrant a formal review from a risk identification perspective, or a change in
the staff rules in order to provide more guidance.
The 17 programs that IEG has reviewed are representative of the diversity of governance models employed by GRPPs (table 6.4). Five
have shareholder models and 12 have stakeholder models of governance. Three programs—GDN, the Development Gateway, and
MMV—are governed by self-perpetuating boards.
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Table 6.4. Governance of the 17 GRPPs
Shareholder modelsa
GISP
The membership on the governing body (Executive Board) is limited to its founding partners
(CABI, SANBI, The Nature Conservancy, IUCN, and CSIRO).
ProVention
The membership on the governing body (Advisory Committee) was limited to the World Bank,
four bilateral donors, and the host organization (IFRC).
PRHCBP
The World Bank is the only partner and financial contributor at the governance level. The
secretariat is located in the HNP anchor and overseen by the Health, Nutrition, and Population
Sector Director.
MDTF-EITI
The Management Committee of MDTF-EITI is chaired by the WBG and consists of
representatives of donor governments (currently 13 donors).
The EITI Board is more inclusive, comprising governments, extractive companies and civil society
organizations.
CEPF
The membership of the governing and executive bodies (Donor Council and Working Group) is
limited to the program’s financial contributors (Conservation International, GEF, World Bank,
France, Japan, and the MacArthur Foundation).
Stakeholder modelsb
IAASTD
The governing body (Bureau) included two co-chairs, 30 government representatives, eight
representatives of international organizations (World Bank, FAO, WHO, UNEP, UNESCO, UNDP,
GEF), and 22 non-government representatives.
ILC
The membership on the governing body (Coalition Council) includes five international organizations
(FAO, IFAD, IFPRI, UNEP, World Bank), bilateral donors, seven civil society organizations from
developing and developed countries and the World Agroforestry Center (one of the CGIAR
Centers).
GFHR
The governing body (Foundation Council) is comprised of two international organizations (World
Bank, WHO) and two global health partnerships (TDR and COHRED), two civil society
organizations from developing countries(Uruguay and India), nine universities from developing and
development countries, one private sector (China) and one foundation (Brazil).
ADEA
The membership on the governing body (Steering Committee) includes virtually all (21)
development agencies working in African education and 10 African Ministers of Education (the
Bureau of Ministers) who represent on a rotating basis all African Ministers of Education (the
Caucus of Ministers).
GDN
The governing body (Board of Directors) is a self-perpetuating board that includes two international
organizations (UNDP, World Bank), 10 representatives of the Regional Network Partners, and 8
others from a diversity of development backgrounds.
GWP
The governing body (Steering Committee) includes two cosponsors (World Bank, UNDP), one
permanent observer (World Water Council); two developed country cosponsors (Sweden, UK) and
two donor observers; 12 non-donors from developing and developed countries; and 5 ex officio
members (Chair, UN Water Representative, Executive Secretary, GWP Technical Committee Chair,
GWP Regional Water Partner Chair representative).
CGAP
The governing body (Council of Governors) includes 10 international/regional development
agencies and 17 bilateral donors.
Cities
The membership on the governing body (Consultative Group) includes two cosponsors (World Bank
Alliance
and UN-Habitat), 2 other international organizations (AsDB and UNEP), 12 bilateral donors, two
umbrella organizations of cities (United Cities and Local Government, and Metropolis), six
developing countries (Brazil, Chile, Ethiopia, Nigeria, Philippines, and South Africa), and one NGO
(Slum Dwellers International).
MBC
The Central American Commission on Environment and Development comprises the Ministers of
Environment of the participating countries—Belize, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras,
Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama.
Development The governing body (Board of Directors) is a self-perpetuating board comprising 9 individuals
Gateway
from a diversity of development and information technology backgrounds.
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MMV
Stop TB

The governing body (Board of Directors) is a self-perpetuating board consisting of eleven
distinguished individuals from WHO, the Gates Foundation (the largest donor), industry, and
academia.
The membership on the governing body (Coordinating Board) includes four international
organizations (Global Fund, UNAIDs, WHO, and World Bank), four members from high TB
burden countries, six regional representatives, five financial donors, seven Stop TB working
group chairs, three NGOs, Gates Foundation, one private sector, two representatives of
Communities affected by TB, and one from WHO Strategic Technical Advisory Group.

Source: IEG.
Note: AsDB = Asian Development Bank; CABI = Centre for Biosciences International; COHRED = Council on Health Research
for Development; CSIRO = Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organization; FAO = Food and Agricultural
Organization of the United Nations, IFAD = International Fund for Agricultural Development; IFPRI = International Food Policy
Research Institute; IFRC = International Federation of the Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, IUCN = International Union
for the Conservation of Nature; SANBI = South African National Biodiversity Institute; TDR = Special Programme on Research
and Training in Tropical Diseases; UNDP = United Nations Development Program; UNEP = United Nations Environment
Program; UNESCO = United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization; WBG = World Bank Group.
a. Membership on the governing and executive bodies is limited to contributors (financial or in kind).
b. Membership on the governing and executive bodies also includes other direct stakeholders.

IEG Assessments of Governance and Management
Governance is both a means and an end. Both how and whether a
program achieves its objectives are important. Given that GRPPs employ a diverse array of governance arrangements, it is not practical to
base the assessment of governance and management on a particular
governance model. Instead, IEG has developed a framework that assesses the performance of governing bodies and their management
units based on compliance with six generally accepted principles of
good governance: legitimacy, accountability, responsibility, efficiency,
transparency, and fairness.2 GRPPs that involve United Nations agencies and the World Bank are by definition international public sector
organizations and should live up to such standards in the use of taxpayer resources.
The 17
programs had a
range of
legitimacy,
accountability,
efficiency, and
transparency
issues in their
governance and
management.
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IEG has observed a range of legitimacy, accountability, efficiency,
transparency, and fairness issues in the governance and management
of the 17 programs during the periods under review (table 3.1), some
of which are illustrated here. Four programs had few such shortcomings in their governance and management, nine had moderate shortcomings, and four had significant shortcomings. Overall, there was a
strong qualitative correlation between effectiveness of the programs’
governance and the achievement their objectives.3
An internal paper on Bank participation in the governance of partnership programs, commissioned by CFP in FY10, has extended these
observations on governance and management to an additional 10
GRPPs, based on the findings of the programs’ most recent evaluations. The detailed findings of this internal paper are presented in appendix J. That many programs introduced structural and procedural
changes in their governance arrangements in response to their recent
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evaluations is further evidence of widespread weaknesses in governance among GRPPs (table 4.2).
Good governance is the collective responsibility of the governing
partners. Although the World Bank is only one partner in the programs reviewed, it has often had more responsibility for ensuring the
good governance of the programs as a founder, cosponsor, or host
organization (box 6.1). There is no doubt that many other partners
view the Bank’s participation in the governance of the programs as
not only enhancing the legitimacy of such programs, but also providing a good housekeeping “seal of approval” in terms of the efficient
use of taxpayer resources. This has also contributed to the World
Bank’s becoming by far the largest trustee of donor funds supporting
GRPPs.

As founder,
cosponsor, or
host, the Bank
often had more
responsibility
for ensuring the
good
governance of
GRPPs.

Box 6.1. Cosponsorship Generally Involves More Responsibility for Ensuring
Good Governance
Cosponsorship of a partnership program by international organizations such
as United Nations specialized agencies and the World Bank has historically
been intended to provide an imprimatur of legitimacy for programs that are
not based on formal international conventions, derived from the fact that the
cosponsors are themselves intergovernmental organizations based on
international conventions.
Cosponsors have typically had specific governance responsibilities, such as
the selection of key office holders, oversight and management of secretariats
and advisory committees, and evaluation. They have also been expected to
represent the interests of their own developing country members who are
not directly represented on the governing body of the program.
Going back to the establishment of the CGIAR in 1971, cosponsorship
remains an important ingredient of legitimacy. It also brings greater
responsibility on the cosponsors to ensure the efficient and effective
governance of the programs.

LEGITIMACY
Legitimacy refers to the way governmental and managerial authority
is exercised in relation to those with a legitimate interest in the program—including shareholders, other stakeholders, implementers, beneficiaries, and the community at large. The initial legitimacy of a
program typically depends on the reputation of the founding partners. Continued legitimacy then depends both on getting other (donor
and beneficiary) partners to join and on demonstrating positive
results.

Effective and
meaningful
representation
of stakeholders’
interests is the
key to a
program’s
legitimacy.

IEG assessments of legitimacy try to go beyond simple representation
on the governing body to examine the effectiveness of this representa-
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tion as well as the other ways in which stakeholders who are not
represented on the governing body can express their interests in the
program meaningfully and effectively. Because most GRPPs are involved in channeling development assistance to developing countries,
it is particularly important that the latter voices can be effectively expressed and taken into account.
IEG found that ADEA, the Cities Alliance, and Stop TB had effective
representation from developing country and other noncontributing
stakeholders on their governing bodies; CGAP had effective representation of the microfinance industry on its Executive Committee.
The 17
programs
ensured
stakeholders’
effective
participation in
their
governance to
various degrees.

In the cases of the GWP and the ILC, IEG found that the representation of noncontributing stakeholders on their governing bodies was
not effective during the review periods. Although the GWP Steering
Committee comprised only 2 donor members, compared with 12
nondonor members from developing and developed countries, the
informal influence of the GWP Financial Partners (a group with no
formal governance role) carried great weight, given their financial
clout. In practice, the balance of influence on the Steering Committee
more closely resembled a shareholder model. Civil society representation on the ILC Coalition Council was quite narrow and functioned
like an exclusive club during the review period. Both programs have
initiated significant governance reforms since their most recent evaluations (table 4.2).
The MMV has a close-knit, self-perpetuating Board of Governors consisting of 11 distinguished individuals from industry, academia, and
WHO (because of the nature of its research and development activities). However, it has created effective channels for beneficiary country representatives to express their voice by means of (a) its increasing
engagement of researchers and research institutions in malariaendemic countries, (b) its holding key meetings in countries where
malaria is widespread and MMV-sponsored research is under way,
and (c) its conscious and successful efforts to ensure that beneficiary
country members constitute more than a majority of its Access and
Delivery Advisory Committee.
The EITI program as a whole has a dual governance structure that
combines a stakeholder model for the EITI Board in Norway and a
shareholder model for the MDTF-EITI Management Committee in the
World Bank. This structure joins the broader political legitimacy and
acceptance conferred by the participation of all voices in the stakeholder model with the donors’ need for rigorous accountability in relation to fiduciary requirements and their own priorities, as essential
for their continuing support.

54

CHAPTER 6
FINDINGS AND LESSONS IN RELATION TO GOVERNANCE AND MANAGEMENT
ACCOUNTABILITY
Accountability concerns the extent to which an organization makes,
accepts, and fulfills its commitments along the chain of command and
control, starting from the annual general meeting of the members or
parties at the top and going down to the executive board, the chief
executive officer, task team leaders, implementers, and, in some cases,
to the program beneficiaries. Accountability is enhanced when the
roles and responsibilities are clearly articulated in a program charter,
memorandum of understanding, or partnership agreement. There
may also be mutual accountability at various steps in the reporting
chain. Stakeholder participation in the formulation of these agreements and their public disclosure also strengthens the accountability
of program governance.
IEG found accountability issues in many GRPPs. In most cases, these
have arisen from an unclear assignment and definition of roles and
responsibilities in the governance and management arrangements. In
other cases issues have risen from the way authority has been exercised.
IEG found that the GDN Board has become increasingly effective
over time. Many problems in the early years have been addressed,
particularly with the establishment of three subcommittees (audit,
executive, and program), which meet in between full Board meetings.
Still, the current composition of GDN’s Board, with 10 of 20 board
members representing the Regional Network Partners, fails to separate oversight/approval functions from management and program
setting.

Accountability
issues typically
arise from an
unclear
definition of
roles and
responsibilities
and from the
way authority is
exercised.

On the one hand, the 10 Regional Network Partners representatives
are in the ambiguous position of representing the interests of their
own regions while also exercising strategic direction and oversight of
GDN performance overall (including the performance of their own
Regional Network Partners). On the other hand, the management
heads of the Regional Network Partners should ideally be involved in
the research agenda-setting function, which is currently the responsibility of the GDN Board. Possible alternatives might be to establish a
separate research advisory body (including the heads of the Regional
Network Partners among others) and to focus the business of the
Board on broad strategic direction and program oversight.
The GFHR has a constituency-based board, its nine constituencies being formally recognized in its statutes. But Foundation Council members serve in their individual capacity without a requirement to
represent or report back to their constituencies of origin. IEG found
that the GFHR constituencies seem to represent targets of GFHR influence more than stakeholders to be involved in governance. There is
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also not a clear division of roles between the Foundation Council and
its technical advisory group. Members of both are deeply involved in
the ongoing work of the Global Forum to an extent that would compromise their oversight responsibilities in a public international organization. Although the engagement of Foundation Council members can be an important complement to the staff in a small NGO like
the Global Forum, it does not appear that that the council members
have adequately distinguished their two roles—as oversight and as
complements to the staff.
In the GWP, the Annual Network Meeting of Consulting Partners
was only modestly successful in holding the Steering Committee to
account during the 2004–08 Strategy period, because of the large attendance each year (120–150 participants) and crowded agendas that
precluded considered discussion. Its role in relation to the budget was
only to comment on the yearly activity report and the financial statement of the Steering Committee, with no input on the allocation of
financial resources. The increasing share of earmarked funding since
2002 has also reduced the voice of Network partners in the allocation
process. The Steering Committee, with its large and frequently changing membership, and the poor dynamics between the donors and
nondonors also made this a very weak body during the 2004–08 Strategy period, which was unable to set strategic directions and oversee
management effectively.
EFFICIENCY OF GOVERNANCE
Large and
frequently
changing
governing
bodies impair
efficient
decision
making.

Efficiency of governance refers to the efficiency or cost-effectiveness
with which the program carries out its governance function without
sacrificing quality. Large and frequently changing governing bodies
can impair efficient decision making. As programs grow and evolve,
their governance and management arrangements may become less
adequate and efficient. This can lead to an inability of their boards to
perform their governance functions efficiently, a confusion between
governance and management roles, or a mismatch between the size of
the program and the resources allocated to governance.
IEG found that the ADEA Steering Committee, the prime governing
body of ADEA, was a large body consisting of 21 contributing agency
members and the 10-member Bureau of Ministers. This body had an
enormous volume of work to do, given the growing reach and complexity of ADEA. The work was all crowded into three or so days of
meetings every six months. ADEA’s 2005 evaluation found that it had
become impossible for the Steering Committee to cover all its agenda
items with the required level of detail, “forcing members to focus on
procedural obligations such as the review and approval of budgets
and work plans at the expense of more in-depth discussions of the
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actual effectiveness and relevance of activities undertaken by ADEA”
(IEG 2008b, p. 25).
In addition, the Steering Committee was often not able to make difficult decisions quickly, if at all, given its consensus approach to decision making. Many important decisions, such as what to do with underperforming working groups or how to streamline the Steering
Committee itself, had been deferred for months or years. In response
to the 2005 evaluation, the program finally created an Executive
Committee to manage its operation and exercise management oversight, leaving its Steering Committee to focus on more strategic and
substantive matters (table 4.2).
The Five-Year Evaluation of the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria found that the speed at which the organization had
developed, in combination with its commitment to flexibility and responsiveness, had resulted in the development of ad hoc systems and
processes that were often duplicative and decreased efficiency. The
large size of the Global Fund’s Board, its turnover of the delegations,
linguistic differences, and lack of adequate financial resources constrained communication with constituencies. Resolving these issues
required a better distribution of responsibilities between the Board, its
Committees, and the Secretariat, as well as more effective prioritization
of issues (Macro International, pp. xxiii and 19).
TRANSPARENCY, FAIRNESS, AND CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
Transparency concerns the extent to which a program’s decisionmaking, reporting, and evaluation processes are open and freely
available to the general public, subject to confidentiality requirements
in human resource management. Fairness concerns the extent to
which partners and participants, similarly situated, have equal opportunity to influence the program and to receive benefits from the program. Fairness can be impeded not only by structures and processes,
but also by language, technical, and legal barriers.
A conflict of interest occurs when one’s ability to exercise judgment
in one role is impaired by one’s obligation in another role or by the
existence of an interest. A conflict of interest is “potential” if a person
is not yet in a situation where he or she must make a conflicted judgment and “actual” if he is already in such a situation (World Bank
2007b).
Transparency: The World Wide Web has clearly been a boon to
transparency. To begin with, IEG assesses transparency by means of
the availability and accessibility of key documents on a program’s
Web site. These include the program’s charter and other constitutive
documents, the organizational chart, membership of the governing

Making key
documents
available on a
program’s Web
site is an
important
transparency
measure.
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bodies, annual reports (including financial reports), policies and
guidelines (including grant application procedures, if applicable), minutes of board meetings, independent evaluations (including management responses), and so forth.
Of all the programs that IEG has reviewed or is currently reviewing,
IEG has found the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria to be the gold standard for transparency and accessibility. Its
Board has mandated a high degree of transparency since its founding
in 2002, and the Global Fund Secretariat has effectively implemented
this mandate to the extent that it has become an integral part of the
program’s organizational culture. In the interests of its developing
country clients who have less access to broadband, its Web site is clean,
with a minimum of graphics. The site is also organized around its
country programs, because it finances investments on a country basis.
Only half the
GRPPs have
posted their
program
charters on their
Web sites.

Otherwise, IEG found that the degree of transparency varied extensively among the 17 GRPPs and the 117 programs in which the Bank is involved. Assembling the basic information on the programs in appendixes D and E should not be such a time-consuming task. The most
common deficiencies were the lack of complete and up-to-date information on the governing bodies, up-to-date financial reports, minutes
of board meetings, and external evaluations. Only half the 117 GRPPs
have posted their charters or other constitutive documents on their
Web sites (table 6.5). Those located inside the Bank have a greater tendency to do so compared to those located in other partner organizations. Only 15 of the 28 independent legal entities have done so.
Table 6.5. Availability of Charters on Programs’ Web Sites

On the Web site
Not on the Web site
Unclear
Total

Transparency
also involves
open decisionmaking and
reporting
processes.
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Location of the Secretariat
In another
In the
Independent
partner
World Bank
legal entity
organization
25
17
15
19
25
13
3
47
42
28

Total

57
57
3
117

Source: IEG.
Note: The term “charter” is used here as the generic term for the constitutional-level
documents around which the partners convene that collectively define the partnership. They
are called many different names on the programs’ Web sites.

Transparency is not just about the availability of key documents and
other nonconfidential information on a Web site. It is also about actual governance and management processes. For example, IEG found
that GDN is moving to build greater transparency into its process of
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choosing board members, while also seeking those with greater board
experience in managing organizations. Stop TB’s Board serves as an
active information channel to its constituencies. Representatives from
affected communities open an online exchange prior to each meeting
to show support, gather feedback, and act on behalf of the community. After each meeting, the Board shares full meeting reports with all
partners and the general public through postings on the Stop TB Web
site. Improving transparency is clearly an ongoing process, starting
with a governing body mandate and a good disclosure policy.
Fairness: Unfairness is often the result of insufficient transparency
and unequal access to information by partners and potential beneficiaries who are otherwise similarly situated. On the positive side, IEG
found that CGAP exhibits a high degree of fairness in a number of
ways. Its activities involving grants and awards are routinely advertised on CGAP’s own and, in some cases, on other appropriate Web
sites. In addition, the award decisions are made by panels of independent experts. As a matter of policy, CGAP involves one or more of
its members as partners in all its major activities by making information available well ahead of the time through Executive Committee
members.

Insufficient
transparency
and unequal
access to
information by
partners and
beneficiaries are
the most
common
reasons for
unfairness.

IEG also found no evidence of any bias in the ILC in terms in allocating grants to civil society organizations from its Community Empowerment Facility to enhance their capacity in relation to land issues.
There was a reasonable balance across regions. The application
process, although lacking in rigor in some respects, did not appear to
hold inherent bias. Applicants were given the chance to come back
with further information when it was requested. The criteria were
available to applicants and appeared to have been applied consistently.
On the negative side, IEG found fairness issues in a number of programs: the Cities Alliance, CEPF, GDN, GWP, IAASTD, and PRHCBP.
In the case of the Cities Alliance, all grant proposals to the Cities Alliance had to be sponsored by at least one Consultative Group member, and about 90 percent were approved, implying that there was
some screening or preselection prior to submission to the Alliance itself. But it was not clear what criteria were applied to any preselection
or how this took place. The Cities Alliance has subsequently taken
steps to mitigate these issues.
In IAASTD, civil society organizations seem to have strongly influenced the nomination of authors for the assessment reports, while not
giving private sector representatives a fair opportunity. The nomination process appears to have been a “battle for control of the pen”
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that was dominated by like-minded people within a single epistemic
community.
Programs need
to transparently
identify and
manage the
inherent
conflicts in
GRPPs.

Conflicts of interest: Real and perceived conflicts of interest are an
inherent and essentially unavoidable feature of GRPPs, deriving primarily from the multiple roles that the principal partners play in a
given program. For example, even donors that are genuinely interested in the global public good may also want a given program to support their own agencies’ activities in the sector in response, say, to
their own domestic policy constituencies. When a conflict of interest
situation arises, one is not automatically in the wrong, just facing a
problem (World Bank 2007b). Given the pervasiveness of conflicts of
interests in GRPPs, the key is to identify and manage them transparently.
IEG has found that some GRPPs appear to be handling conflicts of
interest well. The MMV, for example, requires all Board members, all
MMV personnel, and all members of MMV advisory committees to
sign a confidentiality and conflict of interest agreement before they
are allowed to access relevant scientific data. The GFHR requires all
members of its Foundation Council and its Strategic and Technical
Advisory Group to sign a conflict of interest statement prior to each
meeting, asserting that they are not aware of any conflict of interest or
have disclosed such conflicts.

The Bank needs
to manage more
proactively the
inherent
conflicts of
interest arising
from its multiple
roles in GRPPs.
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The 2008 evaluation of the Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunization (GAVI) revealed potential conflict of interest arising from the
multiple roles of some key GAVI Alliance partners, especially
UNICEF and WHO, as Board members and implementing agencies
(Abt Associates 2008). The presence of vaccine industry representatives on the Board (private sector) also posed some conflict of interest
concerns, pointing to the need to establish clear conflict of interest
guidelines. The evaluation also found that, although the structure of
the Alliance partnership was relatively broad, poor stakeholder communication prevented equal access to decision making for some developing country representatives and allowed the four permanent
members to exercise the greatest influence on GAVI’s strategic direction. GAVI transformed its governance arrangements in a major way
in late 2008 in part as a response to this evaluation—from an informal
partnership hosted by UNICEF to an independent legal entity (a nonprofit foundation under Swiss law).
In the case of the World Bank, the internal paper on Bank participation in the governance of partnership programs, commissioned by
CFP in FY10, also found that conflicts of interest derive primarily
from the multiple roles that the Bank plays in partnership programs,
rather than from conflicts between an individual representative’s
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World Bank and personal interests. The paper recommended five
measures to help manage these institutional conflicts in a transparent
way. IEG agrees with the substance of this recommendation and recommends that it be implemented expeditiously.

Host Arrangements
One of the inherent conflicts of interest associated with GRPPs is that
three-quarters of them are located in host organizations—40 percent
in the World Bank and 35 percent in other international and partner
organizations such as universities. Such hosting arrangements will be
a continuing feature of GRPPs because the benefits of being located in
an existing organization generally outweigh the costs, particularly for
small programs. Benefits include the many systems and support services provided by the host organizations, including human resource
systems, recruitment, financial management, procurement, communications, legal support, access to information and knowledge databases, and, in the case of international organizations, the privileges and
immunities associated with employment.

Forty percent of
GRPPs are
located in the
World Bank and
35 percent in
other partner
organizations.

The three principal costs that have emerged from IEG’s reviews—10
of 17 programs being located in host organizations—are (a) the need
to transparently identify and manage the conflicts of interest inherent
in host arrangements; (b) the “two masters” problem, in which the
head of the program management unit reports to both the governing
body of the program and the line management in the host organization; and (c) the threat of “organizational capture” by the host organization.
Achieving a good working relationship between host organizations
and programs that balances these costs and benefits takes effort. What
are the roles, responsibilities, and accountabilities of each? Who is responsible for strategy, policy, and resource allocation? How much attenuation of its authority is the host organization willing to accept in
relation to its formal legal accountabilities, in exchange for the benefits that the program brings to the host? For which functions is the
program manager accountable to each “master”—the governing body
and his or her line manager? What are the procedures for resolving
issues that arise, such as different strategies for achieving results in
the sector?
In the case of the World Bank, an internal working group convened
by CFP on the topic of partnership program secretariats has found
that the Bank does not generally have clear answers to these questions, because the Bank does not currently have a clear policy on hosting arrangements, or even a definition of “host” at the present time.

Institutional
arrangements
between a host
organization
and a program
should be
clearly defined
at the outset.

The World Bank
does not yet
have a formal
policy on
hosting
arrangements
for GRPPs.
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This policy vacuum exists even though some program secretariats,
such as the CGIAR, have been located in the World Bank since the
1970s. The DGF has also defined “arm’s length in-house secretariats”
in the context of DGF grants to in-house programs in its June 2000
Report to the Board (World Bank 2000a, p. 42),4 and the GPP Group
prepared a note for the GPP Council in October 2004 on the governance of GRPPs that defined shared governance in relation to programs located in the World Bank or other partner organizations.5
Some international organizations such as WHO have defined administrative arrangements related to “hosting” in some GRPP agreements, but the Bank has not yet done so. IEG recommends that the
Bank develop such a policy framework both to avoid further confusion and to foster good partner relations.
Many of the
programs
reviewed have
established
good working
relationships
with their host
organizations.

Many of the programs IEG has reviewed have established good working relationships with their host organizations. For instance, the 2008
evaluation of the Stop TB Partnership found that the Partnership’s
housing arrangements within WHO appeared successful on the
whole, although WHO staffing and recruitment processes remained
challenging for the Partnership. The fact that the Executive Secretary
of the Partnership reports to both the Stop TB Coordinating Board
and to WHO—in this case to the Director of WHO’s Tuberculosis Department—was working well in practice, despite some concerns, in
large part because of the strong working relationship between the two
individuals. By agreement with the Coordinating Board, the WHO
Director assesses the Executive Secretary’s performance and reports
this to the Coordinating Board for discussion.
In contrast, the 2006 evaluation of ILC found that its host organization, IFAD, had assumed various governance responsibilities that
should have been performed by ILC’s Coalition Council. The legal
status of ILC was unclear and accountability lines between the program and the host were blurred. While ILC’s efficiency was enhanced
by being hosted in IFAD, this lack of clarity adversely affected the
value and the long-term sustainability of ILC.

The World Bank
has historically
been a good
host
organization for
GRPPs.

The Bank has historically been a good host—providing administrative, fiduciary, and legal support, and allowing the governing bodies
to have a substantial degree of authority in formulating strategies and
allocating resources among program activities. However, IEG has observed two cases where the partners felt that the World Bank was attempting to exert too much influence on the programs—the Cities Alliance and CGAP.
In the case of CGAP, the Bank approached CGAP to take responsibility for some of the anchor functions for the Bank's microfinance operations on a cost-reimbursement basis. However, CGAP’s governing
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body successfully resisted this proposal on the grounds that a substantial and regular involvement of CGAP in the internal management of the World Bank could generate a perception on the part of
other CGAP members that the World Bank was pre-empting some of
CGAP’s resources; CGAP partners also feared that this might diminish CGAP’s distinct brand as a leading knowledge, advocacy, and
standard–setting network in the area of microfinance.

Spin-Offs
Spin-offs occur when a host organization establishes and nurtures a
new program in its early years, and then spins it off to another host
organization or to an independent legal entity once the program has
reached a certain degree of maturity. Four of the 17 programs that
IEG reviewed were spin-offs (the Development Gateway, GDN, GWP,
and ProVention), and another two programs (ADEA and GISP)
changed their host organization during or immediately after the review period. The Development Gateway, GDN, and ProVention were
explicitly designed at the outset to be spun off from the World Bank.
GWP was spun off from the Swedish International Development
Agency.

Four of the 17
GRPPs were
spun off from
their host
institution.

In almost every case, IEG found that changing the location of the organization had a negative impact on the program’s efficiency during
the transition. Relocating the ProVention Secretariat from the Bank to
the International Federation of the Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies in Geneva slowed the implementation of the program’s activities
by about two years. GDN lost valuable time in the transition process
to ensure its own long-term viability. Too close Bank involvement,
including underwriting of GDN overhead costs, made it difficult for
GDN to develop an independent identity and to raise resources for
overhead costs from other donors.

The spin-offs
had a negative
impact on each
program’s
efficiency
during the
transition.

The broad lesson is to consider more carefully the idea of birthing a
program in the Bank or other organization before spinning it off. The
major sponsors of a new program should carefully consider all the
possible location (host organization) options at the outset and plan to
keep the secretariat in one location until the program is on a firm financial and operational footing.
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The World Bank’s Management and
Oversight of its GRPP Portfolio
IEG’s two-phase evaluation of the Bank’s involvement in global programs, which was completed in 2004, found that “letting a thousand
flowers bloom” in the 1990s had provided opportunities for the
World Bank to learn about using global programs as an instrument to
address the growing challenges of globalization. But the rapid growth
of global programs raised issues about the efficient use of scarce Official Development Assistance and posed significant reputational risks
for the Bank because its portfolio of global programs was largely undergoverned and undermanaged.1
IEG made a series of four recommendations to Bank management.
These were presented in a logical framework intended to improve the
Bank’s selectivity and oversight of its global program portfolio to enhance the effectiveness of and minimize the risks associated with the
programs: (a) strategic framework, (b) financing, (c) selectivity and
oversight, and (d) governance and management of individual programs.

Evaluation Essentials
 The Bank has two overlapping
strategies, but no policy
framework for engaging in
GRPPs.
 Network and Regional VPUs
are responsible for
implementing the two
strategies with the support of
Central VPUs.
 Sector Strategy Papers have
not proven useful instruments
for formulating sector
partnership strategies.
 The Bank has not so far
established reliable systems for
keeping track of GRPPs, for
fostering strong linkages with
country operations, or for
oversight and risk management
of individual GRPPs.
 There is currently no uniform,
well-defined point at which the
Bank decides to become
engaged in a new partnership
program.

The recommendations saw a corporate strategy and an accompanying
financing plan as the starting point of a strategic agenda to promote
effective partnership arrangements: in the absence of such a strategy,
strengthening selectivity and oversight processes would likely lead to
micromanagement of a large uncoordinated portfolio inconsistent
with the decentralized nature of the Bank. The recommendations also
envisaged central VPUs performing primarily support rather than
policing functions and helping the Network and Regional task team
leaders work with their program partners to elevate the governance
and management of individual programs to improve their effectiveness.
This chapter assesses the progress that the Bank has made in implementing such a framework, with a particular focus on (a) corporate
strategy and policy, (b) Network and Regional management,
(c) central support, and (d) oversight and risk management. The governance and management of individual programs was addressed in
chapter 6, and the issue of DGF financing of GRPPs will be covered in
chapter 8. The issue of trust fund financing has been covered in a separate IEG evaluation (IEG 2011).
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Corporate Strategy and Policy
The Bank has
two overlapping
strategies—for
partnerships
and for global
public goods.

The Bank has two overlapping strategies that relate to GRPPs—for
partnerships and for global public goods. The “Strategic Framework
for the World Bank’s Global Programs and Partnerships” was presented to the Bank’s Executive Board in June 2005, and “Global Public
Goods: A Framework for the Role of the World Bank” was presented
to the Development Committee in November 2007. The two strategies
aim (a) to strike an appropriate balance between global and country
programs in supporting global and national public goods, (b) to establish criteria for engaging in individual GRPPs, and (c) to lay out the
respective roles and responsibilities of Network, Regional, and Central VPUs in managing and overseeing the Bank’s GRPPs, consistent
with the decentralized nature of the Bank. The two strategies intersect
where GRPPs provide global or regional public goods, but many
GRPPs also focus on the provision of national and local public goods,
and country programs also support the provision of some global and
regional public goods (figure 7.1).2
Figure 7.1. Corporate Strategies Relating to GRPPs
Instruments

Objectives

Country
Programs

GRPPs:
2005 Strategya

National/local
public goods
Global/regional
public goods:
2007 Strategyb

Source: IEG.
a. World Bank 2005.
b. World Bank 2007.

The Bank has
committed to
integrate global
public good
concerns into
both GRPPs and
country
programs.
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Indeed, a key commitment in the 2007 Global Public Goods Strategy
was for the Bank to integrate global public good concerns into all aspects of its work—not only into its involvement in global and regional
programs and partnerships, but also into its country programs in both
middle-income and low-income countries (including policy dialogue,
advisory services, and lending). Country teams were expected to integrate global public good concerns into the Bank’s country operations through the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper and Country
Partnership Strategy processes, and global and regional programs
were expected to link their activities to country operations. Thus, both
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the Bank’s country programs and GRPPs are now expected to contribute to the provision of both national and global public goods, albeit
to different degrees. Both are also expected to establish effective operational linkages with each other in support of the Bank’s development
goals.
The 2007 Global Public Goods Strategy also committed the Bank to
participating strategically in global programs, to explore new financial modalities relating to global public goods, to promote informed
and constructive debate on global issues, and to focus more action at
the regional level in support of regional and global public goods.
The two strategies have built on previous strategies—going back to April
2000 for global programs and partnerships and to September 2000 for
global public goods (see appendix A, Timeline)—and they are largely
consistent. The first three global public goods priorities and the first three
criteria for Bank engagement are essentially the same (table 7.1).
But the Bank has not yet translated these strategies into a policy
framework for engaging in GRPPs. It has two related policy
frameworks for grants (OP 8.45) and for trust funds (OP/BP 14.40)—
reproduced in appendix B—and therefore for the two major ways in
which partnership programs are financed. But OP 8.45 and 14.40 do
not cover issues relating to partnership formation, the approval
processes for becoming involved in new partnership programs more
generally, or the Bank’s roles in partnership programs beyond
financing, such as administrative arrangements for hosting
partnership programs inside the Bank.
Because the Bank is decentralized, responsibility for implementing the
two strategies resides with Network and Regional VPUs, with the
support of Central VPUs.
Each vice presidential unit is now explicitly accountable to
strengthen the links of global programs and partnerships to
Bank country- and region-based development strategies; periodically review and adjust individual GPPs to ensure they
focus on getting results; assure stable funding for key GPPs
and plan exit strategies ahead of declines in funding; strengthen the Bank's oversight in its GPPs to reduce potential reputational risks to the Bank; and ensure a properly functioning
control environment for programs that have in-house secretariats or are funded by the Development Grant Facility. New
business processes will allow the Bank's GPPs to be traced
from their start through to evaluation and impact assessment.
The GPP Group, formed by combining the secretariats of the
Partnership Council and the Development Grant Facility, sup-

The Bank does
not have a
policy
framework for
engaging with
GRPPs
independent of
how they are
financed.

Network and
Regional VPUs
are responsible
for
implementing
the two
strategies with
the support of
Central VPUs.
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ports the VPUs in strengthening their management procedures
(World Bank 2005, p. v).
Table 7.1. Comparing the Two Strategies: Global Public Goods, and Global Programs and
Partnerships
Global Public Goods: A Framework for the Role of
the World Bank, 2007
GLOBAL PUBLIC GOODS PRIORITIES
• Environmental commons
• Communicable diseases
• Knowledge for development
• International financial architecture
• Strengthening the trading system
CRITERIA FOR BANK ENGAGEMENT
• There should be an emerging consensus in the
international community that global action is
required.
• Bank engagement should be consistent with its
development mandate and relative strengths.
• Global action by the Bank should support or
catalyze other resources.
• There should be an institutional gap that the Bank
could help fill to encourage global action.
• The Bank should have the requisite capabilities
and resources to be effective

Implementation
of the Bank’s
policy agenda to
promote
effective
partnerships
has essentially
stalled.

Strategic Framework for the World Bank’s Global
Programs and Partnerships, 2005
•
•
•
•
•

Preservation of environmental commons
Control of communicable diseases
Development knowledge
Labor mobility, migration, and remittances
Peace and security

•

International consensus that global action is required

•

Consistency with the Bank’s development objectives

•

Need for Bank action to catalyze resources and
partners
Disproportionate benefits for client countries, and
likelihood of results at the country level

•
•

Quality of partnerships

The Bank’s management and oversight of its GRPP portfolio have improved in some areas in relation to these commitments to the Bank’s
Board. Many task teams have brought extraordinary dedication and
ownership to their programs, despite constraints on their time and
insufficient budgetary resources for oversight. The Bank has played to
its comparative advantage as a convener and mobilizer of resources
for new programs, but less in contributing to other institutional aspects of partnership formation, growth, and sustainability.
The Bank has not so far established reliable systems for keeping track
of the GRPPs in which it is involved, for fostering strong linkages
with country operations, or for oversight and risk management of individual programs. In contrast to the excellent foundational and strategic work that the Bank did on GRPPs in the early 2000s, the implementation of its strategic and policy agenda to promote effective
partnership arrangements has essentially stalled during the last three
years, as shown in the following sections.
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Network and Regional Management
Since at least January 2001, Bank management has expected that all
partnerships, regardless of size, should have a clear strategic rationale
consistent with the relevant Sector Strategy Paper. The Bank has also
expected that all partnerships should demonstrate a clear linkage to
the Bank’s core institutional objectives and, above all, to country operational work. Sector Strategy Papers should contain an explicit and
focused discussion of how partnerships will play a role in achieving
goals within each sector.
SECTOR PARTNERSHIP STRATEGIES
Based on an IEG review of all the Sector Strategy Papers that have
been issued since 2001, sector strategies have not proven a useful instrument for formulating sector partnership strategies (box 7.1). IEG
has identified only 2 of 18 sector strategy papers issued since 2001
that made a serious attempt to formulate a partnership strategy—the
2001 environment strategy and the 2007 health, nutrition, and population strategy—albeit these are precisely the two sectors with the largest number of GRPPs. Other sector strategies generally describe some
of the partnerships in which the Bank is currently involved, but without articulating a strategic approach to partnership engagement and
management in the sector.

Sector Strategy
Papers have not
proven useful
for formulating
sector
partnership
strategies.

The 2001 environment strategy made six specific commitments both
to realign partnerships with strategic objectives and to improve the
governance, management, and reporting on partnerships. However,
the Environment Sector Board has not generally followed through on
these commitments, except for identifying and catalyzing new partnerships in the context of the growing interest in climate change issues.
The 2007 Human, Nutrition and Population strategy made a commitment that future Bank engagement in GRPPs would be more strategic and selective to complement Bank work in areas in which it has
no comparative advantage, to complement other partners needing
Bank expertise, and to contribute to international community support
for global public goods; it remains to be seen how the Health, Nutrition and Population Sector will implement these commitments.
Sector strategies have not proven a useful instrument for formulating
partnership strategies because they focus on the Bank’s country operations and because their extended time periods (typically 10 years) are
not well synchronized with partnership programs’ own strategic
planning periods (typically 3–5 years). IEG’s reviews of 17 GRPPs
have revealed a number of cases where the Bank’s and a program’s
priorities have diverged over time.

Sector
strategies are
not well
synchronized
with GRPPs’
own strategic
planning
periods.
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Box 7.1. World Bank Sector Strategies Reviewed
Sustainable Development Network














Agriculture and Rural Development Strategy, 2003
World Bank Group Agriculture Action Plan, FY2010–12
Environment Strategy, 2001
Environment Concept Note, 2009
Climate Change Strategy, 2009
Forests Strategy, 2002
Mid-term Review of Implementation of the World Bank’s Forests
Strategy, 2007
ICT Strategy, 2002
Social Development Strategy, 2005
World Bank Group’s Transport Business Strategy for 2008–12
Energy Strategy Approach Paper, 2009
Urban and Local Government Strategy, 2009
Water Strategy, 2004

Human Development Network







Health, Nutrition, and Population Strategy, 2007
Education Strategy, 1999
Education Sector Strategy Update, 2006
Education Strategy Concept Note, 2010
Social Protection Strategy, 2001
World Bank’s Global HIV/AIDs Global Program of Action, 2005

Finance and Private Sector Development Network




Financial Sector Strategy, 2007
Private Sector Development Strategy: Mid Cycle Implementation
Progress Paper, June 2009 update
Private Sector Development Strategy—Issues and Options, June 2001

Poverty Reduction and Economic Management Network




International Trade Strategy Approach Paper, February 2010
Gender Strategy, 2002
Governance and Anticorruption Strategy, 2007

In the case of GISP, the Bank did not fully benefit from this partnership. Although the Bank announced its support for GISP at a highlevel forum—the 2002 Johannesburg Summit on Sustainable Development—it never utilized the experience of the program either at
global or the country level.
In the case of GWP, the shift of the Bank’s focus to water infrastructure development after the 2004 Water Strategy was issued made
GWP less relevant to Bank’s agenda, even though the Strategy Paper
featured GWP prominently. In the case of ILC, although the Bank is
one of the key international partners in the program, the 2003 Agricul-
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ture and Rural Development Strategy did not even mention ILC as a
strategic partnership that needed to be continued and enhanced.
The Bank needs a different approach and instrument for strategic
planning in relation to partnerships. The Sustainable Development
Network is currently conducting one of the more promising efforts in
this regard. Expected to be completed by the end of June 2011, this
effort aims to outline a typology of programs, identify best practices
that can be adopted across similar programs, and ultimately provide a
strategic framework to address critical issues of its GRPP portfolio
and enable the Network management to make decisions on entry to
new programs and/or changes to existing programs. The exercise is
already influencing Sustainable Development Network policies and
procedures and is making progress in the areas of business planning,
results frameworks, improved quality at entry for new programs, a
more strategic selection process for DGF proposals, and harmonization of resource management across GRPPs in the Network.
GLOBAL-COUNTRY LINKAGES
The desirability of effective operational linkages between GRPPs and
the Bank’s country programs has also been one of the most consistent
themes in the Bank’s strategic documents since 2000. However, the
evidence that this is happening is weak and anecdotal, in part because
the Bank has never specified what kinds of linkages it expects for the
different kinds of programs. Only 4 of the 17 GRPPs that IEG reviewed—ADEA, MDTF-EITI, Cities Alliance, and the MBC—had
strong linkages with country operations.

Only 4 of 17
GRPPs reviewed
have
established
effective
linkages with
country
operations.

In the case of EITI, the World Bank Group and the MDTF-EITI are
together promoting EITI in 47 countries at varying levels of intensity.
At its most intense, an MDTF-funded recipient-executed grant is in
place or in process of being approved in 27 EITI compliant or candidate countries. At the next level, an MDTF recipient-executed grant is
in the pipeline in four countries.
At the least intensive level, the World Bank Group is providing
MDTF-funded technical assistance or discussing EITI through the policy dialogue in 15 countries that have not yet endorsed EITI. Bank
staff in the Oil, Gas and Mining Unit of the Sustainable Energy Department supervise MDTF-funded activities in almost every case,
suggesting strong linkages with the World Bank Group’s policy dialogue on extractive industries. However, there are only a few cases
where the program has been able to establish solid linkages with the
Bank’s broader governance and fiscal revenue management agendas.
In the case of MBC, in addition to implementing GEF-financed
projects to help consolidate the Mesoamerican Biological Corridor, the
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Bank has promoted a high level of intersectoral policy dialogue between key sectors in Central American countries by blending corridor
concerns with other parts of its IBRD/IDA lending portfolio in areas
such as rural development and land administration. The Bank’s rural
development projects in the countries were designed to reduce rural
poverty, thus attempting to mitigate the push factor that was leading
to unsustainable movement toward and use of MBC resources. The
GEF-financed MBC projects were designed to reduce the pull factor
by supporting the conservation and sustainable management of the
corridor.
The broad lesson is that effective global-country linkages do not happen automatically, even though global programs seeking positive
outcomes on the ground in developing countries generally require the
inclusion of their priorities in Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers and
Country Partnership Strategies, as well as complementary follow-on
investments. Strong program legitimacy, arising from developing
country representation on the governing body, appears to foster
stronger linkages, as in the case of ADEA and the Cities Alliance.
Being located in
the Bank does
not guarantee
effective
linkages with
the Bank’s
country
operations.

Being located in the Bank does not guarantee effective linkages with
the Bank’s country operations, as the cases of CGAP and PRHCBP
demonstrate. Many of the 17 programs IEG reviewed were simply not
designed to have strong linkages with the Bank’s country operations.
This is particularly true of the research and development programs in
agriculture and health that are producing improved crop varieties,
drugs, and vaccines. It is also true of the knowledge and advocacy
networks that are generating new knowledge about development.
Other programs have been designed with explicit operational linkages, such as the GEF and the technical assistance programs like MDTFEITI that purchase cross-support from regional operations to supervise investment and technical assistance grants. But there has been
little or no systematic assessment of the extent to which these linkages
are working effectively as designed.
In the case of GRPPs supported by IBRD/IDA trust funds, paragraph
8 of BP 14.40 requires the task team leader to obtain the concurrence
of the relevant country director or country manager for activities that
are implemented at the country level (appendix B). It is also not
known to what extent this requirement is fostering effective linkages
between GRPPs and the Bank’s country operations.

Central Support
The GPP Group started to put in place new business processes for
GPPs in December 2004. The new processes recognized GPPs as a
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separate product line of the Bank and aimed to integrate them into the
Bank’s regular operational business systems. (This integration proceeded most rapidly for GPPs seeking support from the DGF, and less
rapidly for other programs.) Existing and new GPPs were assigned
their own unique project codes in the Bank’s management and information system. Throughout their life cycle, individual GPPs could
now follow procedures similar to a simplified lending process—using
familiar concepts and systems and allowing new GPPs to be tracked
from their start through to evaluation and impact assessment. Portfolio inventory reports became available in an internal database, providing basic information about each program.

The Bank
established new
business
processes in
2004 to improve
its management
and oversight of
GPPs.

New processes were also put in place to encourage improved selectivity. Proposals for new GPPs and requests for new DGF funding were
now presented in a standard Partnership Review Note (PRN) and
considered based on input from relevant parties in a review meeting
chaired by a Director. In particular, task teams could seek early advice
from the GPP Group and the Legal Department with regard to governance. Such advice focused on the quality of the governance structure
(how the partners would form the partnership and interact with each
other), legitimacy, the voice of developing countries, and the Bank’s
roles (particularly whether the Bank’s accountability and responsibility were aligned with the Bank’s formal authority and actual control).
The Quality Assurance Group also initiated quality-at-entry reviews
of DGF-supported programs in 2006, followed by subsequent reviews
in 2007 and 2009. This series of reviews has noted several improvements over time, including better program design and improved readiness for implementation, but it has also noted a number of areas
that continue to need improvement, including unrealistic objectives,
weak results frameworks, unidentified risks, and inadequate resources for effective oversight (appendix I).

The Quality
Assurance
Group initiated
quality-at-entry
reviews of
GRPPs in 2006.

At the same time that the GPP Group was putting these new business
processes in place for GPPs, the Trust Funds Operations Department
(TFO) in CFP was completing work on new business processes for
trust funds. This included (a) the completion of the e-Trust Funds
Project, which automated approval and reporting processes and finalized the main reporting forms for progress and completion reports,
and (b) the integration of information on selected trust funded activities into mainstream operational reporting processes (for Bankexecuted trust funds, into the administrative budget, and for recipient-executed trust funds, into the Bank’s project operations database).

The Bank has
also established
new business
processes for
trust funds.

Then the Board approved the new “Management Framework for
World Bank-Administered Trust Funds” and its three aims in October
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2007—promoting a more strategic approach, strengthening risk management and controls, and enhancing operational efficiency and sustainability. The Board also approved other steps to improve efficiency
in trust-fund management: (a) raising the minimum size for a trust
fund and (b) revising the fee policy to better capture the start-up costs
of all trust-funded activities and the higher costs of complex GPPs
supported by trust funds.
Following the approval of the new Trust Fund Management Framework, Bank management merged the GPP Group and the former TFO
to form the Global Partnership and Trust Fund Operations Department in CFP in October 2008. The stated reasons for doing this included “to integrate and simplify” the approval and tracking
processes for trust funds and GPPs and to “bring together similar
functions and core competencies from GPP and TFO in ways that are
more coherent, client-facing, and cost-effective.” The new department
was organized into two constituent units—the Global Partnership and
Trust Fund Policy Unit, which was responsible for “policy oversight,
review and clearance, as well as advisory functions on GPPs and
Trust Funds,” and the Program Administration and Management
Unit, which was responsible for “cross-sectoral programmatic trust
funds,” and starting in FY10, for the management for the DGF.3
Since this merger took place, the implementation of the Bank’s strategic and policy agenda to promote effective partnership arrangements has essentially stalled in three main areas: approval processes,
tracking GRPPs, and partner relations.
APPROVAL PROCESSES
There is
currently no
uniform, welldefined point at
which the Bank
decides to
become
involved in a
new partnership
program.

There is currently no uniform, well-defined point at which the Bank decides to become involved in a new partnership program. This is partly
due to the way in which new partnership programs arise, and partly due
to systemic weaknesses in the Bank’s business processes that focus on
DGF or trust fund financing to the relative neglect of other aspects of
partnership formation. As indicated, OP 8.45 and 14.40 do not cover
issues relating to partnership formation or the Bank’s roles in partnership programs beyond financing, such as administrative arrangements for hosting partnership programs inside the Bank.
New partnership programs generally materialize in one of three
ways—from the bottom up within the Bank, from the top-down within the Bank, or from the outside. When the Partnership Review Note
(PRN) was established in 2004, it was intended that all new proposals,
however they originated and however they proposed to be funded,
would be channeled through the PRN process. Things have not
worked out this way in practice.
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The PRN process is used primarily for those proposals seeking DGF
funding. This has essentially become a commenting process that does
not have a bottom line in terms of the Bank’s engagement in the program. When the sponsoring VPU signs off on a proposal, it is approving
the request to the DGF Council for a DGF grant, not the Bank’s engagement in the program. When it was decided and who decided that the
Bank should become involved in the program is neither clear nor formalized. If the proposal originates from the bottom up in the Bank, staff
may enter into discussions with potential partners before their vice
presidential-level management becomes aware; by the time these discussions are developed into a concrete proposal, it may be too late for
the Bank to back out. If the proposal originates from the top, the VPU
essentially approves the Bank’s engagement in the program at the
outset, and staff are expected to do what is necessary to get the program up and running and the DGF grant approved.
If a VPU is able to secure trust funds to support a new program, or if
donors approach the Bank with funding for a new program, the VPU
can bypass the PRN process altogether. It can start with a Trust Fund
Proposal form, and then add a partnership program—or not—to the
trust fund agreement.
The Bank also instituted a Senior Management Review process, as
part of the new Trust Fund Management Framework, for selected
large, complex trust-funded programs. So far, there have been five
such reviews—for the Adaptation Fund in May 2008, the Advanced
Market Commitments pilot in October 2008, the restructuring of the
CGIAR in January and November 2009, and the Global Agriculture
and Food Security Program in January 2009. These and other highlevel proposals have been presented to the Board.
In short, the Bank lacks concrete yes/no criteria for engaging in new
partnership programs beyond the eligibility criteria for DGF funding
or the requirements for establishing a new trust fund. It is not clear
when and who is making the decisions for the Bank to engage in new
partnership programs, or what criteria they are using to make these
decisions.
Establishing a well-defined approval point has also been made more
difficult by the absence of a clear definition of what is a “partnership
program.” Based on the January 2001 framework for managing global
programs and partnerships, it was generally understood before 2009,
although not precisely defined in strategy or policy, that partnership
programs were global or regional in scope and had shared governance arrangements. Starting in 2004, those without shared governance arrangements were formally classified as “institutional collaborations” or “programmatic trust funds only” in the Bank’s project

The Bank lacks
a clear definition
of “partnership
program.”
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operations database. This association of partnership programs with
shared governance has also taken on international currency in the
GRPP Evaluation Sourcebook (IEG and OECD/DAC 2007) and in
UNICEF’s recent evaluation of its involvement in global partnership
programs (UNICEF 2009, p. 32).
Then CFP issued new definitions of “partnership” and “partnership
program” in April 2009. A partnership was defined as “any form of cooperation between the Bank and at least one other entity in which all
parties agree on common development objectives and shared/joint responsibilities“ and partnership program was defined as “partnerships
that receive funding from Trust Funds and/or DGF,” whether these
have shared governance arrangements or not.4
The essential problem with this new definition of a partnership program
is that it puts the initial emphasis on the funding of the program rather
than on the institutional relationship between the program partners. The
definition also excludes partnership programs in which the Bank is involved (for example, in governance) that do not receive either trust
funds or DGF support.
The term
“partnership
program”
should only be
used for
partnerships
with shared
governance.

IEG recommends that the World Bank go back to and formalize the situation that existed before 2009 in which the term “partnership program”
is reserved only for those partnerships that have shared governance arrangements as defined in box 2.4 in chapter 2. These are the partnership
arrangements that challenge the Bank’s traditional financial and managerial accountability mechanisms and that involve Bank staff serving on
their governing bodies. The Bank may undertake almost everything it
does “in partnership” with others, but not every such arrangement
should be called a partnership program.
IEG further recommends that the Bank formally approve its engagement
with new partnership programs at the point at which the Bank and the
other partners agree to establish shared governance arrangements, or the
point at which the Bank decides to join an already established partnership program that has shared governance arrangements.
This approach is consistent with the recommendation in IEG’s trust
fund evaluation that the Bank adopt a three-pillar structure for
IBRD/IDA trust funds, consisting of (a) country-specific trust funds,
(b) global and regional partnership programs, and (c) umbrella facilities (IEG 2011, pp. 73–75). This translates into two options for donor
contributions to multi-recipient country trust funds, as follows:
•

76

Partnership programs, in which authority and accountability
are shared in a transparent way with a charter laying out the
roles and responsibilities of the Bank and the other partners
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•

Umbrella facilities, in which both authority and accountability reside entirely with the Bank, subject to the themes agreed
by the Bank and the donors. The Bank is completely responsible for the allocation of resources and results, in the same way
as for the Bank’s own administrative budget and its lending
resources.

TRACKING GRPPS
After the GPP Group started to establish new business processes for
GPPs in December 2004, portfolio inventory reports became available
in an internal database, providing basic information about each GPP.
However, IEG noted a number of areas, in its second biennial report
in March 2008, where improvements were still needed in the Bank’s
reporting systems. These included inaccurate classifications of individual programs and their governance structures, the failure to update basic information (such as the name of the task team leader) on
each program on a regular basis, and incomplete and unreliable financial information (IEG 2008a, p. 40).
Three years later, these issues persist. Bank management did address
one issue IEG identified in 2008 by producing a single GPP cost report
in the Bank’s management and information system that provides consolidated information on trust fund disbursements through both the
cost-accounting and loan-accounting systems, but the information is
not generally reliable. CFP has recently started a new effort to correct
these deficiencies.
The types of basic information that IEG has assembled on the GRPPs
in which the Bank is involved should be available at the click of a
mouse button. But establishing and maintaining such a definitive,
continuously updated, and searchable database that automatically
imports relevant information in real time from related Bank systems
has taken a back seat to the integration of the tracking processes for
trust funds and GPPs into one system, which is still a work in
progress. Based on the experience of the past few years, correcting these
deficiencies will require a joint effort by both the Central VPUs responsible for maintaining the data bases and the Network and Regional VPUs
that are responsible for overseeing individual GRPPs.

Correcting the
database
deficiencies will
require a joint
effort of
network,
Regional, and
central VPUs.

To assist this process, IEG recommends that each VPU should produce
an annual report at the end of each fiscal year on its involvement in
GRPPs. At a minimum, these reports should identify the new programs
that are under development, update the basic information (including
financial information) for ongoing programs, and identify those programs that have closed or from which the Bank has disengaged. The extent to which these reports should also include strategic considerations
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or a summary of the results of the programs would have to be deliberated.
PARTNER RELATIONS
The Bank has been a leader over the last 15 years in establishing dozens of GRPPs, resulting in significant changes in the international aid
architecture. Through these programs, the Bank is now continuously
engaged with other international and regional organizations, other
donors, private foundations, leading international NGOs, civil society
organizations, and universities around the world. The programs have
also facilitated the involvement of new actors and constituencies in
international development.
IEG has been playing a leading role, under the auspices of the
OECD/DAC Network on Development Evaluation, in developing consensus standards for evaluating GRPPs. But shared understanding of
GRPPs needs to go beyond evaluation to include many other aspects of
GRPPs, including good governance, compliance with international understandings such as the Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda, and
how “old multilaterals” such as the World Bank can most effectively engage with these “new multilaterals,” as GRPPs are increasingly being
called. It is desirable to have a common understanding of the nature and
characteristics of GRPPs among the major players in this “new multilateralism,” if only to facilitate research into what makes some arrangements
more effective than others.
The Bank
should continue
to work with its
global partners
to develop
shared
understandings
of GRPPs.

In this context, CFP jointly sponsored an international workshop in February 2010, along with counterparts in WHO and UNICEF: “Improving
Institutional Engagement in Global Program Partnerships: Policies and
Practices.” The workshop was attended by representatives of the three
organizations (including IEG), bilateral donors, private foundations, and
international experts on GRPPs. Topics discussed included the challenges that GRPPs presented to international organizations such as the
World Bank; harmonization of definitions; understanding typologies and
governance structures; good practice engagement policies and procedures; and M&E. The workshop was a positive first step, which the Bank
should proactively continue, to bring about a greater degree of shared
understanding among leading international and regional organizations
about approaches to engaging with GRPPs to enhance their development effectiveness.
The World Bank has become the largest and most important player in
GRPPs. However, maintaining good partner relations appears to have
taken a back seat during the last two years. There seems to be an ongoing effort to force in-house partnership programs into closer alignment with the Bank’s own priorities or leave the Bank altogether, instead of recognizing the value that the partnerships have brought to

78

CHAPTER 7
THE WORLD BANK’S MANAGEMENT AND OVERSIGHT OF ITS GLOBAL PROGRAM PORTFOLIO
the Bank.5 As the founder, cosponsor, or host of many programs, the
Bank does have more responsibility than other partners to provide
leadership to better govern and manage the programs as partnerships, and to invest the effort to mobilize them more efficiently and
effectively around joint strategic priorities (box 6.1). Other partners
also expect this leadership from the Bank.

Oversight and Risk Management
The Bank is a full voting member of the governing body of 79 of the 117
GRPPs in which it is engaged, and the chair or cochair of 25 of these. It is
a nonvoting member or official observer of another 13 programs. For the
remaining 25 programs, it is a financial contributor, a trustee, host of the
secretariat, an implementing agency, or simply a member of the program
that is represented by another member of its constituency on the governing body (for example, the constituency of international organizations or
international financial institutions). In all cases, the Bank contributes its
reputation to the program to one degree or another.
Oversight of the Bank’s contributions to each program is exercised by the
Bank’s representative on the governing body, supported by the task
team leader, or simply by the task team leader, where the Bank is not
represented on the governing body. (The two are not usually the same
person, because programs generally prefer to have as high level a representative from the Bank as possible, who requires the support of a task
team leader.) Half of the Bank’s representatives on partnership boards
are at the Director level or higher, and therefore clearly contribute the
Bank’s reputation to the program. One-third of the Bank’s representatives are also the Bank’s task team leader for the program.
IEG has found little evidence that Bank oversight of GRPPs has improved much since its 2004 evaluation on global programs. IEG found
significant shortcomings with respect to Bank oversight in 12 of the 17
GRPPs reviewed. The most common reasons for these shortcomings
were the following:
•
•
•
•
•

Bank oversight
of 12 of 17
GRPPs reviewed
had significant
shortcomings.

Lack of clarity with respect to the Bank’s roles or its engagement with the program
No TOR for the Bank’s representative on the partnership
board
Insufficient budgetary support for oversight
Conflicts of interest among the Bank’s roles in the program
Lack of transparency in DGF grants

In its formal response to IEG’s 2004 report, Bank management agreed
with the need to clarify the roles, responsibilities, and accountabilities
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of Bank staff serving on the governing bodies of global programs by
means of standard TORs and training, and indicated that “the GPP
Group, in coordination with LEG, will develop these during FY05”
(IEG 2004). Except for a guidance note on conflicts of interest (first
issued in December 2006) and the reporting requirements associated
with DGF application forms and progress reports and selected trustfund reports, Bank management had not yet done this at the time of
IEG’s second biennial report in March 2008. That report concluded
with a series of suggestions for doing so.
The Bank took
some initial
steps in FY10 to
implement a
2004 IEG
recommendation on
oversight.

CFP finally took some initial steps in FY10 to implement this recommendation by commissioning an internal paper on the issue. This paper confirmed many of IEG’s findings in relation to the Bank’s management and oversight of its GRPP portfolio (appendix J). In
particular, the paper found that the Bank lacks an effective way to monitor the risks that partnership programs pose for the Bank, including
fiduciary risks, development effectiveness risks, reputational risks, and
liability risks. Although the PRN form includes an assessment of risks
at the time a partnership is launched, the PRNs are generally not updated and not used to reassess, monitor, or manage risks over time.

Five
recommendations to
improve the
Bank’s
participation on
partnership
boards should
be implemented
expeditiously.

The CFP paper made a set of recommendations to enhance the transparency and effectiveness of the Bank’s participation in the governance of partnership programs, in the following five areas:
•
•
•
•
•

Information about partnerships
Clarity and transparency about partnerships’ governance
Selection and terms of reference for Bank representatives
(along with a sample template)
Conflict of interest management
Risk management.

IEG agrees with the substance of these recommendations and recommends that they be implemented expeditiously. However, the internal
paper also noted that there would first need to be a Bank-wide decision
to take a more disciplined approach to partnership programs to implement its recommendations, because the CFP Vice Presidency by itself
possessed neither the mandate nor the tools to implement the recommendations. Bank management should make such a Bank-wide decision
and clarify VPU responsibilities for implementing the Bank’s policy
agenda on partnership programs.
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The DGF was established in 1998 to manage all existing Bank arrangements for grant financing under a single umbrella. This included the
CGIAR, several health research programs, the onchocerciasis (river
blindness) programs, the Institutional Development Fund, and CGAP—
as well as two new programs beginning that year—the Post Conflict
Fund and the Information for Development Program (infoDev).
The Bank sought this consolidation in the context of a growing number
of grant programs, each of which was coming to the Board individually
for financial support from the Bank’s net income. The consolidation
would help achieve a consistent strategy for grant making and enhance
the ability of Executive Directors and management to make strategic
choices that are based on Bank priorities. It would also intensify the focus
of Bank support, enable consistent governance, and introduce systematic
quality control and oversight. Table 8.1 provides some of the key events
in the life of the DGF since inception.
DGF grants are a financial vehicle to support or contribute to partnership
activities mostly external to the Bank. They are not programs, although
they have often been labeled as such. Rather, they are a dedicated source
of funding for programs and activities agreed to by the donor (the World
Bank) and the recipient organization. Activities that DGF grants have
supported range from large global partnership programs such as the
CGIAR with their own governance structures to knowledge networking
and capacity building activities governed and managed wholly by the
recipient organizations themselves. As the distributor of these grants, the
DGF has in effect been the Bank’s own umbrella trust fund to support
such partnership activities outside the Bank.

Evaluation Essentials
 The DGF can point to a
number of successes in
addressing global challenges
and sharing knowledge about
development.
 But the DGF is no longer the
umbrella facility for the Bank’s
grant-financing arrangements.
 The DGF Council has not
consistently applied 4 of 8
eligibility criteria for DGF
grants.
 The DGF has also been
hindered by inefficiencies, lack
of transparency, and conflicts
of interest.
 The strategic reorientation
toward a “venture capital”
approach provides an
opportunity to revitalize the
DGF.

DGF grants are
a financial
vehicle to
support
partnership
activities mostly
external to the
Bank.

DGF grants and Bank-administered trust funds have proven to be
largely independent sources of finance for partnership programs, because DGF grants generally flow to partnerships outside the Bank and
trust funds generally support partnerships located inside the Bank.
Only 13 of the 96 partnerships that the DGF has supported over the
last three years (FY08–10) have also been supported by multidonor
IBRD/IDA trust funds—10 of these being located inside the Bank and
3 outside. Two other partnership programs—CGIAR and African
Programme for Onchocerciasis Control—have been supported by financial intermediary trust funds.
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Table 8.1. Key Events in the Life of the DGF, 1998–2011
Date

Event

October 1999

Approval of the eight eligibility criteria for DGF grants in Bank OP 8.45

FY01

Twenty-two percent increase ($28 million) in the overall DGF budget

FY02

Introduction of the two-window approach, distinguishing long-term programs (Window 1)
receiving funding for more than three years from short-term programs (Window 2)
receiving funding for a maximum of three years

FY04

Introduction of external peer reviewers for new DGF proposals

FY04

Incorporation of the DGF Secretariat into the newly established GPP Group

December
2003

Issuance of the Rules for Source of Funding for GPPs, specifying that DGF grants must
flow to entities outside the Bank for funding costs of externally managed entities

March 2007

Approval of revisions to OP/BP 10.02 on Financial Management to include DGF grants
under these operational policies and procedures

FY09–10

Exit of the three institutional grant programs (the Institutional Development Fund, the PostConflict Fund, and the Social Development Civil Society Fund) in FY08 and FY09, and the
Africa Capacity Building Foundation in FY10, all of which continue to be funded by other
Bank resourcesa

FY09–10

Merger of the GPP Group and TFO in FY09 and relocation of the DGF Secretariat from
CFPTP to CFPPM in FY10.

FY10

The Bank’s Board endorses the reorientation of the DGF toward a “venture capital”
approach.

FY11

Exit of CGIAR, which continues to be funded by other Bank resources,a and a 13 percent
decline ($9 million) in the remainder of the DGF budget for FY11

Source: IEG.
Note: CFPTP = CFP Partnership and Trust Fund Policy Unit; CFPPM = CFP Program Administration and Management Unit;
CGIAR = Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research; DGF = Development Grant Facility; GPP = global
programs and partnerships.
a. The Institutional Development Fund, the Post-Conflict Fund, the Social Development Civil Society Fund, and the CGIAR
are now being funded as below-the-line items in the Bank’s administrative budget, and the Africa Capacity Building
Foundation is being supported by an IDA regional grant. The Post-Conflict Fund was also merged with the LICUS trust fund
(low-income countries under stress) to form the State and Peace-Building Trust Fund in FY09.

The DGF has
contributed to
addressing
global
challenges and
sharing
knowledge
about
development.
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The DGF can point to a range of successes since it was established in 1998.
It has contributed to the global public good by supporting agricultural and
health research programs such as CGIAR; the Special Programme for Research and Training in Tropical Diseases; the Special Programme of Research, Development and Research Training in Human Reproduction; the
International AIDS Vaccine Initiative; and MMV that conduct research
and development on new products and technologies (improved plant varieties, vaccines, and drugs). Through the CEPF, the African Programme
for Onchocerciasis Control, and the Stop TB Partnership, the DGF has
helped finance country-level investments that support global and regional
public goods, such as conserving biodiversity and controlling the spread
of onchocersiasis and tuberculosis. It has contributed to a number of coun-
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try-level technical assistance programs, such as the Public-Private Infrastructure Advisory Facility, the Cities Alliance, and MDTF-EITI. But the
largest number of DGF-supported programs have been knowledge, advocacy, and standard-setting networks (table 8.2).
Table 8.2. Partnerships Supported by DGF Grants, FY08–10 Averagea

Type of partnership
NUMBER OF PARTNERSHIPS

Location of the Partnership’s Management Unit
In another
In the
Independent
To be
partner
World Bank
legal entity determined
organization

Partnership programs with shared governanceb
Knowledge, advocacy, and
standard-setting networksc
Country-level technical assistance
Country investments for
global/regional public goods
Global investments for global public
goods
Programs under development
Partnerships without shared governanceb
Institutional grant programsd
Total
DGF GRANTS ($ MILLIONS)

3

21

5

29

4

1

4

9

3
1

2

2

1
15

3
2

5
2

3
17

2

68

2
12

Partnership programs with shared governanceb
Knowledge, advocacy and standard4.23
setting networksc
Country-level technical assistance
12.18
Country investments for
global/regional public goods
Global investments for global public
50.00
goods
Programs under development
2.13
Partnerships without shared governanceb
Institutional grant programsd
Total

Total

2
43

11

18.23

6.73

29.19

1.33

23.61

37.13

5.28
3.68

5.28
1.57

0.65
6.29

55.25
3.10

15.20
83.74

3.75
8.43
15.20

35.47

31.91

3.10

154.22

Source: IEG analysis based on appendix K and on the governance arrangements, location, and activities of the partnerships that
were awarded DGF grants for FY08–10, inclusive.
a. The average number of partnerships supported and the average amount of DGF grants awarded in each of the three fiscal years.
The total number of distinct partnerships awarded grants during the three years was 96.
b. “Shared governance” implies an institutional separation of governance and management functions, between a program’s governing
body and management unit, at the level at which the activities of the partnership are being conducted. Partnerships without shared
governance do not have a governing body at this level; their activities are managed by the staff of the recipient organization two or more
levels below the governing body of that organization. See also box 2.4.
c. See appendix C for a more detailed definition of this classification of partnership programs by activities. Programs that are
financing technical assistance and investments are typically also engaged in networking activities such as generating and
disseminating knowledge, and advocacy.
d. The Post-Conflict Fund left the DGF umbrella in FY09, and the Institutional Development Fund and the Social Development Civil
Society Fund left in FY10.
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The Bank has
built longstanding
relationship with
many
development
partners
through DGFsupported
programs.

Through these various programs, the Bank has also built longstanding relationships with other development partners throughout
the world. These relationships have generated intangible benefits for
the Bank and its clients. Through financial participation in a number
of global health partnerships such as UNAIDS, Stop TB, Roll Back
Malaria, and GAVI, the Bank has contributed to the governance of the
global health system and thus benefited its client countries. The DGF
requirement that partnerships receiving grants of more than $300,000
be evaluated every three to five years is also responsible for a large
number of the evaluations of GRPPs that have been conducted, for the
benefit of the programs themselves and knowledge about GRPPs in
general.

The DGF is no
longer the
umbrella facility
for all the
Bank’s grantfinancing
arrangements.

However, the DGF is no longer the umbrella facility for all the Bank’s
grant-financing arrangements because a number of significant grant
programs—the CGIAR, the Institutional Development Fund, the PostConflict Fund, the Social Development Civil Society Fund, the Africa
Capacity Building Foundation—have now have left the DGF, although they continue to be funded by other Bank resources (table 8.1).
This chapter has been prepared in response to requests from several
Executive Directors in June 2010 that IEG undertake an evaluation of
the DGF. Following this request, IEG and CFP agreed that, in lieu of
such an evaluation, IEG would provide a preliminary assessment of
the effectiveness of the DGF in its current biennial report to CODE on
the Bank’s involvement in GRPPs. Thus, the remainder of this chapter
provides findings and lessons in three areas: (a) the effectiveness of
the eligibility criteria for DGF grants, (b) the governance of the DGF,
and (c) the current strategic reorientation of the DGF toward a “venture capital” approach. These findings and lessons have been derived
from the experience of 16 DGF-supported partnership programs that
IEG has reviewed in depth, from IEG analyses of the portfolio of
DGF-supported partnerships, and from interviews with the members
of the DGF Council from July to September 2010.

The 16
programs that
IEG has
reviewed in
depth are
representative
of DGFsupported
partnership
programs.
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The 16 programs that IEG has reviewed are representative of the portfolio of partnership programs that the DGF has supported. Nine have
been Window 1 programs, which receive long-term support from the
DGF, and seven have been Window 2 programs and have exited from
the DGF. However, the 16 programs are not representative of partnerships without shared governance arrangements (which have
represented about one-quarter of the DGF grants over the past three
years), because IEG does not generally conduct reviews of such partnerships, these being bilateral partnerships or more informal multilateral partnerships.
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Eligibility Criteria for DGF Grants
The eight eligibility criteria for DGF grants have remained unchanged
since they were approved in 1997 and incorporated into OP 8.45 in
1999. This section assesses their effectiveness as selection criteria in
light of experience since 1998.
IEG has rated the ex post compliance of the 16 programs reviewed with
the eight DGF eligibility criteria during the period corresponding to each
review (appendix L). Overall compliance has been moderately satisfactory, ranging from highly satisfactory (Stop TB) to highly unsatisfactory
(the GISP). To begin with, there is a strong qualitative correlation between compliance with the eight criteria and the development effectiveness of the 16 programs reviewed. This indicates that the criteria are
doing a reasonable job of screening programs for likely development effectiveness, to the extent that they are being consistently applied.1

The 16
programs’
ex post
compliance with
the eight DGF
eligibility criteria
has been
moderately
satisfactory
overall.

However, as table 8.3 shows, there has been considerable variation in
the overall degree of compliance among the eight criteria and among
programs for certain of the criteria. Ex post compliance with four criteria has been satisfactory overall. The objectives of the most programs have been substantially or highly relevant in terms of encompassing multicountry benefits and of being clearly distinguishable
from the Bank’s regular programs (subsidiarity).
Most partnership programs have demonstrated substantial or high
standards of fiduciary management and reporting. The Bank has generally played to its comparative advantage at the global level in terms
of convening, contributing to strategic direction, and fund raising, although there has been substantial variation among programs. The Bank
has generally not played to its comparative advantage at the country
level in terms of its country presence and knowledge. This reflects the
generally weak linkages that have existed between DGF-supported
programs and the Bank’s country operations, as discussed in chapter 7.
Ex post compliance with the other four criteria has been less satisfactory. Compliance with the promoting partnerships, leverage, and
arm’s-length relationship criteria has exhibited substantial variation
among programs, and compliance with the disengagement criterion
has been uniformly low. More detailed findings in relation to these
four criteria are now discussed in turn.
Promoting partnerships. This criterion does not specify what kind of
partnership arrangements are to be promoted, whether they be partnership programs with shared governance arrangements, more informal
types of multilateral partnerships, or bilateral partnerships in which the
DGF provides financial support to the activities of another
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Table 8.3. Ex Post Compliance of 16 Programs with the 8 DGF Eligibility Criteria
Degree of compliance (No. of programs)

Variation
among
programs

High

Substantial

Modest

Low

Overall
compliance

Managerial
competence

7

5

4

0

Satisfactory

Modest

Multicountry
benefits

3

12

1

0

Satisfactory

Low

Subsidiarity

2

11

3

0

Satisfactory

Low

Comparative advantage
Global-level
6

3

6

1

Substantial

1

1

6

8

Satisfactory
Highly
unsatisfactory

Arm’s-length
relationship

4

6

5

1

Moderately
satisfactory

Substantial

Leverage

4

7

1

4

Moderately
satisfactory

High

Promoting
partnerships

4

3

8

1

Moderately
satisfactory

Substantial

Disengagement
strategy

0

1

4

11

Highly
unsatisfactory

Low

Criteria

Country-level

Modest

Source: IEG data, based on appendix L.
Note: Data presented in descending order of the overall degree of compliance.

The “promoting
partnerships”
criterion does
not specify what
kinds of
partnerships are
to be promoted.

organization. Nor does it specify the level of partnerships—at the governance or implementing levels—or the type of partnerships—knowledge
networks, technical assistance, or investments. The term “partnership”
has become such a generally perceived good in the development community that almost any partnership arrangement qualifies. The new definition of a partnership issued by CFP in April 2009 is also so encompassing that it provides little direction as to the type of partnerships to be
promoted: The definition states that a partnership is any form of cooperation between the Bank and one or more other entities in which all parties agree on common development objectives and shared or joint responsibilities. As currently stated, the DGF criterion does not provide
specific direction to new grant proposals.
It can be inferred from the text of the original 1997 proposal for the establishment of the DGF and from the eight criteria taken together that
this criterion was intended to promote formal partnerships with shared
governance arrangements to which the DGF would contribute and for
which Bank supervision would be lighter than for IBRD/IDA lending
operations, owing to the existence of these governance structures.2 The
original 1997 proposal also implied a preference for partnership programs, whether located inside or outside the Bank, that were retailing
grants to recipients in developing countries. That is, it generally saw
the DGF as a wholesaler and its immediate grant recipients as retailers
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that would have greater expertise and capacity to approve and supervise grants in their sectors for the greatest possible development outcome, whether the grants were for research, technical assistance, or investments.
IEG suggests specifying more precisely the kinds of partnership arrangements to be promoted, particularly in light of the strategic reorientation of the DGF toward a venture capital model. The most recent DGF
board paper acknowledges that, unlike venture capital in the business
world, the Bank cannot entice other financial contributors to new DGFsupported ventures with a potential financial payback through tradable
shares that increase in value if the venture is successful. The Bank must
entice them with a new program’s potential to enhance the development
agenda and results. This implies a focus on building sustainable institutional arrangements—a form of social capital—that will survive the
Bank’s financial exit, and therefore on partnership programs with shared
governance arrangements. DGF grants that support the activities of existing organizations should be the exception, unless those activities are particularly innovative in nature.
Financial leverage. Compliance with this criterion has exhibited high
variation across programs. Compliance has been greater for those programs in which multidonor financing was lined up at the beginning
(such as the Cities Alliance); it has been lower for programs in which it
was not. Although the criterion gives programs an initial three-year
grace period to comply, CGAP did not meet the 15 percent criterion
until 10 years after it started. DGF grants were still contributing 25 percent of the financing for GDN 9 years after it started and accounted for
72 percent of recorded expenditures of GISP during its three-year grant
period (FY04–06).3 Almost half the DGF contribution ended up fully
financing the core costs of establishing and running the GISP secretariat
in Capetown during these three years. Neither the Bank nor the program’s Executive Board succeeded in establishing a sustainable financing plan for the program after DGF support ended.

Compliance with
the “financial
leverage”
criterion has
exhibited high
variation across
programs.

The criterion has also been applied loosely. DGF proposals to support
individual programs or activities of partner organizations (without
shared governance arrangements) have been allowed to put the entire
budget of the partner organization in the denominator, not just the
projected budget for the program or activities being supported. The
DGF proposal for the GFHR, which has included subgrants to GAVI,
the International AIDS Vaccine Initiative, and MMV, has been allowed to include these other programs’ expenditures in the denominator. When these are taken out, the DGF financial support
represented a steady 45 percent of GFHR expenditures between 1999
and 2007. As with GISP, neither the Bank nor the program’s Founda-
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tion Council has succeeded in setting up a sustainable financing plan
after DGF support ends.
The annual DGF progress reports, like the initial proposals contained in
the PRNs, are forward-looking. They do not require sponsors to provide
information on actual program expenditures compared with the projected budgets in the initial proposals and therefore to demonstrate ex
post compliance with the 15 percent criterion. The DGF progress reports
also do not require sponsors to report how much Bank administrative
budget resources were provided in previous years for oversight of external programs or the administrative costs of in-house programs, in comparison with the commitments in the initial proposals.
A former Executive Director pointed out 10 years ago that everyone
“wants to leverage the efforts of others, and no one want to be leveraged” (IEG 2001, p. 2). Based on the experience of the 16 programs
reviewed, the Bank has had greater success nurturing new programs
in which a number of donors have agreed to contribute at the outset
than starting a program by itself and then trying to entice other donors to join. Going forward, this would imply a preference for supporting those partnership programs with multidonor financing lined
up at the beginning.
The “arm’slength” criterion
is now
superfluous and
sends confusing
signals.

Arm’s-length relationship. Based on interviews with task team leaders
during the course of IEG’s reviews, this criterion has been inconsistently
interpreted and applied for both external and in-house programs. For
external programs, this should not imply little or no supervision of DGF
grants in comparison with IBRD/IDA loans and credits. In fact, the latter
are also arm’s length relationships. The Bank has put in place supervision requirements for loans and credits precisely because these are
arm’s-length relationships; such supervision requirements have also applied to DGF grants since the revision of OP/BP 10.02 in March 2007.4
The criterion should also not imply that Bank staff cannot serve on the
governing bodies of DGF-supported programs, which some task team
leaders have alleged.
For programs whose secretariats are located inside the Bank, the criterion
should not imply that DGF grants cannot flow to external recipients in a
two-step process, first to the program’s secretariat and second to the external recipient.5 This has historically been the case, for instance, for
CGAP and the Cities Alliance. But conversely and more recently, the
DGF grants have been channeled directly from the DGF to external recipients in relation to the Africa Stockpiles Program (FY05–07), Communities and Small-Scale Mining (FY05–07), MDTF-EITI (FY05–07), IAASTD
(FY05–07), the Global Program on Fisheries (FY05–07), the Global Road
Safety Facility (FY06–10), TerrAfrica (FY06–08), and the Global Facility
for Disaster Reduction and Recovery (FY07–10).6
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All these programs have also been supported by Bank-administered
multidonor trust funds. As a result, the accountability for these grants
has not been clear. Are these allocation decisions being made by the governing bodies of these programs in light of all the resources that are
available to their programs, by the Bank staff who are managing these
programs, by their line managers, or by the DGF Secretariat itself? Then
who has been responsible for oversight of these grants once they have
been disbursed, and ultimately for the evaluation of the programs, including for the activities financed by these grants?
Part of the reason for this situation may be the absence of a good policy
framework in the Bank for in-house programs to administer recipientexecuted grants derived from the Bank’s own budgetary resources.7 But
the lack of clear accountability adversely affects the integrity of these
programs, including the existence of well-defined boundaries for the
program.
The arm’s-length criterion has also sent confusing signals to task team
leaders about the application of the requirement, in place since January 2001, that all partnerships should demonstrate a clear linkage to
the core institutional objectives and, above all, to the Bank’s country
operational work. A perceived contradiction between these two requirements could explain, in part, the generally weak linkages that
have existed between DGF-supported programs and the Bank’s country operations. IEG suggests eliminating the arm’s-length criterion
completely because it is superfluous (given the March 2007 revisions
of OP/BP 10.02), and because it has sent these confusing signals.
The arm’s-length criterion was consistent with the model of grantgiving that foundations such as the Ford and Rockefeller Foundations
practiced when the DGF was established in 1998. Today, as the Bank is
proposing in its venture capital approach, foundations are much more
engaged in reaching out to potential grantees, proactively identifying
the most promising partners to advance the foundation’s goals, and
then working closely with grantees to ensure success of the partnership. The Bank should not be wedded to an old model of grant giving
that today’s foundations no longer practice.

The DGF should
not be wedded
to an old model
of grant giving
that private
foundations no
longer practice.

Disengagement strategy. The most recent DGF annual report also
found that compliance with this criterion has been uniformly low. The
criterion as written does not explicitly specify “financial” disengagement, and the first two DGF annual reviews (FY98 and FY99) provided a number of different interpretations of disengagement strategies, depending on the program. Nonetheless, the focus of the DGF
Council has been on financial disengagement, and particularly on the
exit of existing Window 2 programs to free financial resources for
new Window 2 programs.

Compliance with
the “disengagement” criterion
has been
uniformly low.
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Based on the experience of the 16 programs reviewed, IEG has found
that the overwhelming focus on financial disengagement has not been
productive. The Bank plays many roles in GRPPs in addition to a financial contributor. The experience with ProVention, the ILC, and
the GWP has shown that the Bank often remains officially engaged
with programs, as a member of the governing body, after the DGF
financial support ends, but tends to become a silent partner. In the
case of the GWP, the Bank remains one of the 10 sponsoring partners
and one of 10 “owners” of the program under international law, with
continuing responsibilities for GWP’s legitimacy and effective governance (see also box 6.1). Since exiting financially from the GWP in
2003, however, the Bank has not contributed to the GWP, either its
extensive experience with global partnership programs or its continuing involvement in the water sector as the largest lender to the sector.
The management of all three programs—ProVention, ILC, and
GWP—desired that the Bank remain more engaged in the governance
of the programs, even though it had exited financially, because the
Bank’s more active involvement would provide greater legitimacy
and relevance to the programs from the development perspective.
IEG
recommends
that the Bank
have an explicit
“engagement”
strategy with
each GRPP.

Rather than a disengagement strategy, IEG recommends that the Bank
should have an explicit engagement strategy with each program. This
strategy could indicate the ways the Bank intends to be engaged and the
expected duration of these engagements. It is difficult to have a disengagement strategy without first having an engagement strategy. One has
to define clearly why one has entered and what is expected before it is
possible to say when or why or how one might exit or shift gears. Focusing on engagement rather than disengagement would also focus attention on the positive contributions of the Bank to each program.
In the case of the ILC, Bank staff continued to attend meetings of the
Coalition Council, and the Bank’s thematic groups discussed the ILC on
many occasions, but the Bank’s involvement in the partnership was not
institutionalized after DGF support ended in 2000. Had there been an
engagement strategy, or at least some mileposts along the road, the Bank
would likely have revisited its engagement in the program over time.
Focusing on the different ways the Bank engages with each program
would also make it easier to identify potential conflicts of interest that
may exist among the Bank’s different roles in the program, because
such conflicts of interest derive primarily from the multiple roles that
the Bank plays in a partnership program, as distinct from conflicts between the Bank and an individual representative’s personal interests.
Based on this experience, IEG makes some suggestions for reformulating the eligibility criteria for DGF grants (table 8.4). The suggested
revisions also reflect the growing international consensus around the
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Table 8.4. Some Suggestions for Reformulating the DGF Eligibility Criteria
Current criteria

Suggested criteria

1. Multicountry
benefits

Supply- and demand-side relevance

2. Subsidiarity

3. Promoting partnerships

Vertical and horizontal relevance

Effective program
design and theory
of change

Comments
The existence of an international consensus—shared by beneficiary countries—on the need for collective action, on the definition of the problem being addressed, on priorities, and on strategies for action.
The activities of the program do not compete with or substitute
for activities that individual donors (including the World Bank)
could provide more efficiently by themselves, or that other global
programs are already providing efficiently.
The outputs of the program are in the nature of global or regional
public goods.
Clear and coherent objectives that distinguish the objectives for
which the program is accountable from the higher-order goal to
which the program is contributing.
A well-articulated theory of change, including strategies and
priority activities that are likely to lead to the achievement of the
objectives.
A well-articulated monitoring and evaluation framework for measuring the progress of activities, outputs, and outcomes.

4. Leverage

A well-articulated resource mobilization strategy, including clear
Resource mobiliza- assignment of responsibility for mobilizing resources. DGF
tion strategy
grants should not generally exceed 15 percent of expected funding over the life of Bank funding to the program.

5. Managerial
competence

Managerial competence

6. Arm’s length
relationship

7. Comparative
advantage
8. Disengagement
strategy

Legitimate and
effective governance arrangements

The organization receiving the grant has a record of achievement in the program area and a reputation for sound financial
management, including efficient and transparent use of resources.
The program has a charter or similar document that lays out
(a) the membership of or the membership criteria for the program; (b) the governing, executive, advisory and management
bodies for the program; and (c) their clearly articulated roles and
responsibilities.
Where applicable, there is a clear statement of the roles and
responsibilities of the host organization in relation to the program..

Theory of sustainability

A well-articulated statement (a) of the requirements to sustain
the key outcomes of the program in the future, including the expected contributions of development partners and beneficiary
countries, and (b) how the program and its partners plan to ensure that these requirements will be put in place over time.

Bank engagement
strategy in relation
to its comparative
advantage

A clear statement of (a) all the Bank’s roles in the partnership,
(b) how the Bank expects to engage with the partnership at both
the global and country levels, (c) the justification for the Bank’s
engagement based on its comparative advantages at the global
and country levels, and (d) how the Bank intends to review its
engagement with the partnership from time to time.
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evaluation criteria against which GRPPs should be evaluated, as reflected in the IEG/DAC Sourcebook for Evaluating Global and Regional Partnership Programs and appendix G. For example, the concept of vertical relevance (or subsidiarity) should be expanded to include horizontal
relevance (the absence of alternative sources of supply). If a new partnership intends to conduct activities and produce outputs that are already
being produced by other programs, then it should indicate if it plans to
complement or compete with those other programs.
Every partnership should also have a well-articulated theory of change,
indicating how its strategies and priority activities are expected to lead to
the achievement of the program’s objectives (see also box 8.1). Given the
current emphasis on development results, and except for those cases
where DGF support is specifically for getting a new partnership off the
ground, the Bank should not engage in new partnerships that do not
have a well-formulated results and monitoring framework at the outset,
rather than waiting for the first external evaluation of the program to be
commissioned, as has often been the case.

Governance and Management of the DGF
The DGF Council is a legitimate body for allocating a fixed quantity of
the Bank’s own financial resources among different partnerships, as it
is comprised of representatives of all the Network and Regional
VPUs, as well as CFP and the Legal Department. However, IEG has
observed a number of governance and management issues with respect to efficiency, conflicts of interest, and transparency.
Efficiency. The DGF follows an annual cycle, culminating in the presentation of the Council’s recommended allocation of next year’s DGF
budget among competing partnerships to the Bank’s Board in June of
each fiscal year. The process starts as early as the previous December
with task team leaders preparing PRNs for new proposals and DGF
progress reports for continuing proposals. Then the new proposals are
reviewed at a partnership review meeting chaired by the Director of the
sponsoring department, vetted and endorsed by the programs’ respective Sector Boards and Network Councils, and then submitted to the
DGF Council for consideration.
The system has been automated for several years now. Task team leaders
complete electronic forms that are automatically saved in the Bank’s
project operations database for each partnership. Then the DGF Council
meets for two days in March or April to agree on the final grant allocations for the coming fiscal year.
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Many interviewees perceived the current system for allocating DGF
resources as inefficient. A large part of the problem has to do with the
opacity of the PRN and DGF progress report forms themselves. The
DGF Council members typically receive the proposals only two to
three days before the final Council meeting in March or April, giving
them little time to review the proposals and the progress reports. It is
very difficult for individual members to thoroughly assess all the
proposals and progress reports in such a short amount of time and to
meaningfully participate in the selection process. Another common
problem identified by DGF Council members was the lack of attention
to the relative scope and scale of each program, leading to an inefficient use of DGF Council members’ time.

Many
interviewees
perceived the
current system
for allocating
DGF resources
as inefficient.

The PRNs and the DGF Progress Reports contain a lot of information.
Nonetheless, IEG concurs with many interviewees that the structure and
the content of these forms has not been conducive to efficient consideration of new and existing proposals. IEG has identified some of the deficiencies and made suggestions for improvement (box 8.1). In particular,
the forms should include some criteria and questions that relate to the
way in which the programs will be evaluated down the road. Similar to
the consultations between Operations Policy and Country Services and
IEG on the harmonized criteria for Implementation Completion and Results Reports and IEG evaluations of Bank projects, Bank management
and IEG should consult on the substance of these forms.
Conflicts of interest. This issue is well known. The VPU representatives on the DGF Council have a conflict of interest when it comes to
the Council’s consideration of their own programs—those that have
been endorsed by their own Network Councils or sponsored by their
own Regional VPUs. IEG has observed that the same is true of most
partnership programs, because many partners, particularly the World
Bank, play more than one role in the partnership. When such conflicts
are endemic and unavoidable, the key imperative becomes to identify
and manage them transparently. Revising the DGF eligibility criteria
and improving the quality of the forms could also help (box 8.1).

The DGF
Council has
taken some
steps to manage
conflicts of
interest
transparently.

The DGF Council has taken a number of steps to mitigate these conflicts of interests. DGF Council members recuse themselves from voting on proposals submitted by their own Networks. To ensure impartial presentation of new programs, the DGF Secretariat assigns a
Council member with relevant expertise from another unit to review
each proposal beforehand, to present its strengths and weaknesses,
and to make a recommendation.
The Council instituted an ex ante peer review process for new partnership proposals in FY04. However, this practice has not been applied systematically for a number of reasons. The current PRN form is
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Box 8.1. Selected Deficiencies in the PRN and DGF Progress Report Forms
•

The ways in which the PRN and DGF Progress Report forms have been constructed are not logical or helpful
for effective decision making. Although the forms contain much useful information, this is often scattered and
difficult to follow. For example, the first question on the current PRN form is the rationale for the Bank’s
involvement in the program—this illogically comes before the goals, objectives, and activities of the program
have been identified.

Partnership Review Note
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•

The PRN could make a clear distinction between the higher-order goals to which the partnership is
contributing—such as saving biodiversity—and the specific objectives to which the partnership will be
accountable for achieving.

•

Some important questions are missing or incomplete. The PRN could require evidence of an international
consensus—that is shared by beneficiary countries—on the need for collective action to address the issues
that have been identified. To what extent have beneficiary countries participated in the design of the
partnership?

•

The PRN has a question on subsidiarity but not on alternative sources of supply. If a new partnership intends
to conduct activities and produce outputs that are already being produced by other programs, then it should
indicate if it plans to complement or compete with these other programs. What value will the new partnership
add, compared to existing programs operating at the same level and providing similar goods and services?

•

The PRN could require a brief description of the essential theory of change for the program, articulated in
terms of a formal results chain or logical framework. Currently, it is not generally clear how the program’s
activities are expected to contribute to the program’s objectives. To what extent is the partnership setting (the
choice of partners, governance arrangements, and level of activities) appropriate for achieving the program’s
objectives?

•

The PRN has an incomplete template for a results framework. There are gaps in the linkages between the
goals, objectives and activities of the program as well as a great deal of confusion surrounding the use of the
term “results” on the form. Both IEG and the Quality Assurance Group have found the results frameworks to
be of poor quality (World Bank 2009, p.8) or to be done after approval, making it difficult to assess the
appropriateness of the program’s design at entry and the likelihood of achieving objectives. Stronger results
frameworks would also pave the way for more effective monitoring and evaluation.

•

The PRN could provide more information on the institutional arrangements for implementing M&E. Indicating
how progress will be monitored—that is, monitoring tools, forms, and frequency of data collection and
reporting—would also help initiate a better M&E system at the outset of the program.

•

The PRN has a section on governance. It would be helpful if this section made a clearer distinction between
those programs with shared governance arrangements and those without such arrangements. For those with
shared governance, the PRN should indicate whether the program has a one, two or three-tier governance
structure, which partners are represented on these governing bodies, and who will represent the Bank on
them.

•

The PRN indicates the ways the Bank plans to be engaged with the program, but information is scattered
throughout the form. It would be helpful if it were consolidated into one section along with the expected
duration of these engagements, thereby constituting a well-defined engagement strategy for the Bank.

•

Potential conflicts of interest arise primarily because of the multiple roles and functions that the Bank performs
in a given partnership. These potential conflicts exist whether the roles are performed by the same or different
staff members, since all staff serve as agents of the Bank. Following the consolidated statement of the Bank’s
roles (immediately above), the PRN could then present a factual statement of the Bank’s different interests in
the program, and the ways in which these different interests will be managed transparently.
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DGF Progress Report
•

This form suffers from similar deficiencies. Before providing an update on activities, it would be helpful if the
partnership described any changes that have occurred in its authorizing environment, its partnership
arrangements, its objectives, and its activities since the PRN or the previous progress report. To what extent has
the scope, scale, or design of the program changed, and activities been modified, added, or discontinued to
achieve its objectives more efficiently?

•

Poorly constructed results frameworks and inconsistent application of results terminology are also a weakness in
the progress reports. Although highlighting the milestones is useful, progress toward the partnership’s objectives
should be systematically tracked through a clear results framework.

•

The form lacks historical financial information. The progress reports could provide actual sources and uses of
funds in comparison with the projections in the PRN or previous progress reports, and thereby provide accurate
information on the share of DGF contributions to the partnership. The reports should also indicate how much
Bank administrative budget resources were spent on oversight of external programs or the administrative costs
of in-house programs, in comparison with the previous commitments. (It would be helpful if this information on
the Bank’s administrative budget as well as trust fund resources could be automated through appropriate
linkages with the Bank’s management and information system.)

The progress reports could update the initial risk assessments provided in the PRN, while indicating the extent to
which previously identified or unidentified risks have materialized, how these have been managed, and what are
the prospects for the future.
a. For a more detailed discussion of conflicts of interest in partnership programs, along with suggested ways for
managing these transparently, see World Bank 2009a, pp. 24–28.
•

very Bank-centric. Sector Boards have found it difficult to suggest external peer reviewers who can comment meaningfully and who do
not have a conflict of interest. DGF staff have also found soliciting external peer reviewers to be very time consuming in relation to an
overall process that runs on a strict schedule. Among the new programs that were submitted for DGF funding in FY11, only one new
proposal, a Sustainable Development Network program, included
comments from an external peer reviewer.
Transparency. IEG’s GPRs have revealed a number of deficiencies in the
transparency of information reported by the DGF Council and Secretariat.
First, in a number of cases, the DGF grants for some related programs
have been grouped together and channeled through one of the programs
in the group, and the entire amount has been recorded in the Bank’s accounting systems as going to that one program.
In addition to giving the impression that the DGF is supporting fewer
partnerships than it actually is, IEG’s reviews of the GFHR and the MMV
found that this has reduced Bank oversight as well as transparency. Although the DGF grants to GAVI, the International AIDS Vaccine Initiative,
MMV, and other subgrantees have been channeled through the Global
Forum, the Forum has borne no responsibility for oversight of the subgrantees, and the Bank has only used it as a channel to direct funds to organizations and activities chosen by the Bank. All the subgrantees have
been active, ongoing organizations in their own right, mostly with inde-

There have been
deficiencies in
the
transparency of
information
reported by the
DGF Council
and Secretariat.
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pendent legal status and directly accountable to the Bank for the DGF
funds provided.
Another, more recent example of a group of programs that has been
awarded a DGF grant for FY09–11 is the Global Partnership to Promote Youth Employment and Employability, located in the International Youth Foundation in Baltimore, Maryland. The other three
partnerships in the grouping are the Youth Employment Network,
located in the ILO; Understanding Children’s Work, located in the
University of Rome; and the MENA Child Protection Initiative, located in the Arab Urban Development Institute in Riyadh. In these
cases, the DGF funds are channeled directly to each host organization.
The overall global partnership does not appear to have a governing
body, whereas the other three are partnership programs in their own
right with governing bodies. Two were previously funded by the
DGF as Window 2 programs. Several DGF Council members indicated to IEG that they were not familiar with these arrangements even
though they had approved their grants for the current fiscal year. It is
not clear how this global partnership will be evaluated in due course.
Second, the summary tables of historical grant allocations in the annual
DGF report identify programs by Bank Network and Sector Board, but not
by the VPU or Department that is responsible for oversight of each program going forward. The responsible VPU or Department is not always
the same as the Network or Sector Board, especially for Regional partnerships and for global partnerships in DEC and the World Bank Institute.
IEG has suggested (see appendix K) a more transparent way of presenting
the same information that focuses on Bank oversight of the programs once
they are approved. Such a focus is particularly appropriate in light of the
expressed need for more active monitoring of the programs under the new
venture capital approach. Appendix K also provides the breakdown of
subgrants to individual partnerships in the case of partnership groupings.
This has not been available in the annual DGF report or the Bank’s accounting systems, but only on request from the DGF Secretariat or the task
team leader.
Third, the names of the DGF-supported partnerships in the annual
DGF report and in the Bank’s project operations database are often
very different from the actual names of the partnerships on their own
Web sites. This can make it difficult to identify the partnership that
the DGF is supporting or to find out more information about the
partnership from its own Web site. Table 8.5 provides some examples.
It would also be helpful if the annual DGF report could identify more
clearly which grant recipients are partnership programs with shared
governance arrangements, as opposed to more informal multilateral
arrangements or bilateral partnerships.
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Table 8.5. Examples of Different Names for the Same Partnership
Name of the partnership in the
DGF Board paper
Global Partnership for Environmental Governance/
Principle 10
Global Chemicals Management
Program for Education Statistics (PES)
Bridging the Knowledge Gap for Results in MNC Health
Supporting Insurance Supervision
Strengthening Bank's Support to the Arab World
Good Governance: Community Mobilization To Combat
Corruption
Forging Partnerships for Good Governance in Public
Expenditure and Record Management
Knowledge Partnership for Measuring Air Pollution and
GHG Emissions in Asia
Capacity Building for Managing Water Scarcity in MENA
Developing Connectivity Between Biological and
Geospatial Information.
Source: IEG.

Name of the partnership on its
own Web site
The Access Initiative (TAI)
Strategic Approach to International Chemicals
Management (SAICM)
UNESCO Institute for Statistics (UIS)
Partnership on Maternal, Newborn and Child Health
(PMNCH)
International Association of Insurance Supervisors
(IAIS)
Research Initiative for Arab Development (RIAD)
Partnership for Transparency Fund (PTF)
Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability
(PEFA)
Clean Air Initiative for Asian Cities
Arab Water Academy
Inter-American Biodiversity Information Network
(IABIN)

Strategic Reorientation of the DGF Toward a Venture Capital
Approach
In June 2010, the Bank’s Executive Board endorsed a strategic reorientation of the DGF toward a “venture capital” style approach with a greater
emphasis on providing seed capital for innovation. This restructuring
would allow the DGF to better fulfill its original mandate, which was to
support innovative initiatives and cutting-edge technologies that have
the potential to promote partnerships as they address a broad range of
global and regional development issues. Since then, CFP has initiated (a)
an exit strategy exercise for 24 long-standing DGF-supported programs
to free up more DGF resources for new innovative partnerships, and (b)
the preparation of a revised results-framework template for DGFsupported programs in line with the reoriented DGF. Progress on both
these initiatives will be reported to the Board in June 2011.

The Bank’s
Board has
endorsed a
strategic
reorientation of
the DGF toward
a “venture
capital”
approach.

In the meantime, IEG has the following observations on this strategic
reorientation based on the findings and lessons from its 16 GPRs. The
first three observations have already been made above.
First, because the Bank cannot entice other financial contributors with
a potential financial payback through tradable shares, the Bank
should focus on building sustainable institutional arrangements that
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The DGF should
focus on
building
sustainable
institutional
arrangements
with multidonor
financing that
can survive the
Bank’s financial
exit.
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will survive the Bank’s financial exit, and therefore on partnership
programs with shared governance arrangements.
Second, the Bank has had greater success in nurturing new programs
in which a number of donors have agreed to contribute at the outset,
than in starting a program by itself and then trying to entice other donors to join. This implies a preference for lining up multidonor financing for new partnership programs at the outset.
Third, the arm’s-length criterion for DGF grants should be eliminated,
because it is superfluous and sends confusing signals about how closely
the Bank and Bank staff are allowed to be involved with the program.

The Bank’s
experience with
nurturing new,
innovative
programs and
then spinning
them off has
been mixed.

Fourth, the Bank’s experience with nurturing new, innovative programs
and then spinning them off has been mixed, based on reviews of the Development Gateway Foundation, the GDN, and ProVention. Common
experiences among these and other spin-offs have included time lost
during the transition process, a lack of long-term planning at creation,
getting caught up in the Bank bureaucracy, and difficulties disengaging
from Bank support (IEG 2007c, p. 23). IEG has found that mature public
sector bureaucracies such as the Bank find it difficult to embrace innovative and entrepreneurial programs, especially programs in new subject
areas (for example, the Development Gateway in 1999).

The plurality of
DGF-supported
programs will
continue to be
knowledge
networks.

Fifth, if the past is a guide, the plurality of DGF-supported programs will
be knowledge, advocacy, and standard-setting networks. The DGF does
not have the financial resources to support global research and development programs like the CGIAR, and the DGF contribution to other
global research and development programs such as the Special Programme for Research and Training in Tropical Diseases, the Special Programme of Research, Development and Research Training in Human
Reproduction, the International AIDS Vaccine Initiative, and MMV has
been comparatively small, averaging just one to five percent of their total
resources. Contributing to knowledge networks is also consistent with
the venture capital approach, because such contributions have the potential for a large payoff relative to the small financial outlay.

The Bank will
have to find
another
instrument to
make long-term
grants to
programs
providing global
public goods.

Finally, the DGF has provided long-term financial support to a number of important global partnerships, particularly in the health sector.
These generally small but flexible contributions to programs such as
UNAIDS, Stop TB, Roll Back Malaria, and GAVI have given the Bank
a “seat at the table,” enabling it to contribute to the governance of the
global health system for the benefit of the Bank’s client countries.
These contributions have also been valued by the recipient programs,
because the funds have contributed to core rather than earmarked
funding. If such grants are still viewed as important but inconsistent
with the new venture capital approach, then the Bank would have to
find another instrument to make such grants.

Chapter 9
Conclusions and Recommendations
Fostering partnerships to address global challenges and share knowledge is a cornerstone of the Bank’s strategic vision. GRPPs with
shared governance are a basic building block in this effort and have
become a significant line of business for the World Bank, and hence
for IEG evaluation.
The nearly 120 programs in which the Bank is currently involved are
spending about $7 billion annually. The objectives of the 17 programs
that IEG has reviewed in depth since 2006 have been highly relevant
in terms of collectively addressing important global and regional issues, but few have had a well-articulated results framework. Almost
all programs can point to some positive achievements in terms of
outputs. However, the sustainability of many programs and the benefits they foster is threatened by weak resource mobilization strategies,
failure to keep up with the changing global and regional context, and
difficulties in demonstrating results at the outcome level.
The Bank’s management and oversight of its GRPP portfolio shows
strengths and weaknesses. Many task teams have brought extraordinary dedication and ownership to their programs, despite constraints
on their time and insufficient budgetary resources for oversight. The
Bank has played to its comparative advantage in convening and mobilizing resources for new programs, but less in contributing to other
institutional aspects of partnership formation, growth, and sustainability. The Bank has not so far established reliable systems for keeping
track of the GRPPs in which it is involved, for fostering strong linkages with country operations, or for oversight and risk management of
individual programs. In contrast to the excellent foundational and
strategic work that the Bank did on GRPPs in the early 2000s, the implementation of the Bank’s strategic and policy agenda to promote
effective partnership arrangements has essentially stalled during the
last three years.
The DGF has provided funding to about 70 of the 120 GRPPs in which
the Bank is involved. It has had a number of successes, but it is no
longer the umbrella facility for all the Bank’s grant financing arrangements, as was envisaged when it was established in 1998. A
number of significant programs have now left the DGF umbrella, but
continue to be funded by other Bank resources.
There is a sound rationale for the Bank to be engaged in grant making
in a small way, but the effectiveness of the DGF has been hindered by
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governance and management issues and by the inconsistent application of its own eligibility criteria. The ongoing strategic reorientation
of the DGF toward a “venture capital” approach provides an opportunity to revitalize it. Based on IEG’s findings from the experience of
16 DGF-supported programs, the DGF should focus its efforts on
building sustainable institutional arrangements that can survive the
Bank’s financial exit and on helping to secure multidonor financing
from the outset.

Recommendations
IEG has a number of recommendations to strengthen the Bank’s management and oversight of GRPPs and to improve the development
effectiveness of the programs themselves. The recommendations follow the same logical framework as those in IEG’s 2004 evaluation of
the Bank’s involvement in global programs and are intended to complement those recommendations. Three of the points in the seventh
recommendation have been repeated from the 2004 evaluation because they have not yet been implemented.

STRATEGIC AND POLICY FRAMEWORK
1. The Bank should continue to work with its global partners to develop shared understanding and information about the role and nature of GRPPs in the new aid architecture, from the inception and establishment of new programs through their independent evaluation
and impact assessment.
2. The Bank should develop a formal policy on engaging with
GRPPs, including among other things:
•
•

Standard approval processes for Bank engagement with new
partnership programs, independent of how they are financed
A policy for hosting the management units (secretariats) of
GRPPs inside the Bank.

FINANCING
3. The Bank should revise the eligibility criteria for receiving DGF
grants, taking into account the role of GRPPs and the DGF in the new
aid architecture and the Bank’s mixed experience with the existing
DGF criteria.

SELECTIVITY
4. The Bank should not formally engage in new GRPPs that do not
have well-articulated governance arrangements, theory of change,
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monitoring and evaluation framework, and resource mobilization
strategy at the outset.
5. The Bank should have an explicit engagement strategy for each
GRPP in which it is involved, including the following elements:
•

•
•

The expected roles of the Bank in the program at both the
global and country levels, along with the expected duration of
these roles
How the program’s activities are expected to be linked with
the Bank’s country operations
How the risks to the Bank’s participation will be identified
and managed, including conflicts of interest among the Bank’s
roles in the program.

6. The approval of new programs should include criteria against
which programs will subsequently be evaluated, including:
•
•
•
•

Evidence of an international consensus
Evidence of developing country demand
Subsidiarity
The absence of alternative sources of supply.

OVERSIGHT AND RISK MANAGEMENT
7. The Bank should strengthen its oversight and risk management of
of GRPPs by:
•

•
•
•
•

Establishing and maintaining a definitive, continuously updated, and searchable database of the GRPPs in which the
Bank is currently engaged
Requiring standard terms of reference for Bank staff serving
on partnership boards
Preparing Bank-wide guidelines for task team leaders of
GRPPs.
Providing sufficient budgetary resources for effective oversight and risk management.
Requiring each vice presidency to produce an annual report
on its involvement in GRPPs, including new entrants and exits.
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Appendix A: Timeline of Key Events in
Establishing the World Bank’s Institutional
Framework for Global and Regional Partnership
Programs
Date

Event

August 1997

Establishment of the Development Grant Facility (DGF) to place all global and regional
programs that receive World Bank grant funding under a single management umbrella.

May 1999

Creation of the Partnership Council, chaired by a Managing Director and composed of vice
presidents particularly active in partnerships, as an advisory body to support a more proactive
management of partnerships and to provide a forum for Bank-wide discussion and learning.

April 28, 2000

Two presentations to the Board, on “Partnership Oversight and Selectivity” and “Addressing
Global Dimensions in Development” to initiate a Bank-wide strategy for partnerships and
global programs.

September 25,
2000

A communiqué of the Development Committee Ministers establishing a set of four criteria to
guide the Bank’s involvement in global and regional programs and five institutional priority
areas for Bank involvement.

November 6,
2000

A memorandum from Sven Sandstrom to the Bank’s vice presidents formalizing six criteria for
engaging in partnerships and establishing that MDs would review all major new partnerships at
the conceptual stage.

January 30,
2001

The presentation to the Board of a consolidated framework for managing global programs and
partnerships

March 2001

The creation of the Management Committee comprising the President and the Managing
Directors, to address issues of priority and strategy for global programs and partnerships.

March 2001

The identification of five global public goods priorities and five corporate advocacy priorities for
the Bank in the Strategic Directions paper for FY02–04.

November 20,
2001

The presentation to the Board of a new framework for improved management and
effectiveness of World Bank–administered trust funds.

December
2001

Two memoranda from Jeffrey Goldstein and Motoo Kusakabe, launching a new Partnership
Approval and Tracking System, which integrates several partnership-related processes into
one business process: (1) an initiating concept note for seeking Managing Director approval
for new global and regional partnerships, (2) the DGF application process, (3) the initiating
brief for trust funds, and (4) the risk assessment and approval process for private sector
partnerships.

June 2002

IEG presented its Phase 1 Report to CODE: “The World Bank’s Approach to Global Programs:
An Independent Evaluation — Phase 1 Report and Annexes.”

March 2003

Update presented to the Bank’s Executive Board on management of global programs and
partnerships.

July 2003.

GPP Council established, as the management committee responsible for overseeing the
strategic framework and operational policies for GPPs. Composed of key Regional, Network,
and Central vice presidents, its terms of reference was:
• To set the Bank’s vision and priorities for engagement in GPPs
• To review VPU portfolios and the Bank’s institutional partnerships
• To set and oversee criteria for selection and evaluation of GPPs, including governance
structures, risk managements, exit strategies, and best practice.
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Date

Event

July 2003

GPP Group established, to support the GPP Council and senior Bank management in
providing a strategic approach to global programs and partnerships. It also encompassed the
DGF Secretariat and provided guidance to the Networks and Regions on partnership
arrangements and financing options for GPPs.

December
2003

SFRVP issued “Rules for Source of Funding for Global Programs and Partnerships,” indicating
allowable uses of the Bank’s administrative budget, DGF grants, and trust funds by GPPs,
depending on governance arrangements and location of the secretariat of each GPP.

June 2004

Margret Thalwitz appointed Director, GPP Group.

September
2004

IEG presented its Phase 2 Report to CODE: Addressing the Challenges of Globalization: An
Independent Evaluation of the World Bank’s Approach to Global Programs.

December
2004

Introduction of new business processes for GPPs, Phase 1. Introduction of the GPP Code, the
Partnership Review Note, and the three categories of GPPs: Partnership programs,
institutional collaborations, and programmatic trust funds only.

June 2005

“Strategic Framework for the World Bank’s Global Programs and Partnerships” presented to
the Bank’s Executive Board.

November
2005

Expansion of new business processes for GPPs, Phase 2. All relevant information from the
previous Partnership Approval and Tracking System now migrated to the new system.
Ongoing GPPs seeking DGF funding now only have to fill out a progress report in the
Operations Portal.

May 2006

IEG’s first biennial synthesis report presented to the CODE Subcommittee, “Discussion Note
on Global Program Reviews and IEGWB Guidelines for Global Program Reviews,” based on
IEG’s first three pilot Global Program Reviews.

December
2006

The GPP Group issued a Guidance Note for Bank Staff on “Identifying and Addressing
Partnership Conflict of Interest in Global Programs and Partnerships.”

December
2006

The Quality Assurance Group issued its first “Quality at Entry Review of DGF-Funded GPPs.”
Subsequent such reviews were issued in November 2007 and November 2009.

January 2007

IEG publishes Sourcebook for Evaluating Global and Regional Partnership Programs:
Indicative Principles and Standards” under the auspices of the OECD/DAC Network on
Development Evaluation.

October 2007

New corporate strategy for the World Bank’s engagement in global public goods presented to
the Development Committee.

October 2007

“Management Framework for World Bank-Administered Trust Funds” presented to the Bank’s
Executive Board

March 2008

IEG’s second biennial synthesis report presented to the CODE Subcommittee, “Progress
Report on IEG's Activities Relating to Global and Regional Partnership Programs: Discussion
Paper,” based on IEG’s first seven regular Global Program Reviews.

October 2008

The GPP Group and the Trust Fund Operations Department merged into one Department:
CFPTO.

March 2009

Junhui Wu appointed Director of CFPTO.

April 2009

CFP introduces new definition of a “partnership program” as “partnerships that receive funding
from Trust Funds and/or DGF.”

June 2010

“Managing Trust Funds: An Update and the Way Forward” presented to the Bank’s Executive
Board.

Note: CFPTO = Global Partnership and Trust Fund Operations Department; CODE = Committee on
Development Effectiveness; DGF = Development Grant Facility; GPP = Global Programs and Partnerships;
OECD/DAC = Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development/Development Assistance Committee;
SFRVP = Strategy, Finance, and Risk Management Vice Presidency.
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Appendix B. World Bank Policies, Procedures,
and Staff Rules That Relate to GRPPs
OP 8.45 – Grants

October 1999
1

1. Grants are an integral part of the Bank's development work and an important complement to its lend2
ing and advisory services. The Bank's main objectives in extending grants are to encourage innovation,
catalyze partnerships, and broaden the scope of Bank services. Grants enable the Bank to leverage its
financial resources, people, and skills, and to combine forces with other partners in pursuit of shared objectives. Grants can complement, expand, and enhance Bank programs, but they do not substitute for
Bank financing of regularly budgeted activities.
2. The Bank provides grants from the following main sources: (a) the IBRD administrative budget
through the Development Grant Facility, (b) IBRD net income, and (c) IDA resources. This OP sets out
Bank policy governing grants from these sources. The Bank also administers and in some cases ex3
ecutes grants from donor-supported trust funds. Trust fund policies and procedures are set out in OP/BP
14.40, Trust Funds.
Grants from the IBRD Administrative Budget: Development Grant Facility
3. Because grants are an integral part of the Bank's work, they are generally made from the IBRD administrative budget. Such grants are normally channeled through the Development Grant Facility (DGF) to
4
enable the Bank to prioritize allocations. DGF grants are used only to support activities that meet the
Bank's overall grant-making objectives (see para. 1) and that are consistent with the Bank's institutional
5
and sector priorities. DGF grants must also substantially meet eight eligibility criteria (see Annex A).
4. Grants under the DGF are made from an annual budget endorsed by a Bankwide DGF Council, recommended by Management, and approved by the Bank's Board of Executive Directors. The Executive
Directors have delegated to Management the authority to approve grants of up to $1 million per individual
program for programs that meet the eligibility criteria and the Bank's strategic priorities, from amounts
derived through reallocations within the DGF budget approved by the Board, up to an aggregate of no
more than 10 percent of that budget.

1. "Bank" includes IBRD and IDA.
2. At the country level, grants can complement loans to achieve poverty reduction where potential returns are high
but less immediate, such as in the case of technical assistance or capacity building. They can also be useful where
the recipient is financially weak and lending is either unavailable or inappropriate, such as in post-conflict situations.
At the global and regional levels, grants can complement loans where potential returns are high, such as in health
research or global rule-making, but take a longer time to develop and are not captured in a single country or through
market mechanisms.
3. Major donor-supported trust funds include, for example, the Global Environmental Facility (GEF) and the Energy
Sector Management Assistance Program (ESMAP).
4. In special cases, other parts of the administrative budget extend grants, primarily within the Bank. For example,
two programs support innovation within the Bank-the Innovation Marketplace ($3 million in FY98) and the PSD Exchange ($1 million in FY99)-and one program supports research within the Bank-the Research Support Budget
(about $5 million in FY98).
5. Institutional priorities are identified in a variety of forums, including the Strategic Compact, Strategic Forums, the
Strategic Directions paper, and other Bank documents and discussions. Sector Boards are responsible for establishing sector strategies.
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Policies under Individual DGF Programs
5. Some grant programs included in the DGF, while broadly consistent with overall DGF policies and
procedures, have their own governance structures, subgrant eligibility criteria, and subgrant allocation
6
procedures.

OP 8.45, Annex A – DGF Eligibility Criteria

October 1999

Programs requesting grants through the Development Grant Facility (DGF) are reviewed against the following Board-approved eligibility criteria. DGF criteria are applied with careful judgment, to enable the
7
Bank to best achieve the objectives of grant-supported activities.
1. The program contributes to furthering the Bank's development and resource mobilization objectives in
fields basic to its operations, but it does not compete with or substitute for regular Bank instruments.
Special grants should address new or critical development problems, and should be clearly distinguishable from the Bank's regular programs.
2. The Bank has a distinct comparative advantage in being associated with the grant program; it does
not replicate the role of other donors. The relevant operational strengths of the Bank are in economic,
policy, sector and project analysis, and management of development activities. In administering special
grants, the Bank has expertise in donor co-ordination, fund raising, and fund management.
3. The program encompasses multi-country benefits or activities which it would not be efficient, practical or appropriate to undertake at the country level. Informational economies of scale are important for
research and technology work; and operations to control diseases or address environmental concerns
(e.g., protect fragile ecosystems) might require a regional or global scope to be effective. In the case of
grants directed to a single country, the program will encompass capacity-building activities where this
is a significant part of the Country Assistance Strategy and cannot be supported by other Bank instruments or by other donors. This will include, in particular, programs funded under the IDF. It will also include programs related to initial post-conflict reconstruction efforts (for example, in countries or territories
emerging from internal strife or instability).
4. The Bank's presence provides significant leverage for generating financial support from other donors. Bank involvement should provide assurance to other donors of program effectiveness, as well as
sound financial management and administration. Any single grant to a recipient should generally not exceed 15 percent of expected funding over the life of Bank funding to a given program, or over the rolling
3-year plan period, whichever is shorter. Where grant programs belong to new areas of activities (involving, for example, innovations, pilot projects, or seed-capital) some flexibility will be introduced to allow for
the Bank's financial leverage to build over time. The target for the Bank grant not to exceed 15 percent of
total expected funding will be pursued after allowing for an initial start-up phase (maximum 3 years).
5. The grant is normally given to an institution with a record of achievement in the program area and
financial probity. A new institution may have to be created where no suitable institution exists. The quality of the activities implemented by the recipient institution (existing or new) and the competence of its
management are important considerations.
6. The management of the recipient institution is independent of the Bank Group. While an arm's length
relationship with the Bank's regular programs is essential, the Bank may have a role in the governance of
the institution through membership in its governing Board or oversight committee. The arm's length rela6. These grant programs include, for example, the Institutional Development Fund, the Small Grants Program, and
the Consultative Group for International Agricultural Research; further information is available at the DGF website.
7. The eligibility criteria are reproduced here as they appear in The Development Grant Facility: FY98 DGF Annual
Review and Proposed FY99 DGF Budget (R98-258), October 28, 1998.
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tionship with the Bank's regular programs is appropriate in most cases, and will be maintained. In cases
of highly innovative or experimental programs, Bank involvement in supporting the recipient to execute
the program will be allowed. This will provide the Bank with an opportunity to benefit from the learning
experience, and to build operational links to increase its capacity to deliver more efficient services to
client countries.
7. Grant programs are expected to incorporate an explicit disengagement strategy. In the proposal,
monitorable action steps should be outlined indicating milestones and targets for disengagement. The
8
Bank's withdrawal should cause minimal disruption to an ongoing program or activity.
8. A key element of the DGF is that programs and activities financed under it should promote and reinforce partnerships with key players in the development arena, e.g., multilateral development banks, UN
agencies, foundations, bilateral donors, professional associations, research institutions, private sector
corporations, NGOs, and civil society organizations.

8. The FY98 DGF Annual Review (R98-258) clarified that disengagement should be tailored to individual programs.
For some, it means completion or reduction of activities. For others, it means handing the reins to other partners,
commercializing services, or mainstreaming the activity into the Bank. It could also mean refocusing resources on
new opportunities within ongoing programs that continue to meet the Bank's strategic objectives. The FY99 DGF Annual Review (R99-150) further clarifies that (a) longer-term programs should take into account work programs and
partnership arrangements, and (b) shorter-term programs to pioneer innovative approaches would typically disengage over a two- to four-year period.
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OP 10.02 – Financial Management

July 2010

1. Financial management arrangements are the budgeting, accounting, internal control, funds flow, financial reporting, and auditing arrangements of the entity or entities responsible for implementing Bank9
supported operations. For each operation supported by a Bank loan, the Bank requires the borrower to
maintain financial management arrangements that are acceptable to the Bank and that, as part of the
overall arrangements that the borrower has in place for implementing the operation, provide assurance
10
that the proceeds of the loan are used for the purposes for which the loan was granted. Where feasible,
the Bank expects these financial management arrangements to be integral to existing borrower institutions and to enhance institutional sustainability.
2. Assessments of Financial Management Arrangements. The Bank assesses the adequacy of the borrower’s financial management arrangements during the preparation and implementation of each operation and requires the borrower to undertake appropriate measures, including institutional capacity strengthening, to mitigate risks posed by weaknesses that are identified.
3. Interim Financial Reporting. The Bank normally requires the borrower to submit interim financial re11
ports of which the format, content, periodicity, and due date are acceptable to the Bank.
4. Audited Financial Statements. The Bank requires that the borrower provide audited financial statements that reflect the activities of the operation supported by the Bank loan. It requires that the financial
12
statements be prepared in accordance with accounting standards acceptable to the Bank and that the
13
audit be conducted in accordance with auditing standards acceptable to the Bank. It further requires
that the scope of the audit and the independent auditors who conduct it be acceptable to the Bank. The
Bank normally requires that the financial statements be audited annually, and provided to it no later than
14
6 months after the end of the reporting period. The Bank may allow an exemption from these requirements if the borrower has more cost-effective mechanisms that provide the Bank with equivalent assur-

9. “Bank” includes IBRD and IDA; “loans” includes credits and grants; and “borrower” includes grant recipients. This
OP applies to all loans, credits, advances under the Project Preparation Facility (PPF), and grants financed from
World Bank resources, including IDA grants and IDF (Institutional Development Fund) and other DGF (Development
Grant Facility) grants, with the exception of Development Policy (previously known as adjustment) loans. This OP
also applies to recipient-executed grants financed from trust funds, unless, exceptionally, the terms of the agreement
with the donor make provision for different requirements. The policy for Development Policy lending and Guarantees
are set out in OP 8.60, Development Policy Lending and OP 14.25, Guarantees, respectively.
10. See OP 6.00, Bank Financing.
11. Exceptions are approved by the Regional Manager, Financial Management, or the Head of the Financial Management Sector Board, and include, for example, operations supported by small grants and trust funds.
12. Accounting standards acceptable to the Bank include International Public Sector Accounting Standards issued by
the Public Sector Committee of the International Federation of Accountants and the International Financial Reporting
Standards/International Accounting Standards issued by the International Accounting Standards Board. The Bank
may accept national accounting standards that it considers to be equivalent to international standards.
13. Auditing standards acceptable to the Bank include the Auditing Standards issued by the International Organization of Supreme Audit Institutions and the International Standards on Auditing issued by the International Federation
of Accountants. The Bank may accept national auditing standards that it considers to be equivalent to international
standards.
14. Exceptions are approved by the Regional Manager, Financial Management, or the Head of the Financial Management Sector Board, and include, for example: (a) at the start and end of implementation, when audited financial
statements may be prepared for a period of up to 18 months; (b) when the implementation period of the operation is
expected to be less than 24 months, and a single set of audited financial statements may be submitted at the end of
implementation; and (c) in PPFs, for which PPF activities may be included in the first audited financial statements of
the follow-on project if the project becomes effective within 24 months of the date of the first disbursement under the
PPF.
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15

ance that loan proceeds have been used appropriately. n all such cases, the Bank retains the right to
16
request an audit. For operations for which the invitation to negotiate is issued on or after July 1, 2010,
the Bank requires that the borrower disclose the audited financial statements in a manner acceptable to
the Bank; following the Bank's formal receipt of these statements from the borrower, the Bank makes
17
them available to the public in accordance with The World Bank Policy on Access to Information.
5. Failure to Maintain Acceptable Financial Management Arrangements. If the borrower fails to maintain
acceptable financial management arrangements, or to submit the required financial reports by their due
18
dates, the Bank takes action to rectify the situation.

15. In the case of operations not exceeding US$500,000 equivalent at the time of signing of the legal agreement,
exemptions are approved by the Regional Manager, Financial Management, or the Head of the Financial Management Sector Board. In the case of all other operations, exemptions are approved by the Financial Management Operations Review Committee.
16. For operations that do not have an invitation to negotiate, the applicable date is that on which Bank staff start
discussions with the borrower on the operation's draft legal documentation.
17. In exceptional cases—i.e., when the audited financial statements contain proprietary or commercially sensitive
information—the borrower or designated project entity may be exempted from disclosing the full set of audited financial statements, but is still required to disclose an abridged version of them in a form acceptable to the Bank. Exceptions are approved by the Regional Manager, Financial Management, or the Head of the Financial Management Sector Board.
18. BP 10.02, Annex A, Actions that the Bank takes in Respect to Noncompliance with Financial Management Requirements, sets out actions that the Bank takes.
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OP 14.40 – Trust Funds

July 2008

Note: This operational policy statement . . .applies to all Trust Fund Proposals (TFPs) that are
submitted to Concessional Finance and Global Partnerships (CFP) on or after July 1, 2008. This
statement does not apply to . . . grants under the Bank’s Development Grant Facility.
1. A trust fund is a financing arrangement set up with contributions from one or more donors and, in
19
20
some cases, from the World Bank Group. The Bank establishes and administers trust funds as a
complement to IDA and IBRD financing to promote development and aid effectiveness by leveraging its
capacity and development knowledge. The Bank encourages trust funds that draw on its operational role,
include contributions from more than one donor, reinforce country capacity and ownership, and promote
harmonization and alignment of donor aid modalities. Selectively, the Bank also provides specific administrative and financial services to the international community for trust funds that support work on issues
of global importance and where the Bank may not perform an operational role. . . .
4. The Bank’s roles in administering a trust fund can vary, depending on its type. The Bank always performs some financial or administrative roles, and may also perform one or more operational or partnership
support roles. Based on these roles, the Bank categorizes trust funds into three types:
(i) Recipient-Executed Trust Funds (RETFs)—funds that the Bank passes on to a third party and for
which the Bank plays an operational role—i.e., the Bank normally appraises and supervises activ21
ities financed by these funds;
(ii) Bank-Executed Trust Funds (BETFs)—funds that support the Bank’s work program;
(iii) Financial Intermediary Funds (FIFs)—funds that involve financial engineering or complex finance
schemes, or where the Bank provides a specified set of administrative, financial or operational
services. . . .
22

6. The policies and procedures that apply to trust funds vary, depending on the trust fund type. In cases of hybrid trust funds, the relevant policies and procedures apply to the type in effect for the grant account. Activities financed from RETFs are administered under the Operational Policies and Procedures
23
that apply to IBRD and IDA financing; smaller-size grants may be subject to simplified procedures. Activities funded by BETFs are administered in accordance with the Bank’s Planning, Budgeting and Performance Management Manual and the Bank’s Administrative Manual, both of which apply to the Bank's
administrative budget. In the case of FIFs, the application of Operational Policies and Procedures, the
19. "World Bank Group" includes IBRD, IDA, IFC, MIGA, and ICSID.
20. "Bank” includes IBRD and IDA.
21. Activities under RETFs are normally financed through grants and executed or implemented by grant recipients.
For the purposes of this footnote, execution includes, inter alia, procurement of goods and services, negotiating contracts, making payments, submitting progress and financial reports, and performing other implementation activities as
under a Bank-financed project. The Bank does not execute activities financed by trust funds that cofinance projects
which also receive IBRD loans or IDA credits or grants. However, the Bank may consider executing activities under
an RETF grant on behalf of the grant recipient in exceptional circumstances—for example, if the recipient is a new
member country or inactive borrower, or its administrative capacity has been adversely affected by civil strife, crises
or other emergencies – or for start-up activities referred to in OP 8.00, Rapid Response to Crises and Emergencies,
or in Board-approved resolutions for trust funds that specifically permit Bank execution of such activities. In all such
cases, and to the extent practicable, the Bank avoids execution of activities where such execution may undermine
country ownership or pose undue conflicts of interest, liability issues or reputational risk for the Bank. Also in all such
cases, administration of the funds (and execution of activities) is subject to the Planning, Budgeting and Performance
Management Manual, the Administrative Manual, and relevant Bank Operational Policies.
22. For guidance and good practice on trust funds, refer to the Trust Fund Handbook and the trust funds website.
23. These include the Bank’s framework regarding governance and anti-corruption. The approval process for grants,
however, is determined by the approved Trust Fund Proposal (TFP) (see BP 14.40) and the legal agreements that
govern the trust fund.
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Administrative Manual, financial policies, budget policies and procedures, or other procedures, is determined on the basis of the characteristics of each such fund. All types of trust funds are subject to The
World Bank Policy on Disclosure of Information.

BP 14.40 – Trust Funds

July 2008

Initiation
24

1. A trust fund administered by the Bank can be country-specific, regional, or global in its geographic
25
scope; it can be set up for a single set of pre-defined purposes, or on a programmatic basis; it can have
one or several donors. . . .
Establishment
3. At the trustee level, each trust fund is subject to a minimum size threshold as set out in Annex A. To
establish a trust fund, the task team leader (TTL) (see Annex B for eligibility) prepares a Trust Fund Pro26
posal (TFP) consistent with the provisions of OP 14.40. The TFP describes inter alia the proposed objectives and results, scope of work, risks and mitigation measures, governance arrangements, supervi27
28
sion and reporting, cost recovery, and financial and audit arrangements. The TTL obtains clearance
for the TFP from his/her line manager and submits it to the VPU Funding Coordinator. The VPU Funding
Coordinator then endorses the TFP and submits it to CFP, which coordinates clearance with Controller’s,
Strategy and Resource Management (CSR), Legal (LEG), and any other Bank units that need to be consulted, as determined by CFP. Following clearance, CFP forwards the TFP to the Vice President of the
29
relevant managing unit (or his/her designate) for approval.
4. In certain circumstances, such as in the case of large trust fund proposals and/or where the financing
mechanisms or governance or partnership arrangements are unusually complex or high-risk, review by
30
Senior Management may be required; further, in certain cases, approval by Executive Directors may be
31
required. . . .

24. “Bank” includes IBRD and IDA.
25. A programmatic trust fund finances multiple grants, under a two-stage mechanism. In the first stage, one or more
donors agree to a thematic framework with criteria for supporting a program of activities. The donor(s) commit their
funds to the trust fund on this basis. In the second stage, grants are approved for specific activities based on the
agreed criteria.
26. Where applicable, the processing of a TFP reflects the provision of OP 8.00, Rapid Response to Crises and
Emergencies.
27. Refer to the Planning, Budgeting and Performance Management Manual.
28. In cases where a proposed trust fund will provide financing for a new global or regional program or partnership,
the TTL consults with CFP on review/clearance of that global or regional program or partnership.
29. At its discretion, CFP may decide to delegate its review/clearance functions to the Managing VPU or other units.
30. For guidance on proposals requiring Senior Management clearance, see the TF Handbook.
31. Executive Directors approve any proposal for a Bank-administered trust fund where one or more of the following
circumstances arise: (i) it includes a transfer or transfers from the Bank's net income or surplus; (ii) it would provide
assistance to a non-member country, or to a member not in good standing with the Bank; or (iii) it presents novel or
significant policy issue(s) which, in Management’s judgment, warrant consideration by the Executive Directors. In
most such cases, approval may be sought on an absence-of-objection basis. In cases where the trust fund is subject
to Executive Directors’ approval, the TTL sets out details in a Board paper and prepares a TFP. Both that paper and
the related TFP are cleared by CFP, LEG, and CSR prior to submitting the Board paper to Executive Directors.
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32

6. Following approval of the TFP, LEG finalizes legal agreements based on, and fully consistent with,
33
the approved TFP. Trust funds are governed by:
34

a) Administration Agreement(s) (AA) between the Bank and the donor(s), or, in certain cases, by a
Resolution of the Board of Executive Directors;
35

b) Grant Agreement(s) (GA) between the Bank and the grant recipient(s) in the case of a Reci36
pient-Executed Trust Fund (RETF) (regardless of execution), consistent with the terms of the
AA or resolution from which they derive;
c) Financial Procedures Agreement(s) (FPA) or its equivalent
mediary Funds (FIFs).
38

37

in the case of some Financial Inter39

7. After distribution of the fully signed AA and activation of the trust fund, the TTL calls for funds from
the donor(s). Disbursements can begin after the trust fund has been activated and funds have been re40
ceived. For an RETF, a GA is also fully signed and distributed before disbursements to the grant recipient begin. . . .
Implementation
8. Before initiating an activity financed from a trust fund, the TTL obtains approval from his/her line
manager. If such an activity is to be implemented at the country level, concurrence of the relevant Country Director or Country Manager is also obtained. The TTL is responsible for supervising and reporting to
his/her line manager (and also to the donor, as provided for in the AA) on progress in implementation of
41
trust-funded activities.
Financial Reporting and Auditing
14. For all trust funds, the Bank provides regular financial reports to donors. For BETFs and RETFs,
these reports are in the form of statements of receipts, disbursements and fund balance for individual
trust fund accounts. These statements are available through the Bank’s Client Connection website. The
Bank also provides donors with an annual Management Assertion Regarding Effectiveness of Internal
32. Where appropriate, an AA may be drafted in parallel with the development of the TFP. However, the terms of any
such draft need to be fully consistent with the TFP as signed, before the AA is finalized.
33. The TTL secures appropriate internal clearance of the legal agreements with LEG (in the event that the document
was not drafted by LEG), CSR, and other relevant units. Any significant changes from the signed TFP are also
cleared by CFP and other units as necessary.
34. In some cases, alternative forms of legal arrangements between the Bank and the donor (s), acceptable to the
Bank, may be used to specify the respective obligations of the parties involved.
35. In some cases, alternative forms of legal agreements between the Bank and the grant recipient may be used; for
example, where the funds provided carry a repayment obligation, a Loan Agreement may be specified instead of a
GA.
36. For example, the scope. purpose, activities, eligible expenditures and commitment authority.
37. In some cases, alternative forms of legal arrangements may be used to specify the respective obligations of the
parties involved, for example Participation Agreements and Emissions Reduction Purchase Agreements in the case
of Carbon Funds. In the case of a transfer by the Bank in its capacity as a limited fiduciary agent, a Transfer Agreement may be specified.
38. The TTL send all original signed legal agreements to LEG, with copies to VPU files and CSR.
39. See Annex A for details.
40. In exceptional circumstances, for BETFs, once the TFP has been approved, and pending signature of the AA, the
Managing Unit may request an Interim Budget from CSR. For details, see the TF Handbook.
41. The appropriate format for such reporting varies by type and use of the funds. For details, see the TF Handbook
and the trust funds website.
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Control Over Financial Reporting for Trust Fund Activities, together with an attestation from the Bank's
external auditors. This is known as the “single audit.” In addition, in certain circumstances, where CSR so
recommends, or where a donor requires it and it has been provided for in the AA, the Bank will arrange
for a financial statement audit of an individual trust fund. In such cases, the donor(s) to the trust fund bear
the full cost of the audit, including Bank staff time spent supporting it. For FIFs, financial reporting and
audit arrangements are decided on the basis of the characteristics of each such fund.
15. Unless otherwise specified in the GA or FPA, (i) the recipient arranges an audit of its administration of
trust fund resources channeled to it by the Bank, and (ii) the Bank provides the donor(s) with copies of the
financial statements and auditor’s reports received from the recipient.
Closing
42

17. All AAs, GAs, and selected FPAs include a date after which funds cannot be disbursed—the enddisbursement date. The closing date in a GA is set at no less than six months prior to the end43
disbursement date in the AA. These dates may be extended as appropriate in the event that the trustfunded activities have not been completed. The TTL initiates action for closure when the TF activities are
completed. CSR cancels any unused funds, ensures the disposition of all cancelled funds in accordance
with the legal agreements, and prepares final financial statements. In the case of certain FIFs, CFP handles closure arrangements.
Completion Reporting and Evaluation
18. The TTL is responsible for the evaluation of activities financed by a trust fund – including reporting on
the outputs and the outcomes resulting from those outputs – to learn lessons from implementation and to
inform decisions on future engagements in similar activities. Within six months following closure of each
44
trust fund, the TTL prepares a completion report for approval by his/her line manager.
19. Where total contributions are greater than or equal to $5 million for each programmatic trust fund and
for each Global and Regional Partnership Program (GRPP) financed by trust fund(s), respectively, the
45
TTL arranges to have an independent evaluation carried out at least once every five years in accor46
dance with the principles and standards laid out by the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG). IEG periodically reviews such evaluations and also reviews individual trust funds and related activities as part of
its ongoing ICR reviews of Bank-financed projects, Country Assistance Strategy Completion Report
(CASCR) Reviews, Country Assistance Evaluations (CAEs), and sectoral/thematic reviews.

42. Except in the case of certain FIFs.
43. Extension of the end-disbursement date of the AA is done in agreement with the donor(s).
44. Forms for completion reporting vary by type and use of funds. For details, see the TF Handbook and the trust
funds website.
45. In the case of some GRPPs, such an evaluation may be required and arranged by the governing body of the
GRPP.
46. See IEG/DAC Sourcebook for Evaluating GRPPs.
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World Bank Staff Manual
03 General Obligations of Staff Members
03.01 Standards of Professional Conduct
06. Instructions and Remuneration from Outside Sources
6.01 Except as otherwise required to perform Bank Group assignments involving service to other
entities, staff members owe their duty entirely to the Bank Group and to no other authority. Accordingly, staff members may not accept instructions relating to the performance of their duties with the Bank
Group from any governments or other external entities or persons except where performing duties for
others pursuant to:
a.
b.
c.
d.

the terms of an Executive Director's Assistant Appointment;
an External Service Assignment;
during Leave Without Pay; or
the provisions of Staff Rule 3.04.

6.02 Except when holding Special Assignment Appointments, staff members may not accept any
remuneration from governments or other external entities or persons in connection with their appointment to or service with the Bank Group.
03.02 Employment Outside the Bank Group
02. Dealings with Former Employers
2.01 For five years after entering Bank Group employment, a staff member shall not exercise any responsibility with respect to a Bank Group activity involving the selection or compensation of a former
employer as
a. a recipient or beneficiary of Bank Group financing or guarantees;
b. a guarantor of such financing; or
c. a supplier of goods and services to the Bank Group or work on specific matters with which
she/he was substantially and personally involved while working for the former employer, except as specifically authorized by his/her senior manager (as defined in Staff Rule 1.01,
"General Provisions"). Any such authorization shall be sent to the Outside Interests Committee ("Committee") established under Staff Rule 3.05, "Outside Interest Committee."
03. Concurrent Employment and Self-Employment
General Provisions Applicable to all staff
3.01 Staff members are restricted in the degree to which they may accept paid employment or otherwise provide services for another organization, whether as an employee, director, partner or otherwise, during their Bank Group employment. The staff member is responsible for ensuring that any
such employment or service allowable under this Staff Rule is compatible with Principle 3 under the
Principles of Staff Employment and is permitted under local law. If a staff member has any doubt
whether these requirements are met, she/he shall seek the advice of the Office of Ethics and Business Conduct (EBC) and, where required, the approval of the Outside Interests Committee (the
"Committee.")
3.03 Any activity allowable under this Staff Rule, or preparation for such activity, undertaken in a private capacity must take place outside Bank Group office hours or while the staff member is on leave,
must not make use of Bank Group services, supplies or facilities, or of information not publicly available and must not interfere with the performance of the staff member's Bank Group duties. If any activity allowable under this Staff Rule, or preparation therefore, is undertaken in an official capacity, a staff
member may not accept honoraria or compensation, and may not accept reimbursement for expenses unless so authorized by his or her manager.
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04. Dealing with Future Employers and Employment After Separation
4.01 A staff member at Level GF or above or Extended Term Consultants who enters into discussions
about employment (whether as an employee or independent contractor) with a prospective future
employer that, to the staff member's knowledge, is engaged or is negotiating to engage in business
with or perform services for the Bank Group in the area of the staff member's responsibility, shall so
inform his/her senior manager and shall remove him or herself from any responsibility for Bank Group
work involving that future employer.
4.02 Within two years after separation from Bank Group employment, former staff members may not
perform services for any other entity or person related to an activity in which the Bank Group has an
interest or is a party and in which they participated personally and substantially during their employment with the Bank Group, unless:
a. nominated by the Bank Group to serve on its behalf or otherwise acting pursuant to Staff
Rule 3.04, or
b. their senior manager, in consultation with the Office of Ethics and Business Conduct, grants
authorization. If the staff member is a senior manager, the Vice President, Human Resources
Services may grant authorization. A copy of any such authorization shall be sent to the Office
of Ethics and Business Conduct.
03.04 Bank Group – Endorsed External Activities
03. Spin-Offs
3.01 In consideration of the Bank Group's interest in its success, for the initial three years of the existence of a Spin-Off staff members or former staff members may assume directorships or take other
positions in it on terms and conditions agreed between the Bank Group and the Spin-Off. This exemption from the provisions of Staff Rule 3.02, Section 4 relating to dealings with future employers
and employment after separation shall lapse after the three year period. All other applicable provisions of the Principles of Staff Employment and Staff Rules shall continue to apply.
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Appendix C. Common GRRP Activities
Knowledge, advocacy, and standard-setting networks
1.

Facilitating communication
among practitioners in the
sector

This includes providing a central point of contact and communication among practitioners who are working in a sector or area of development to facilitate the sharing of analytical results. It might also include the financing of case studies and comparative studies.

2.

Generating and disseminating information and knowledge

This comprises three related activities: (a) gathering, analyzing, and disseminating information, for example, on the evolving HIV/AIDS epidemic and responses to it, including epidemiological data collection and analysis, needs assessment, resource flows, and
country readiness; (b) systematic assembling and dissemination of existing knowledge
(not merely information) with respect to best practices in a sector on a global/regional
basis; and (c) social scientific research to generate new knowledge in a sector or area of
development.

3.

Improving donor coordination This should be an active process, not just the side effect of other program activities. This
may involve resolving difficult interagency issues to improve alignment and efficiency in
delivering development assistance.

4.

Advocacy

This comprises proactive interaction with policy makers and decision makers concerning
approaches to development in a sector, commonly in the context of global, regional, or
country-level forums. This is intended to create reform conditions in developing countries, as distinct from physical and institutional investments in public goods, and is more
proactive than generating and disseminating information and knowledge.

5.

Establishing or setting rules,
or formal and informal standards and norms

Rules are generally formal. Standards can be formal or informal, and binding or nonbinding, but establishing standards involves more than simply advocating an approach
to development in a sector. In general, there should be some costs associated with noncompliance with established rules and standards. Costs can come in many forms, including exposure to financial contagion, bad financial ratings by the International Monetary Fund and other rating agencies, with consequent impacts on access to private
finance; lack of access to Organsation for Economic Co-operation and Development
markets for failing to meet food safety standards, or even the consequences of failing to
be seen as progressive in international circles.

Financing technical assistance
6.

Supporting national-level
This is more directed to specific tasks than advocacy. This represents concrete involvepolicy, institutional, and tech- ment in specific and ongoing policy, institutional, and technical reform processes in a
nical reforms
sector, from deciding on a reform strategy to implementation of new policies and regulations in a sector. It is more than just conducting studies unless the studies are strategic
in nature and specific to the reform issue in question.

7.

Capacity strengthening and
training

This refers to strengthening the capacity of human resources through proactive training
(in courses or on the job), as well as collaborative work with the active involvement of
developing country partners.

8.

Catalyzing public or private
investments in the sector

This includes improving regulatory frameworks for private investment and implementing
pilot investments projects.

Financing investments
9.

Financing country-level investments to deliver national
public goods

This refers primarily to physical and institutional investments of the type found in Bank
loans and credits (more than the financing of studies), the benefits of which accrue primarily at the national level.

10. Financing country-level investments to deliver global/regional public goods

This refers primarily to physical and institutional investments of the type found in Bank
loans and credits (more than the financing of studies) to deliver public goods such as
conserving biodiversity of global significance and reducing emissions of ozone-depleting
substances and carbon dioxide, the benefits of which accrue globally.

11. Financing global/ regional
investments to deliver global/regional public goods

This refers to financing research and development for new products and technologies.
These are generally physical products or processes — the hardware as opposed to the
software of development.
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Appendix D. Portfolio of GRPPs with Shared Governance Arrangements in Which the World Bank Is Currently Involved
Table D-1. Programs at a Glance
Acronym

Program

Sector
Board

Program
number

Web site

Start
date

DGF
Financing

Trust Fund
Financing

FIF

Social Development Network
Agriculture and Rural Development
1

CGIAR

Consultative Group on International Agricultural
Research

ARD

P092276,
P119594

www.cgiar.org

1971

1998-2010

2

ILC

International Land Coalition

ARD

P092295

www.landcoalition.org

1996

1998-99

3

PROFOR

Program on Forests

ARD

P092304

www.profor.info

1997

2002

4

GDPRD

Global Donor Platform for Rural Development

ARD

P095615

www.donorplatform.org

2003

2006-2008

5

PROFISH

Global Program on Fisheries

ARD

P097021

www.worldbank.org/fish

2005

2006-2008

6

CCM

Communities, Conservation and Markets

ARD

P099335

www.ccmproject.org/

2006

2007-2009

7

AllFish

Alliance for Responsible Fisheries

ARD

P110523

www.allfish.org

2008

2009-2011

8

TSPN

Trade Standards Practitioners Network

ARD

P110541

www.tradestandards.org

2008

2009-2011

9

HLTF

High Level Task Force on Food Security

ARD

P115710

www.un-foodsecurity.org

2008

2010-2011

10

AgriFin

Agriculture Finance Support Facility

ARD

P115768

www.agrifin.org

2009

SDTF
(Gates)

11

GAFSP

Global Agriculture and Food Security Program

ARD

P120269

www.gafspfund.org

2010

FIF, IA

MDTF
MDTF

Environment
12

MLF

Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of
Montreal Protocol

ENV

P092299

www.multilateralfund.org

1991

IA

13

GEF

Global Environment Facility

ENV

P092289

www.thegef.org/

1991

FIF, IA

14

TAI

The Access Initiative

ENV

P099903

www.accessinitiative.org

1999

15

PCF

Prototype Carbon Fund

ENV

P092305

www.carbonfinance.org

2000

16

CEPF

Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund

ENV

P092281,
P104598

www.cepf.net

2000

17

LDCF

Least Developed Countries Fund for Climate
Change

ENV

P092289

www.thegef.org/gef/ldcf

2001

2008-2010
MDTF
2001-2007,
2009-2011

IA for GEF
FIF, IA
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Sector
Board

Program
number

Special Climate Change Fund

ENV

P092289

Country Carbon Funds /1

ENV

Acronym
18

SCCF

19

Program

Web site

Start
date

DGF
Financing

Trust Fund
Financing

www.thegef.org/gef/sccf

2001

FIF, IA

www.carbonfinance.org

2002

MDTF

20

CDCF

Community Development Carbon Fund

ENV

P092279

www.carbonfinance.org

2003

MDTF

21

BioCF

BioCarbon Fund

ENV

P092275

www.carbonfinance.org

2004

MDTF

22

CRTR

Targeted Research and Capacity Building for
Coral Reef Management

ENV

P092743

www.gefcoral.org/

2004

23

AF

Adaptation Fund

ENV

P116259

www.adaptation-fund.org/

2008

FIF, IA

24

FCPF

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility

ENV

P108802

www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/fcp/

2008

MDTF

2008

FIF, IA

2005-2007

IA for GEF

25

CTF

Clean Technology Fund

ENV

P112387

www.climateinvestmentfunds.org/cif/nod
e/2

26

SCF

Strategic Climate Fund

ENV

P112387

www.climateinvestmentfunds.org/cif/

2008

FIF, IA

27

CPF

Carbon Partnership Facility

ENV

P114125

www.carbonfinance.org

2010

MDTF

Finance, Economics, and Urban
28

PPIAF

Public Private Infrastructure Advisory Facility

FPD

P092357,
P100336

www.ppiaf.org

1999

2000-2005,
2008-2010

MDTF

29

CA

Cities Alliance

UD

P092345

www.citiesalliance.org

1999

2001-2011

MDTF

30

GPOBA

Global Partnership on Output-Based Aid

FPD

P092355

www.gpoba.org

2003

31

GFDRR

Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and
Recovery

UD

P099768

www.gfdrr.org/

2006

2007-2011

32

GCIF

Global City Indicators Facility

UD

P105455

www.cityindicators.org/

2007

2008-2010

SDV

P104880

www.imaginenations.org/partnerships/gp
yi.aspx

2007

2009-2011

MDTF
MDTF

Social Development
33

GPYI

Global Partnership for Youth Investment

MDTF

Sustainable Energy
34

ESMAP

Energy Sector Management Assistance Program

EMT

P092352

www.esmap.org/

1983

35

CASM

Communities and Small-Scale Mining

EMT

P092360

www.artisanalmining.org

2001

2005-2007

MDTF

36

GGFR

Global Gas Flaring Reduction Partnership

EMT

P092354

www.worldbank.org/ggfr

2002

2004-2006

MDTF

P092495

www.eiti.org/
www.eiti.org/about/mdtf

2003

2005-2007

MDTF

37

EITI

Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative

EMT

MDTF

/1 This comprise seven carbon funds managed by the carbon finance unit of the World Bank, the first of which (the Netherlands CDM Facility) was established in 2002.

118

APPENDIX D

Acronym

Program

Sector
Board

Program
number

Web site

Start
date

DGF
Financing

Trust Fund
Financing

Transport, Water, and Information and Communications Technology
38

WSP

Water and Sanitation Program

WAT

P092351

www.wsp.org

1979

39

InfoDev

Information for Development Program

FPD

P092358

www.infodev.org

1995

1998-2008

MDTF

40

GWP

Global Water Partnership

WAT

P092311

www.gwpforum.org

1996

1998-2002

41

GFP

Global Facilitation Program for Transportation
and Trade

TR

P092496

www.gfptt.org

2004

42

GRSF

Global Road Safety Facility

TR

P094000

www.worldbank.org/grsf

2006

2006-2008,
2010

MDTF

MDTF

Human Development Network
Education
43

PCD

The Partnership for Child Development

EDU

P092254

www.child-development.org

1992

1999-2000,
2002-2011

44

UIS

UNESCO Institute for Statistics

EDU

P092257

www.uis.unesco.org

1999

1999-2011

45

EFA-FTI

Education For All -- Fast track Initiative

EDU

P092525

www.education-fast-track.org

2002

46

GIQAC

Global Initiative for Quality Assurance Capacity

EDU

P105605

www.unesco.org/en/highereducation/quality-assurance-andrecognition/quality-assurance/giqac/

2008

2008, 20102011

MDTF

Health, Nutrition and Population
47

HRP

Special Programme of Research, Development
and Research Training in Human Reproduction

HNP

P092242

www.who.int/hrp/en/

1972

1998-2011

48

TDR

Special Programme for Research and Training in
Tropical Diseases

HNP

P092230

www.who.int/tdr

1975

1998-2011

49

UNAIDS

Joint United Nations Program on HIV/AIDS

HNP

P092252

www.unaids.org,
www.worldbank.org/aids

1994

1998-2011

50

GFHR

Global Forum for Health Research

HNP

P092246

www.globalforumhealth.org/

1998

1998-2011

51

RBM

Roll Back Malaria

HNP

P092249

www.rollbackmalaria.org/

1998

1999-2011

52

IAVI

International AIDS Vaccine Initiative

HNP

P092258

www.iavi.org

1996

1998-2010

53

MMV

Medicines for Malaria Venture

HNP

P096720

www.mmv.org

1999

2000-2011

54

GAVI

Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunization

HNP

P092260

www.gavialliance.org,
www.iff-immunisation.org

2000

2001-2007

55

Stop TB

Stop Tuberculosis Partnership

HNP

P092250

www.stoptb.org

2001

2000-2011

IA

FIF, IA
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Acronym

Program

Sector
Board

Program
number

Web site

Start
date

DGF
Financing

Trust Fund
Financing

56

Global
Fund

Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and
Malaria

HNP

P092475

www.theglobalfund.org

2002

57

HMN

Health Metrics Network

HNP

P111021

www.who.int/healthmetrics/en/

2005

2009-2011

58

PMNCH

Partnership on Maternal, Newborn and Child
Health

HNP

P121309

www.who.int/pmnch

2005

2011

59

GPAI

Global Program for Avian Influenza Control and
Human Pandemic Preparedness and Response

HNP

P094034

www.worldbank.org/flu

2006

MDTF,
PHRD,
FSTF (UK)

60

MeTA

Medicines Transparency Alliance

HNP

P111362

www.medicinestransparency.org/

2008

EFO

FIF

Social Protection
61

UCW

Understanding Children's Work

SP

P092268

www.ucw-project.org

2000

2004-2005,
2007, 20092011

62

YEN

The Youth Employment Network

SP

P110758

www.ilo.org/public/english/employment/y
en/

2001

2006,
2008-2010

FSTF

63

GPDD

Global Partnership for Disability and
Development

SP

P092533

www.gpdd-online.org

2004

2005,
2008-2010

MDTF
MDTF

Development Economics
64

ICP

International Comparison Program

PO

P092415

www.worldbank.org/data/icp

1968

2003-2005

65

GDN

Global Development Network

EP

P092413

www.gdnet.org

1999

1998-2011

66

PARIS21

Partnership In Statistics for the 21st Century

PO

P092414

www.paris21.org/

1999

2001-2002,
2006-2011

67

TFSCB

Trust Fund for Statistical Capacity Building

PO

P092420

www.worldbank.org/tfscb

2000

MDTF

68

KCP

Knowledge for Change Program

EDU

P092417

www.worldbank.org/kcp

2002

MDTF

69

MAPS

Marrakech Action Plan for Statistics

OS

P093877

www.worldbank.org/data/action

2004

70

SRF

Statistics for Results Facility—Catalytic Fund

OS

P111274

go.worldbank.org/QIVZQ1DFW0

2009

MDTF

PSG

P106854

www.pnowb.org

2000

MDTF

2006-2011

External Affairs
71

PNOWB

Parliamentary Network on the World Bank

Finance and Private Sector Development
72

CGAP

Consultative Group to Assist the Poor

FPD

P092356

www.cgap.org

1995

1998-2011

73

Toronto
Centre

Toronto International Leadership Centre for the
Financial Sector

FPD

P092405,
P121971

www.torontocentre.org/

1998

1998-2000,
2010-2011
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Acronym
74

FIRST

Program
Financial Sector Reform and Strengthening
Initiative

Sector
Board

Program
number

FPD

P092399

OS
OS

Start
date

DGF
Financing

Trust Fund
Financing

www.firstinitiative.org

2002

2002,
2004-2005

MDTF

P118411,
P114865

www.worldbank.org/ieg/clear

2009

P104838

www.ssned.org

2006

2008-2010

EP

P092378

www.integratedframework.org

1997

2002-2004

Web site

Independent Evaluation Group
75

CLEAR

Regional Centers for Learning on Evaluation and
Results

MDTF

Operational Policy and Country Services
76

SSNED

Small States Network for Economic Development

Poverty Reduction and Economic Management
77

IF

Integrated Framework for Trade-Related
Technical Assistance to Least Developed
Countries

78

PTF

Partnership for Transparency Fund

PSG

P092396

www.ptfund.org

2000

2005, 20072011

79

PEFA

Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability

PSG

P075698,
P092379

www.pefa.org

2001

2002-2004

80

ITD

International Tax Dialogue

PSG

P092391

www.itdweb.org

2002

2004-2011

81

StAR

Stolen Assets Recovery Initiative

PSG

P110248

www.worldbank.org/star

2007

MDTF

82

GPF

Governance Partnership Facility

PSG

P111816

go.worldbank.org/8SUNGZB3V0

2008

MDTF

83

DMF

Debt Mangement Facility

EP

P112156

go.worldbank.org/UXZGQJKGV0

2008

MDTF

IA

MDTF

World Bank Institute
84

JVI

Joint Vienna Institute

EP

P092435

www.jvi.org

1992

85

GDLN

Global Development Learning Network

GIC

P092436

www.gdln.org

2000

86

GOPAC

Global Organization of Parliamentarians Against
Corruption

PSG

P094099

www.gopacnetwork.org/

2002

2006-2008

87

ANSA Africa

Affiliated Network for Social Accountability -Africa

SDV

P100116

www.ansa-africa.net

2007

2007-2009

88

ANSA East Asia

Affiliated Network for Social Accountability -- East
Asia

SDV

P105001

www.ansa-eap.net

2008

2008-2010

89

ANSA South Asia

Affiliated Network on Social Accountability and
Governance in South Asia and the Global
Partnership Fund

SDV

P110161

http://ansa-sar.org/ansa/

2008

2009-2011

Several
SDTFs
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Acronym

Program

Sector
Board

Program
number

EDU

P092342

EP

Start
date

DGF
Financing

Trust Fund
Financing

www.adeanet.org

1988

1998-2011

SDTF,
EFA-FTI

P092318

www.worldbank.org/afr/ssatp

1989

Web site

African Region
90

ADEA

The Association for the Development of
Education in Africa

91

SSATP

Sub Saharan Africa Transport Policy Program

92

ACBF

Africa Capacity Building Foundation

PSG

P092327,
P112094

www.acbf-pact.org/

1991

2000-2002,
2004-2010

93

FAWE

Forum for African Women Educationalists

EDU

P092313

www.fawe.org

1992

1998-2004,
2006-2011

94

ASARECA

Association for Strengthening Agricultural
Research in Eastern and Central Africa

ARD

P110732

www.asareca.org

1993

95

APOC

African Programme for Onchocerciasis Control

HNP

P092344

www.who.int/apoc

1995

1998-2011

FIF

96

NBI

Nile Basin Initiative

WAT

P092334

www.nilebasin.org

1999

2003

MDTF
IA for GEF

97

FARA

Forum for Agricultural Research in Africa

ARD

P092317

www.fara-africa.org/

2002

MDTF

98

ALive

Partnership for African Livestock Development,
Poverty Alleviation and Sustainable Growth in
Africa

ARD

P094077

www.alive-online.org

2004

MDTF

99

ASP

Africa Stockpiles Program

ENV

P092437

www.africastockpiles.org

2005

2005-2007

IA for GEF

100 TerrAfrica

TerrAfrica: Regional Sustainable Land
Management

ENV

P092375

www.terrafrica.org

2005

2006-2008

MDTF, IA
for GEF

101 ICF

Investment Climate Facility for Africa

FPD

P094328

www.icfafrica.org/

2006

102 ACET

African Center for Economic Transformation

PSG

P121066

www.acetforafrica.org

2007

MDTF
MDTF

MDTF

2011

East Asia and Pacific Region
103 ASTAE

Asia Sustainable and Alternative Energy Program

EMT

P092611

www.worldbank.org/astae

1992

104 CAI - Asia

Clean Air Initiative for Asian Cities

ENV

P092613

www.cleanairinitiative.org

2001

105 EAPIRF

East Asia and Pacific Infrastructure Regulatory
Forum

PSG

P096644

www.eapirf.org

2003
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SDTF
(Sweden)
2010-2011

PHRD,
WBI
PPIAF,
SDTF
(Australia)
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Acronym

Program

Sector
Board

Program
number

Web site

Start
date

DGF
Financing

2004-2011

Trust Fund
Financing

Europe and Central Asia Region
106

European Observatory on Health Systems and
Policies

HNP

P092361

www.euro.who.int/en/home/projects/obs
ervatory

1997

107

Black Sea and Danube Basin GEF Partnership

ENV

P092468

go.worldbank.org/C4DIFWA540

2001

108 REF

Roma Education Fund

EDU

P092486

www.romaeducationfund.hu

2004

2005-2007,
2009-2011

109 PEMPAL

Public Expenditure Management and Peer
Assisted Learning for ECA countries

PSG

P104701

www.pempal.org/

2006

2008-2010

ENV

P094012

www.iabin.net

1996

2005-2006

1997

IA for GEF

Latin American and the Caribbean Region
110 IABIN

Inter-American Biodiversity Information Network

111 MBC

Meso-American Biological Corridor

ENV

P092444

www.sica.int/ccad/
www.ccad.ws/PCCBM/pccbm.html

112 COM+

Alliance of Communicators for Sustainable
Development

GIC

P092441

www.complusalliance.org

2003

113 CCRIF

Caribbean Catastrophe Risk Insurance Facility

FPD

P105010

www.ccrif.org/

2004

IA for GEF
IA for GEF,
BNPP

2005

MDTF
FSTF

Middle East and North Africa Region
114 CAWTAR

Center of Arab Women for Training and Research

GE

P094081

www.cawtar.org

1993

2006-2011

115 CPI

MNA Child Protection Initiative

SP

P092427

www.menacpi.org/

2003

2004-2006,
2009-2011

116 GERPA

Gender Economic Research and Policy Analysis

GE

P092428

www.gerparesearch.org

2005

2002-2011

117 AWA

Arab Water Academy

WAT

P104874

www.awacademy.ae

2008

2008-2010

Partnership Programs under Development
118 GFP

Growing Forest Partnerships

ARD

P110242

www.growingforestpartnerships.org/

2008

2008-2011

119

LAC MIC Governance and Public Management
Partnership

PSG

P110604

www.eclac.cl/ilpes

2008

2009-2011

120 RIAD

Research Initiative for Arab Development

EDU

P110609

www.erf.org.eg

2008

2009-2011

121

The Growth Dialogue

EP

P115857

business.gwu.edu

2009

2011

122 GTI

Global Tiger Initiative

ENV

P116149

www.globaltigerinitiative.org/

2009

2010-2011

123

Climate Change For Poverty Reduction

ENV

P115341

2010

FSTF
MDTF
SDTF
(USAID)
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Acronym

Program

Sector
Board

Program
number

ENV

P120939

Start
date

DGF
Financing

www.icimod.org,
www.mountainpartnership.org,
www.ideam.gov.co

2010

2011

www.undp.org

Web site

Trust Fund
Financing

124

Strategic Initiative on Climate Change Impacts,
Adaptation and Development in Mountain
Regions

125

Climate Finance Knowledge Platform

ENV

P120964

2010

2011

126

Land Governance Monitoring and Implementation

ARD

P121124

2010

2011

127

Brazilian Experience for African Development
Partnerships

ARD

P121317

2010

2011

128

South-South Cooperation: Strengthening Health
Systems in Lusophone Countries

HNP

P121333

2010

2011

129

Islamic Finance Facility for Infrastructure

UD

P121173

130

Uwezo

EDU

P121320

www.uwezo.net, www.twaweza.org

2010

Environmental Mediterranean Sustainable
Development Program

ENV

P117859

www.worldbank.org/sustainablemed

2010

MDTF

South Asia Food Security and Nutrition Initiative

ARD

P120291

2010

SDTF
(DFID)

131

Sustainable MED

132 SAFANSI

2010

PPIAF
2011

Source: IEG compilation.
Note: DGF = Development Grant Facility. Sector Boards: ARD = Agriculture and Rural Development; EDU = Education; EMT = Energy and Mining; ENV = Environment; EP = Economic Policy; FPD
= Financial and Private Sector Development; GE = Gender and Development; GIC = Global Information/Communications Technology; HNP = Health, Nutrition, and Population; OS = Operational
Services; PO = Poverty Reduction; PSG = Public Sector Governance; SP = Social Protection; SVD = Social Development; TR = Transport; UD = Urban Development; WAT = Water. Trust Funds:
BNPP = Bank-Netherlands Partnership Program trust fund; EFO = externally financed output; FIF = financial intermediacry fund; FSTF = free-standing trust fund; IA = implementing agency; MDTF =
multi-donor trust fund; PHRD = Policy and Human Resources Development trust fund; SDTF = Single-donor trust fund.
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Table D-2. Task Team Leaders and Secretariats
Acronym

Program

Task team leader

Secretariat

Location

Type of legal entity

Social Development Network
Agriculture and Rural Development
In-house secretariat

SDN/CGIAR

External secretariat

FAO, Rome

International financial
institution
UN specialized agency

Klaus Deininger

External secretariat

International Fund for
Agricultural Development
(IFAD), Rome

International financial
institution and UN
specialized agency

Program on Forests

Gerhard Dieterle

In-house secretariat #

ARD

GDPRD

Global Donor Platform for Rural Development

Fionna Douglas

External secretariat

BMZ, Bonn, Germany

5

PROFISH

Global Program on Fisheries

Kieran Kelleher

In-house secretariat #

ARD

6

CCM

Communities, Conservation and Markets

Erick Fernandes

External secretariat

Ecoagriculture Partners
Washington, DC

7

AllFish

Alliance for Responsible Fisheries

Kieran Kelleher

External secretariat

International Coalition of
Fisheries Associations (ICFA)

8

TSPN

Trade Standards Practitioners Network

Marc Peter Sadler

External secretariat

GTZ in Eschborn, Germany

Government agency

9

HLTF

High Level Task Force on Food Security

Christopher Delgado

External secretariat

IFAD, Rome

International financial
institution and UN
specialized agency

10

AgriFin

Agriculture Finance Support Facility

Renate KloeppingerTodd

In-house secretariat #

ARD

11

GAFSP

Global Agriculture and Food Security Program

Christopher Delgado

In-house secretariat #

ARD

1

CGIAR

Consultative Group on International Agricultural
Research

Fionna Douglas
(Acting)

2

ILC

International Land Coalition

3

PROFOR

4

Government ministry
501(c)(3) not-for-profit
corporation

Environment
12

MLF

Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of
Montreal Protocol

Karin Shepardson

Independent legal
entity

Montreal, Canada

13

GEF

Global Environment Facility

Siv Tokle (Acting)

In-house secretariat *

GEF

14

TAI

The Access Initiative

Kulsum Ahmed

External secretariat

World Resources Institute
Washington, DC, USA

15

PCF

Prototype Carbon Fund

Martina Bosi

In-house secretariat

ENVCF

16

CEPF

Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund

Claudia Sobrevila

External secretariat

Conservation International
Arlington, USA

Nonprofit

Nonprofit
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17

LDCF

Least Developed Countries Fund for Climate
Change

Siv Tokle (Acting)

In-house secretariat *

GEF

18

SCCF

Special Climate Change Fund

Siv Tokle (Acting)

In-house secretariat *

GEF

In-house secretariat

ENVCF

19

Task team leader

Country Carbon Funds

Secretariat

Location

20

CDCF

Community Development Carbon Fund

Brice Jean Marie
Quesnel

In-house secretariat

ENVCF

21

BioCF

BioCarbon Fund

Ellysar Baroudy

In-house secretariat

ENVCF

22

CRTR

Targeted Research and Capacity Building for
Coral Reef Management

Marea Eleni Hatziolos

External secretariat

University of Queensland
Centre for Marine Studies St
Lucia, Australia

23

AF

Adaptation Fund

In-house secretariat *

GEF

24

FCPF

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility

Benoit Bosquet /
Eliza Winters

In-house secretariat

ENVCF

25

CTF

Clean Technology Fund

Patricia Bliss-Guest

In-house secretariat

ENVCI

26

SCF

Strategic Climate Fund

Patricia Bliss-Guest

In-house secretariat

ENVCI

27

CPF

Carbon Partnership Facility

Richard Zechter

In-house secretariat

ENVCF

Type of legal entity

University

Finance, Economics and Urban
28

PPIAF

Public Private Infrastructure Advisory Facility

Adriana de Aguinaga
de Vellutini

In-house secretariat

FEU/PPIAF

29

CA

Cities Alliance

William John Cobbett

In-house secretariat

FEU/SDNCA

30

GPOBA

Global Partnership on Output-Based Aid

Patricia VeeversCarter

In-house secretariat

FEU/GPOBA

31

GFDRR

Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and
Recovery

Saroj Kumar Jha

In-house secretariat

FEU/GFDRR

32

GCIF

Global City Indicators Facility

Daniel Hoornweg

External secretariat

Faculty of Architecture,
Landscape & Design,
University of Toronto, Canada

M. Yaa Pokua Afriyie
Oppong

World Bank and
Imagine Nations
(cohosts)

ImagineNations® Group
Pasadena, Maryland

Rohit Khanna

In-house secretariat

SEGES

Social Development
33

GPYI

Global Partnership for Youth Investment

Sustainable Energy
34
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35

CASM

Communities and Small-Scale Mining

Gotthard Walser

In-house secretariat #

SEGOM

36

GGFR

Global Gas Flaring Reduction Partnership

Bent Svensson

In-house secretariat #

SEGOM

Anwar Ravat

Independent legal
entity
In-house secretariat #

EITI is located in Oslo, Norway

37

EITI

Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative

Task team leader

Secretariat

Location

EITI-MDTF is in SEGOM

Type of legal entity

Non profit organization
under Norwegian law
International financial
institution

Transport, Water, and Information and Communications Technology
38

WSP

Water and Sanitation Program

Jaehyang So

In-house secretariat

TWIWP

39

InfoDev

Information for Development Program

Valerie D'Costa

In-house secretariat

TWICT

40

GWP

Global Water Partnership

Deigo Rodriguez

Independent legal
entity

Stockholm, Sweden

41

GFP

Global Facilitation Program for Transportation
and Trade

Marc Juhel

In-house secretariat #

TWITR

42

GRSF

Global Road Safety Facility

Tawia Addo-Ashong

In-house secretariat #

TWITR

University
Branch of UNESCO
international
organization

Intergovernmental
organization under
international law

Human Development Network
Education
43

PCD

The Partnership for Child Development

Donald Bundy

External secretariat

Department of Infectious
Disease Epidemiology,
Imperial College Faculty of
Medicine, London, UK

44

UIS

UNESCO Institute for Statistics

Emilio Ernesto Porta
Pallais

Independent legal
entity

UNESCO Institute for
Statistics, Montreal, Quebec,

45

EFA-FTI

Education For All -- Fast track Initiative

Robert Prouty

In-house secretariat

HDNED/HDNFT

46

GIQAC

Global Initiative for Quality Assurance Capacity

Roberta Bassett

External secretariat

UNESCO, Division of Higher
Education

UN specialized agency

Health, Nutrition and Population
47

HRP

Special Programme of Research, Development
and Research Training in Human Reproduction

Sadia Afroze
Chowdhury

External secretariat

WHO, Geneva, Switzerland

UN specialized agency

48

TDR

Special Programme for Research and Training in
Tropical Diseases

Armin Fidler

External secretariat

WHO, Geneva, Switzerland

UN specialized agency
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Acronym

Program

UNAIDS

Joint United Nations Program on HIV/AIDS

Task team leader
Antony Thompson

Secretariat

Location

Type of legal entity

Independent legal
entity

Geneva, Switzerland

UN specialized agency

50

GFHR

Global Forum for Health Research

Armin Fidler

Independent legal
entity

Geneva, Switzerland

Independent
international nongovernmental
organization, called a
foundation in Swiss law

51

RBM

Roll Back Malaria

Anne M. Pierre-Louis

External secretariat

Geneva, Switzerland

UN specialized agency

52

IAVI

International AIDS Vaccine Initiative

Robert Oelrichs

Independent legal
entity

New York

Not for profit, publicprivate partnership

53

MMV

Medicines for Malaria Venture

Montserrat MeiroLorenzo

Independent legal
entity

Geneva, Switzerland

Not for profit foundation

54

GAVI

Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunization

Rama
Lakshminarayanan

Independent legal
entity

Geneva, Switzerland

Independent non-profit
foundation within the
meaning of Articles 80
et seq. of the Swiss
Civil Code

55

Stop TB

Stop Tuberculosis Partnership

Montserrat MeiroLorenzo

External secretariat

WHO, Geneva, Switzerland

UN specialized agency

56

Global
Fund

Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and
Malaria

Alexandru Cebotari

Independent legal
entity

Geneva, Switzerland

Incorporated as a
Foundation under
Swiss law

57

HMN

Health Metrics Network

Eduard Bos

External secretariat

WHO, Geneva, Switzerland

UN specialized agency

58

PMNCH

Partnership on Maternal, Newborn and Child
Health

Sadia Afroze
Chowdhury

External secretariat

WHO, Geneva, Switzerland

UN specialized agency

59

GPAI

Global Program for Avian Influenza Control and
Human Pandemic Preparedness and Response

Olga Jonas

In-house secretariat #

HDNOP

60

MeTA

Medicines Transparency Alliance

Andreas Seiter

External secretariat

Lewes, East Sussex, UK

Contractual agreement
between DFID (the
principal funder) and
the MeTA Secretariat.

Wendy Cunningham

External secretariat

Centre for Economic and
International Studies,
University of Rome, Rome

University

Social Protection
61
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Secretariat

Location

Type of legal entity

62

YEN

The Youth Employment Network

Wendy Cunningham

External secretariat

ILO, Geneva, Switzerland/
Regional office in Daakar

63

GPDD

Global Partnership for Disability and
Development

Aleksandra Posarac

External secretariat

Burton Blatt Institute, Syracuse
University
University, USA

UN specialized agency

Development Economics
64

ICP

International Comparison Program

Misha Belkindas

In-house secretariat #

DECDG

65

GDN

Global Development Network

Ivar Cederholm

Independent legal
entity

New Delhi, India

International
organization

66

PARIS21

Partnership In Statistics for the 21st Century

Misha Belkindas

External secretariat

OECD, Paris

International economic
organization

67

TFSCB

Trust Fund for Statistical Capacity Building

Misha Belkindas

In-house secretariat #

DECDG

68

KCP

Knowledge for Change Program

Ivar Cederholm

In-house secretariat #

DECRM

69

MAPS

Marrakech Action Plan for Statistics

Barbro Hexeberg

In-house secretariat #

DECDG

70

SRF

Statistics for Results Facility -- Catalytic Fund

Neil James Fantom

In-house secretariat #

DECDG

Independent legal
entity

Paris

External Affairs
71

PNOWB

Parliamentary Network on the World Bank

Independent nongovernmental
organization

Finance and Private Sector Development
72

CGAP

Consultative Group to Assist the Poor

Tilman Ehrbeck

In-house secretariat

FPD / CGP

73

Toronto
Centre

Toronto International Leadership Centre for the
Financial Sector

David Scott

Independent legal
entity

Toronto, Canada

74

FIRST

Financial Sector Reform and Strengthening
Initiative

Jorge Patino

In-house secretariat

FPDFS / FPDFT

Nidhi Khattri

In-house secretariat #

IEGCS

Independent legal
entity

Central Bank of Malta, Malta

Not for profit
corporation

Independent Evaluation Group
75

CLEAR

Regional Centers for Learning on Evaluation and
Results

Operational Policy and Country Services
76

SSNED

Small States Network for Economic Development Roland Peters

Independent legal
entity in Malta
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Task team leader

Secretariat

Location

Type of legal entity

Poverty Reduction and Economic Management
77

IF

Integrated Framework for Trade-Related
Technical Assistance to Least Developed
Countries

Philip Schuler

External secretariat

World Trade Organization,
Geneva

International
organization

78

PTF

Partnership for Transparency Fund

Thomas Columkill
Garrity

Independent legal
entity

Washington, DC

Not-for-profit
corporation registered
in New York

79

PEFA

Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability

Frans Erik Kolls
Ronsholt

In-house secretariat #

PRMPS

80

ITD

International Tax Dialogue

Marinus Verhoeven

External secretariat

OECD, Paris

81

StAR

Stolen Assets Recovery Initiative

Adrian Fozzard

In-house secretariat #

PRMPS

82

GPF

Governance Partnership Facility

Kai-Alexander Kaiser

In-house secretariat #

PRMPS

83

DMF

Debt Management Facility

Eriko Togo

In-house secretariat #

PRMED

International economic
organization

World Bank Institute
84

JVI

Joint Vienna Institute

Tatyana Leonova

Independent legal
entity

JVI, Vienna, Austria

85

GDLN

Global Development Learning Network

Steffen Janus

In-house secretariat #

WBIKE

GOPAC

Global Organization of Parliamentarians Against
Corruption

86

Frederick Stapenhurst External secretariat

The Parliamentary Centre,
Ottawa, Canada (a Canadian
NGO)

Not-for-profit
international
organization under
Canadian law.
Independent public
interest organisation
registered Section 21
company in South
Africa
University

87

ANSA Africa

Affiliated Network for Social Accountability -Africa

Mary McNeil

External secretariat

Institute for Democracy in
South Africa's (Idasa)
Economic Governance
Programme (EGP), Pretoria

88

ANSA East Asia

Affiliated Network for Social Accountability -- East
Mary McNeil
Asia

External secretariat

Ateneo de Manila University,
Philippines

89

Affiliated Network on Social Accountability and
ANSA Governance in South Asia and the Global
South Asia
Partnership Fund

External secretariat

Institute for Governance
Studies, BRAC University,
Dhaka, Bangladesh
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Type of legal entity

African Region
90

ADEA

The Association for the Development of
Education in Africa

Douglas Sumerfield

External secretariat

AfDB, Tunis

91

SSATP

Sub Saharan Africa Transport Policy Program

Stephen Vincent

In-house secretariat #

AFTTR

92

ACBF

Africa Capacity Building Foundation

Mamadou Lamarane
Deme

Independent legal
entity

ACBF, Zimbabwe

93

FAWE

Forum for African Women Educationalists

Mercy Miyang
Tembon

Independent legal
entity

Nairobi, Kenya

Pan-African NGO

94

ASARECA

Association for Strengthening Agricultural
Research in Eastern and Central Africa

David Nielson

Independent legal
entity

Entebbe, Uganda

Non-political
organization

95

APOC

African Programme for Onchocerciasis Control

Donald Bundy

External secretariat

WHO/APOC Ouagadougou,
Burkina Faso

96

NBI

Nile Basin Initiative

Barbara Miller

Independent legal
entity

Entebbe, Uganda
Accra, Ghana

Non‐profit public
international institution
in accordance with
public international law.

97

FARA

Forum for Agricultural Research in Africa

David Nielson

Independent legal
entity

98

ALive

Partnership for African Livestock Development,
Poverty Alleviation and Sustainable Growth in
Africa

Francois Le Gall

External secretariat

African Union/Interafrican
Bureau for Animal Resources
Nairobi, Kenya

Regional
intergovernmental
organization

99

ASP

Africa Stockpiles Program

Dirk Nicolaas Prevoo

In-house secretariat #

AFTEN

PCU in WB; TSU in
FAO

100 TerrAfrica

TerrAfrica

Paola Agostini

External secretariat

NEPAD Planning and
Coordination Agency,
Johannesburg, South Africa

African Union Entity

101 ICF

Investment Climate Facility for Africa

Melanie Mbuyi

Independent legal
entity

Dar es Salaam, Tanzania

Public -private initiative

102 ACET

African Center for Economic Transformation

Anna Muganda Ballali

Independent legal
entity

Accra, Ghana

Non-tax Public Chairy
501 (C ) Status

In-house secretariat #

EASIN

East Asia and Pacific Region
103 ASTAE

Asia Sustainable and Alternative Energy Program Natsuko Toba
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Task team leader

Secretariat

Location

Type of legal entity
Non-profit organization
registered as UN Type
II Partnership

104 CAI - Asia

Clean Air Initiative for Asian Cities

Sameer Akbar

External secretariat

CAI-Asia Center
Manila, Philippines

105 EAPIRF

East Asia and Pacific Infrastructure Regulatory
Forum

Katharina Gassner

External secretariat

Fee-based
CRISIL Infrastructure Advisory,
membership
New Delhi, India
organization

Europe and Central Asia Region
106

European Observatory on Health Systems and
Policies

Rekha Menon

External secretariat

WHO European Centre for
Health Policy Brussels,
Belgium

107

Black Sea and Danube Basin GEF Partnership

Angela Armstrong

External secretariat

DABLAS Task Force,
European Commission,
Brussels

108 REF

Roma Education Fund

Daniel Dulitzky

Independent legal
entity

REF's headquarter is in
Budapest, Hungary, but this
year they also opened another
office in Romania with its own
legal foundation statute and
Board

109 PEMPAL

Public Expenditure Management and Peer
Assisted Learning for ECA countries

Elena Nikulina

External secretariat

Center for Excellence in
Finance (CEF), Lubjana,
Slovenia

Regional
intergovernmental
organization

Latin American and the Caribbean Region
110 IABIN

Inter-American Biodiversity Information Network

Keiko Ashida Tao

Independent legal
entity

City of Knowledge, Panama

Non-governmental
organization

111 MBC

Meso-American Biological Corridor

Gregor Wolf

Independent legal
entity

San Salvador, El Salvador

Inter-governmental
body

112 COM+

Alliance of Communicators for Sustainable
Development

Sergio Alvaro Jellinek

External secretariat

IUCN, Moravia, Costa Rica
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113 CCRIF

Program

Caribbean Catastrophe Risk Insurance Facility

Task team leader

Francis Ghesquiere

Secretariat

Location

Type of legal entity

Independent legal
entity

Registered in the Cayman
Islands. Offices in Barbados,
Jamaica, and Washington DC

An exempted company
incorporated under the
laws of the Cayman
Islands. CCRIF holds a
Class B insurance
license under the
Insurance Law (as
revised).

Middle East and North Africa Region
114 CAWTAR

Center of Arab Women for Training and Research Nadereh Chamlou

Independent legal
entity

Tunis, Tunisia

Non-governmental
organization

115 CPI

MNA Child Protection Initiative

Iqbal Kaur

External secretariat

Arab Urban Development
Institute, Riyadh, Saudi Arabi

Expected to become
independent legal
entity

116 GERPA

Gender Economic Research and Policy Analysis

Nadereh Chamlou

External secretariat

CAWTAR, Tunis

Non-governmental
organization

117 AWA

Arab Water Academy

Claire Kfouri

External secretariat

Environment Agency-Abu
Dhabi (EAD) Abu Dhabi, UAE

Government agency

Note: In-House Secretariat # : The program management unit is located inside another Bank unit (cost center).
In-House Secretariat * : The program management unit is the GEF Secretariat or located inside the GEF Secretariat.
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Acronym

Program

Governing bodies

Bank participation

Bank’s representative(s)

Advisory committees

Social Development Network
Agriculture and Rural Development
1

CGIAR

Consultative Group on International Agricultural
Research

Biennial Funders Forum
/ CGIAR Fund Council

Yes, as chair of the
CGIAR Fund

Inger Andersen, SDN VP
(Council Chair)

Independent Science
and Partnership Council
Genetic Resources
Policy Committee

2

ILC

International Land Coalition

Assembly of Members /
Coalition Council

Yes

Klaus Deininger, DECAR
Lead Economist/
Malcolm Childress, LCSAR Membership Committee
Sr. Land Administration
Spec.

3

PROFOR

Program on Forests

Management Board

Yes, as chair

Inger Andersen, SDN VP/
Mark Cackler, ARD Sector
Manager

No

4

GDPRD

Global Donor Platform for Rural Development

Board/Steering
Committee

Yes, on both Board
and Steering
Committee

Fionna Douglas, ARD
Program Manager (on
both)

No

No

5

PROFISH

Global Program on Fisheries

Steering Committee

Yes

Mark Cackler, ARD Sector
Manager
Marjory-Ann Bromhead,
ARD Adviser

Yes, as nonvoting
member

Erick Fernandes, LCSAR,
Land Management Adviser
Gerhard Dieterle, ARD
Foresty Adviser

6

CCM

Communities, Conservation and Markets

Management Advisory
Group

7

AllFish

Alliance for Responsible Fisheries

Steering Committee

No

N/A

8

TSPN

Trade Standards Practitioners Network

Steering Committee

Yes

Stephen Jaffee, EASVS Sr.
Rural Development
No
Specialist

9

HLTF

High Level Task Force on Food Security

HLTF Task Force

Yes

Ngozi N. Okonjo-Iweala,
Managing Director
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HLTF Senior Steering
Group (Juergen Voegele
and Chris Delgado).
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10

11

AgriFin

GAFSP

Program

Governing bodies

Bank participation

Bank’s representative(s)

Advisory committees

Yes, as chair

Renate Kloeppinger, ARD
Rural Finance Adviser
(chair)
No
Grahame Dixie, SASDE Sr.
Rural Development
Specialist

Steering Committee

Yes, as nonvoting
member (trustee) and
observer (as
supervising entity)

Christopher Delgado, ARD
Adviser
Pamela Crivelli, CFPMI
Lead Financial Adviser
(trustee)
Oscar Chemerinski, CAG
Director (IFC)

Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of
Montreal Protocol

Meeting of the Parties /
Executive Committee

Yes, as an observer
on Executive
Committee (as an
implementing agency)

Karin Shepardson, ENVGC
No
Program Manager

Yes, as two official
observers on the
Council

Axel van Trotsenburg, CFP
VP (as trustee)
Scientific and Technical
Inger Andersen, SDN VP
Advisory Panel
(as IA)

Agriculture Finance Support Facility

Global Agriculture and Food Security Program

Steering Committee

Technical Advisory
Committee

Environment
12

MLF

13

GEF

Global Environment Facility

GEF Assembly / GEF
Council

14

TAI

The Access Initiative

Core Team

No

N/A

No

15

PCF

Prototype Carbon Fund

Participants' Committee

No

N/A

No

16

CEPF

Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund

Donor Council

Yes

Inger Andersen, SDN VP

Working Group

LDCF

Least Developed Countries Fund for Climate
Change

LDCF/SCCF Council

Yes, as two official
observers on the
Council

Axel van Trotsenburg, CFP
VP (as trustee)
Inger Andersen, SDN VP
(as IA)

Special Climate Change Fund

LDCF/SCCF Council

Yes, as two official
observers on the
Council

Axel van Trotsenburg, CFP
VP (as trustee)
Inger Andersen, SDN VP
(as IA)

Country Carbon Funds

Participants' Committees No

N/A

Community Development Carbon Fund

Participants' Committee

N/A

17

18

SCCF

19
20

CDCF

No

No
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21

22

23

Acronym

Program

BioCF

BioCarbon Fund

Participants' Committee:
Tranche 1 and Tranche
2

CRTR

Targeted Research and Capacity Building for
Coral Reef Management

Yes, on Synthesis
Synthesis Panel/
Panel and
Executive Committee/
Management
Management Committee
Committee

Adaptation Fund

Conference of the
Parties / Board

AF

Governing bodies

Bank participation
No

Bank’s representative(s)

Advisory committees

N/A
Maria Hatziolos, EASER
Sr. Environmental
Specialist

6 working groups

No.

N/A

Project and Programme
Review Committee
Ethics and Finance
Committee

Yes, as trustee of the
FCPF’s Readiness
Fund and Carbon
Fund

Inger Andersen, SDN VP
(listed as chair in 2009
Report)

Ad hoc Technical
Advisory Panel

24

FCPF

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility

Participants Assembly/
Participants Committee

25

CTF

Clean Technology Fund

CIF Partnership Forum/
MDB Committee / CTF
Trust Fund Committee

Yes, on all three. Nonvoting member on the Inger Andersen, SDN VP
TF Committee.

No

Inger Andersen, SDN VP
Yes, on all three
Andrew Steer (co-chair of
Nonvoting member on
TF Committee), SDN VP
the TF Committee
Special Envoy

Subcommittee for each
of the SCF targeted
programs

26

SCF

Strategic Climate Fund

CIF Partnership Forum /
MDB Committee SCF
Trust Fund Committee

27

CPF

Carbon Partnership Facility

Annual Meeting/
Partnership Committee

No

N/A

No

Inger Andersen, SDN VP

Technical Advisory
Panel

Finance, Economics and Urban
28

PPIAF

Public Private Infrastructure Advisory Facility

Program Council

Yes, as chair

29

CA

Cities Alliance

Consultative Group/
Executive Committee

Yes, as cochair of CG,
Inger Andersen, SDN VP
and member of EC

30

GPOBA

Global Partnership on Output-Based Aid

Program Council

Yes, as chair

Zoubida Allaoua, FEU
Director

Panel of Experts

GFDRR

Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and
Recovery

Consultative Group/
Results Management
Council

Yes, as chair of CG,
and member of RMC

Inger Andersen, SDN VP
(CG)
Zoubida Allaoua, FEU
Director (RMC)

Results Management
Council

31
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32

GCIF

Program

Global City Indicators Facility

Governing bodies

Bank participation

Bank’s representative(s)

Advisory committees

Board of Directors/
Advisory Board

Yes

Daniel Hoornweg, FEUUR
Lead Urban Specialist
(BOD)
Billy Cobbett, Manager,
Cities Alliance (AB)
Mila Freire, SASDU
Consultant (AB)

Executive Committee

Yes

Cyprian Fisiy, SDV Director No

No

Social Development
33

GPYI

Global Partnership for Youth Investment

Sustainable Energy
34

ESMAP

Energy Sector Management Assistance Program

Consultative Group

Yes, as chair

Inger Andersen, SDN VP

Technical Advisory
Group

35

CASM

Communities and Small-Scale Mining

Consultative Group /
Strategic Management
Advisory Group

Yes, as vice chair

Paulo De Sa, COCPO
Sector Managed

Consultative Group

36

GGFR

Global Gas Flaring Reduction Partnership

Steering Committee

Yes, as chair

Rashad Kaldany, CAN VP
(IFC)

No

Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative

Yes, as chair of the
EITI-MDTF:
MC
Management Committee
Official observer on
EITI: Board
the EITI Board

Paula De Sa, COCPO
Sector Manager
Anwar Ravat, COCPO
Manager

No

Regional and National
Advisory Councils

37

EITI

Transport, Water, and Information and Communications Technology
38

WSP

Water and Sanitation Program

Program Council

Yes, as chair

Inger Andersen, SDN VP

39

InfoDev

Information for Development Program

infoDev Symposium/
Donors Committee

Yes, as chair

Inger Andersen, SDN VP

40

GWP

Global Water Partnership

Consulting Partners/
Sponsoring Partners/
Steering Committee

Yes, as cosponsor
and observer on the
SC

Julia Bucknall , ETWWA
Sector Manager

41

GFP

Global Facilitation Program for Transportation
and Trade

Full GFP Meetings/
Steering Committee

Yes, as cochair

Marc Juhel, ETWTR Sector
No
Manager

42

GRSF

Global Road Safety Facility

Facility Executive Board

Yes

Marc Juhel, ETWTR Sector Core Advisory Group
Manager
Consultative Meetings

GWP Technical
Committee
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Program

Governing bodies

Bank participation

Bank’s representative(s)

Advisory committees

Human Development Network
Education
43

PCD

The Partnership for Child Development

Board of Directors

Yes

44

UIS

UNESCO Institute for Statistics

Governing Board

No

Donald Bundy, AFTHE
Lead Specialist

Technical Advisory
Board
No

Elizabeth King, HDNED
Sector Director (on Board
of Directors)

45

EFA-FTI

Education For All -- Fast track Initiative

Partnership Meetings /
FTI Board of Directors

Yes, on FTI Board

46

GIQAC

Global Initiative for Quality Assurance Capacity

Steering Committee

Yes, as cochair (along
Jamil Salmi, HDNED Lead
with UNESCO director
Education Specialist
of higher education)

Special Programme of Research, Development
and Research Training in Human Reproduction

Policy and Coordination
Committee (PCC)/
Standing Committee of
Cosponsors

Yes, as permanent
member of PCC and
cosponsor in SC

Sadia Chowdhury, HDNHE
No
Sr. Health Specialist

Special Programme for Research and Training in
Tropical Diseases

Joint Coordinating
Board / Standing
Committee

Yes, on the Standing
Committee along with
the other three
cosponsors (UNICEF,
UNDP and WHO)

Armin Fidler, HDNHE
Advisor

Scientific and Technical
Advisory Committee

Yes, as cosponsor
member of PCB w/o
voting rights

David Wilson, HDNGA
Director
Lombe Kasonde, HDNGA
Operations Analyst

No

Ad-hoc Advisory
Committes under SC

Health, Nutrition and Population
47

48

HRP

TDR

49

UNAIDS

Joint United Nations Program on HIV/AIDS

Programme
Coordinating Board /
Programme
Coordinating Board
Bureau

50

GFHR

Global Forum for Health Research

Foundation Council

Yes

Armin Fidler, HDNHE
Advisor

Strategic and Technical
Advisory Committee

51

RBM

Roll Back Malaria

RBM Partners' Forum /
RBM Board / Executive
Committee

Yes, as voting
member of the Board
and EC

Anne Maryse Pierre-Louis,
AFTHE Lead Health
Specialist

No

Board of Directors

No (Bank is only listed
N/A
as a donor)

52
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IAVI

International AIDS Vaccine Initiative

Scientific Advisory
Committee
Policy Advisory
Committee
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53

Acronym

Program

MMV

Medicines for Malaria Venture

Governing bodies

Board of Directors /
No. (Bank is only
MMV North America Inc.
listed as a donor.)
Board

54

GAVI

Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunization

Alliance Board/
Executive Committee

55

Stop TB

Stop Tuberculosis Partnership

Partners' Forum/
Coordinating Board/
Executive Committee

56

Global
Fund

Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and
Malaria

Bank participation

Partnership Forum /
Board

Bank’s representative(s)

Advisory committees

N/A

Yes, on both

Cristian Baeza, HDNHE
Director
Armin Fidler, HDNHE
Advisor (EC)

Programme and Policy
Committee
Governance Committee
Investment Committee
Audit and Finance
Committee
Evaluation and Advisory
Committee

Yes, on the
Coordinating Board

Cristian Baeza, HDNHE
Director

No

Yes, as nonvoting ex
officio member of the
Board

Axel van Trotsenburg, CFP
VP
Technical Review Panel
Susan McAdams, CFPMI
Technical Evaluation
Director
Reference Group
Cristian Baeza, HDNHE
Director
Technical Advisory
Group Independent
Review Committee

57

HMN

Health Metrics Network

Board of Directors/
Consultation Committee

Yes

Cristian Baeza, HDNHE
Director
Ed Bos, AFTHE Lead
Population Specialist
(alternate)

58

PMNCH

Partnership on Maternal, Newborn and Child
Health

Partnership Forum/
Board / Executive
Committee

Yes, Board and
Executive Committee

Cristian Baeza, HDNHE
Director (Board and EC)

No

Yes, as cochair of the
Advisory Board

Olga Jonas, HDNOP
Economic Adviser

No

Yes, as full member

Andreas Seiter, HDNHE
Sr. Health Specialist

International Advisory
Board

59

GPAI

Global Program for Avian Influenza Control and
Human Pandemic Preparedness and Response

International Ministerial
Conference on Animal
and Pandemic Influenza
(IMCAPI)/ Advisory
Board

60

MeTA

Medicines Transparency Alliance

Management Board
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Program

Governing bodies

Bank participation

Bank’s representative(s)

Advisory committees

Social Protection
61

UCW

Understanding Children's Work

Steering Committee

Yes

Arup Banerji, HDNSP
Director

No

62

YEN

The Youth Employment Network

Steering Committee

Yes

Arup Banerji, HDNSP
Director

No

63

GPDD

Global Partnership for Disability and
Development

Board of Directors

Yes (ex officio
Aleksandra Posarac,
member without voting HDNSP Lead HD
rights)
Economist

Development Economics

64

65

ICP

GDN

International Comparison Program

Global Development Network

Yes

Shaida Badiee, DECDG
Director
Misha Belkindas, DECDG
Manager
Michel Mouyelo-Katoula,
DECDG Sr. Statistician
Nada Hamadeh, DECDG
Statistical Offcer

Technical Advisory
Group WB members of
TAG: Frederic A. Vogel
(Deputy Chair), Paul
John Mccarthy

Board of Directors

Yes

Ann Harrison, DECVP
Director
Mustapha Nabli, DECVP
Sr. Adviser

GDN Advisory
Committee Global
Development Council

Executive Board

66

PARIS21

Partnership In Statistics for the 21st Century

Board/ Executive
Committee

Shaida Badiee, DECDG
Director
Yes, with a permanent Misha Belkindas, DECDG
seat in both
Manager
Neil Fantom, DECDG Sr.
Statistician

67

TFSCB

Trust Fund for Statistical Capacity Building

Consultative Group

Yes, as cochair

Shaida Badiee, DECDG
Director

Advisory Panel

68

KCP

Knowledge for Change Program

Consultative Group

Yes

Justin Lin, DEC VP

No

69

MAPS

Marrakech Action Plan for Statistics

Advisory Board

Yes

Shaida Badiee, DECDG
Director

No

70

SRF

Statistics for Results Facility -- Catalytic Fund

SRF Catalytic Fund
Council

Yes, as chair

Joachim von Amsberg,
OPC VP
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Program

Governing bodies

Bank participation

Bank’s representative(s)

Advisory committees

External Affairs
71

PNOWB

Parliamentary Network on the World Bank

Board of Directors

No (Bank is listed as a
N/A
partner)

No

Finance and Private Sector Development

72

CGAP

Consultative Group to Assist the Poor

Council of Governors/
Executive Committee

Yes, as chair of CG,
members of EC

Janamitra Devan, FPD VP
(Chair, Council of
Governors)
Simon Bell, Manager,
MNSED (CG)
Renate Kloeppinger-Todd,
ARD Rural Finance
Adviser (CG & EC)

73

Toronto
Centre

Toronto International Leadership Centre for the
Financial Sector

Board of Directors

Yes

David Scott, FPDFS
Program Manager

74

FIRST

Financial Sector Reform and Strengthening
Initiative

Governing Council

Yes

Janamitra Devan, FPD VP
Delegated to Consulate
No
Rusagara, FPDFS Director

Governing Board

Yes, as chair

Cheryl Gray, IEGWB
Director

Yes, as Board
secretary

Kyle Peters, OPCCS
Director
Richard Newfarmer,
EXTGE, Special Rep. to
WTO and UN, Geneva

No

Independent Evaluation Group
75

CLEAR

Regional Centers for Learning on Evaluation and
Results

Regional Advisory
Councils

Operational Policy and Country Services
76

SSNED

Small States Network for Economic Development Board of Trustees

Poverty Reduction and Economic Management
77

IF

Integrated Framework for Trade-Related
Technical Assistance to Least Developed
Countries

Integrated Framework
Steering Committee

Yes

78

PTF

Partnership for Transparency Fund

Board of Directors

No (Bank is listed only
N/A
as a donor)

79

PEFA

Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability

Steering Committee

Yes

Jim Brumby, PRMPS
Sector Manager

No

80

ITD

International Tax Dialogue

Steering Committee

Yes

Marinus Verhoeven,
PRMPS Lead Econmist

No

No
No
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81

StAR

Program

Governing bodies

Bank participation

Bank’s representative(s)

Advisory committees

Stolen Assets Recovery Initiative

Management Committee Yes, as chair.

Otaviano Canuto dos
Santos Filho, PREM VP
(chair)
Janamitra Devan, FPD VP
Sanjay Pradhan, WBI VP

Yes, as cochair

Otaviano Canuto dos
Santos Filho, PREM VP

Standing Review
Committee of experts
(includes 5 Bank
members)

Donor Consultative
Group

82

GPF

Governance Partnership Facility

Governance Partnership
Council

83

DMF

Debt Management Facility

Steering Committee

Yes, as chair

Jeffrey Lewis

Technical Advisory
Group

Executive Board

Yes, as a contributing
member with voting
rights

Akihiko Nishio, WBIOP
Director

Advisory Committee
(Design Committee)

No

World Bank Institute
84

JVI

Joint Vienna Institute

85

GDLN

Global Development Learning Network

GDLN Board

Yes

Han Fraeters, WBIKE
Manager
Steffen Janus, WBIKE Sr.
Knowledge Management
Officer

86

GOPAC

Global Organization of Parliamentarians Against
Corruption

Board of Directors /
Executive Committee

No. (Bank is listed as
a founder)

N/A

No

87

ANSA Africa

Affiliated Network for Social Accountability -Africa

Executive Committee

Yes

Mary McNeil, WBIGV Sr.
Operations Officer

Technical Advisory
Group

Yes

Mary McNeil, WBIGV Sr.
Operations Officer
Andrew Parker, EASPS,
Sr. Rural Development
Economist

Technical Advisory
Group

Steering Committee
(according to DGF
FY10)

Yes

Bhuvan Bhatnagar,
SASDS Sr. Social
Development Specialist

No

Bureau of Ministers /
Steering Committee /
Executive Committee

Yes, on both
committees

Christopher Thomas,
AFTED Sector Manager
(on both)

No

88

ANSA East Asia

Affiliated Network for Social Accountability -- East
Executive Committee
Asia

89

Affiliated Network on Social Accountability and
ANSA Governance in South Asia and the Global
South Asia
Partnership Fund

African Region
90
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ADEA

The Association for the Development of
Education in Africa
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91

Acronym

Program

SSATP

Sub Saharan Africa Transport Policy Program

Governing bodies

Bank participation

Annual General Meeting
Yes, on all three
/ Consitutent Assembly
bodies
(Donors) / SSATP Board

Bank’s representative(s)
C. Sanjivi Rajasingham,
AFTTR Sector Manager

Advisory committees
Ad-hoc Advisory Group
at the discretion of the
Board

92

ACBF

Africa Capacity Building Foundation

Governors Board /
Executive Board

Obiageli Katryn Ezekwesili,
AFR VP (Governors Board)
Yes, as sponsoring
Anand Rajaram, AFTPR
agency member of the
Sector Manager
No
Governors Board and
Sahr John Kpundeh,
voting member of
AFTQK Sr. Public Sector
Executive Board
Specialist (Executive
Board)

93

FAWE

Forum for African Women Educationalists

General Assembly /
Executive Committee

Advisory only

Mercy MiyangTembon,
AFMBI
Director of Education

94

ASARECA

Association for Strengthening Agricultural
Research in Eastern and Central Africa

Board of Directors

No. Bank attends
meetings as an
unofficial observer

N/A

No

95

APOC

African Programme for Onchocerciasis Control

Joint Action Forum /
Committee of
Sponsoring Agents

Yes

Donald Bundy, AFTHE
Lead Specialist (on both)

Technical Consultative
Committee: advises
APOC Director on
technical,
implementation and
broad policy issues

96

NBI

Nile Basin Initiative

Council of Ministers of
Water Affairs of the Nile
Basin Countries

No. (Bank is only cochair of the NBTF
Committee.)

N/A

Technical Advisory
Committee

97

FARA

Forum for Agricultural Research in Africa

General Assembly /
Executive Board

No. Bank attends
meetings as an
unofficial observer.

N/A

No

98

ALive

Partnership for African Livestock Development,
Poverty Alleviation and Sustainable Growth in
Africa

General Assembly /
Executive Committee

Yes, as voting
member of both

Stephane Forman, AFTAR
Livestock Specialist

No

99

ASP

Africa Stockpiles Program

Implementation
Committee

Yes

Dirk Prevoo, ENVGC Sr.
Operations Officer

No

TerrAfrica

Consultative Forum /
Executive Committee

Yes, on the EC

Paola Agostini, AFTEN Sr.
Economist

Ad-hoc Special Advisory
Groups, advises EC

100 TerrAfrica
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101 ICF
102 ACET

Program

Governing bodies

Bank participation

Bank’s representative(s)

Advisory committees

Board of Trustees

No. (Bank is listed as
a partner.)

N/A

Technical Advisory
Committee

Board of Directors

No (World Bank is
listed as a funder
under its institutional
grant facility)

N/A

Advisory Group

Consultative Group for
the World Bank Energy
Asia Sustainable and Alternative Energy Program
Trust-Funded Programs:
ESMAP and ASTAE

Yes, as chair.

Inger Andersen, SDN VP
(chair)
Jamal Saghir, ETW
Director (acting chair and
WBG representative)

Technical Advisory
Group (reports to CG)

Clean Air Initiative for Asian Cities

Partnership Council

No (Bank is a partner
but not PC member)

Akbar, Sameer Akbar, ENV
(in Knowledge
Knowledge Management
Management Advisory
Advisory Group (KMAG)
Group)

Annual General Meeting
/ Executive Committee
(ExCom)

Yes, as administrator
of the AusAID funding
for the forum, and as
representative of the
Forum "financiers" on
the ExCom.

Katharina Gassner,
FEUFG Sr. Economist.
No
Bank also attends the AGM
but does not vote.

Yes, a voting member

Abdo Yazbeck, ECSHD
Sector Manager
Rekha Menon, ECSH1 Sr.
Economist

No

Tobias Linden, ECSH2 Sr.
Education Specialist

No

Investment Climate Facility for Africa
African Center for Economic Transformation

East Asia and Pacific Region
103 ASTAE

104 CAI - Asia

105 EAPIRF

East Asia and Pacific Infrastructure Regulatory
Forum

Europe and Central Asia Region
106

European Observatory on Health Systems and
Policies

Steering Committee
Contracting Parties to
the Danube River
Protection Convention

107

Black Sea and Danube Basin GEF Partnership

108 REF

Roma Education Fund
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Contracting Parties to
the Convention on the
Protection of the Black
Sea Against Pollution
Board

No

Yes
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109 PEMPAL

Program
Public Expenditure Management and Peer
Assisted Learning for ECA countries

Governing bodies
Steering Committee

Bank participation

Bank’s representative(s)

Advisory committees

Yes

Elena Nikulina, ECSP4
Public Sector Specialist
Armen Vatyan, Natalia
Pisareva, Marius Koen

No

No

Latin American and the Caribbean Region
Inter-American Biodiversity Information Network

Council / Executive
Committee

Official observer on
both the Council and
EC

N/A

111 MBC

Meso-American Biological Corridor

Central American
Commission on
Environment and
Development

No

N/A

112 COM+

Alliance of Communicators for Sustainable
Development

Steering Committee

Yes, as chair

Sergio Jellinek, LCREA
Communications Advisor
Robert Bisset, SDN Sr.
Communications Officer

No

Board of Directors

Yes, as official
observer, as
administrator of the
MDTF

Todd Crawford, LCSSD
Consultant

No

Yes

Nadareh Chamlou,
MNACE Sr. Adviser

No

110 IABIN

113 CCRIF

Caribbean Catastrophe Risk Insurance Facility

Middle East and North Africa Region
114 CAWTAR

Center of Arab Women for Training and Research Board of Trustees

115 CPI

MNA Child Protection Initiative

Currently the Advisory
Committee. A Steering
Committee is planned.

Yes

Jean Fares, HDNSP Sr.
Economist

Technical Body

116 GERPA

Gender Economic Research and Policy Analysis

Steering Committee

Yes

Nadareh Chamlou,
MNACE Sr. Adviser

Advisory Committee

Arab Water Academy

Arab Water Council/
Arab Water Academy
Board / Executive
Committee

No

N/A

No

117 AWA
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Table D-4. Most Recent Evaluations
Acronym Program

Start
date

Report title

1971

Bringing together the best of science
and the best of development.
Independent Review of the CGIAR
System, Synthesis Report.

Elizabeth McAllister,
November 2008 Chair, Independent
Review Panel

Date

Authors

QAG
reviews

Social Development Network
Agriculture and Rural Development
1

CGIAR

Consultative Group on International Agricultural
Research

2

ILC

International Land Coalition

1996

International Land Coalition: An
External Evaluation

June 2006

Universalia

3

PROFOR

Program on Forests

1997

PROFOR Mid-term Review

August 2006

Jirki Salmi

4

GDPRD

Global Donor Platform for Rural Development

2003

Global Donor Platform for Rural
Development: Network Evaluation

September2008 Universalia

Reforming Fisheries and Agriculture
for Global Benefits

Meryl J. Williams (Chair),
Joaquim Tenreiro de
2006 Quality
Almida and W. Mark D. Assessment
Wilson

5

PROFISH Global Program on Fisheries

2005

6

CCM

Communities, Conservation and Markets

2006

2007 Quality
Assessment

7

AllFish

Alliance for Responsible Fisheries

2008

2009 Quality
Assessment

8

TSPN

Trade Standards Practitioners Network

2008

9

HLTF

High Level Task Force on Food Security

2008

10

AgriFin

Agriculture Finance Support Facility

2009

11

GAFSP

Global Agriculture and Food Security Program

2010

March 2009

Environment
12

MLF

Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of
Montreal Protocol

1991

Evaluation of the Financial
Mechanism of the Montreal Protocol

October 2004

ICF Consulting

2010 NonDGF GRPPs

13

GEF

Global Environment Facility

1991

Fourth Overall Performance Study of
the GEF: Progress Toward Impact

January 2010

GEF Evaluation Office

2010 NonDGF GRPPs

14

TAI

The Access Initiative

1999

146

2009 Quality
Assessment
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15

16

Acronym Program

Start
date

PCF

2000

Prototype Carbon Fund

Date

Authors

2000

David Olson,
Conservation Earth
Consulting

Evaluation of the Operation of the
Least Developed Countries Fund for
Adaptation to Climate Change

International Institute for
Environment and
Development (UK) and
COWI (Denmark)

Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund

17

LDCF

Least Developed Countries Fund for Climate
Change

2001

18

SCCF

Special Climate Change Fund

2001

Country Carbon Funds

2002

QAG
reviews
2010 NonDGF GRPPs

A Decade of Conservation by the
Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund,
2001–2010: An Independent
April 2010
Evaluation of CEPF’s Global
Conservation Impact

CEPF

19

Report title

September
2009

20

CDCF

Community Development Carbon Fund

2003

2010 NonDGF GRPPs

21

BioCF

BioCarbon Fund

2004

2010 NonDGF GRPPs

22

CRTR

Targeted Research and Capacity Building for
Coral Reef Management

2004

23

AF

Adaptation Fund

2008

24

FCPF

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility

2008

25

CTF

Clean Technology Fund

2008

2010 NonDGF GRPPs

26

SCF

Strategic Climate Fund

2008

2010 NonDGF GRPPs

27

CPF

Carbon Partnership Facility

2010

Independent Evaluation of the Coral
Reef Targeted Research and
Capacity Building for Management
(CRTR) Program: Final Main Report

August 2008

Aage Jørgensen, Ron
Zweig & Robert
Richmond

2010
Regional
Projects

Finance, Economics and Urban
28

PPIAF

Public Private Infrastructure Advisory Facility

1999

Strategic Review of the PublicPrivate Infrastructure Advisory
Facility

June 2005

Michael Jordan and
Associates

29

CA

Cities Alliance

1999

Independent Evaluation of the Cities
Alliance.

October 2006

Universalia

2009 Quality
Assessment
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Start
date

Report title

GPOBA

Global Partnership on Output-Based Aid

2003

Global Partnership on Output-Based
Aid (GPOBA): Independent
Evaluation

31

GFDRR

Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and
Recovery

2006

Evaluation of the World Bank Global
Facility for Disaster Reduction and
January 2010
Recovery (GFDRR): Final Evaluation
report

32

GCIF

Global City Indicators Facility

2007

QAG 2009

2007

2009 Quality
Assessment

30

Date

Authors

September
2007

Ernst and Young

QAG
reviews
2010 NonDGF GRPPs

Universalia Management 2007 Quality
Group
Assessment

Social Development
33

GPYI

Global Partnership for Youth Investment

Sustainable Energy
34

ESMAP

Energy Sector Management Assistance Program

1983

Donor-Funded Energy Programs:
Final Report of the External Review

35

CASM

Communities and Small-Scale Mining

2001

Evaluation of the Communities and
February 2009
Small-Scale Mining (CASM) Program

Harold Wackman and
Jim Thompson

36

GGFR

Global Gas Flaring Reduction Partnership

2002

Evaluation of Global Gas Flaring
Reduction Program

February 2009

Richard Stern and Jim
Thompson

37

EITI

Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative

2003

Evaluation of EITI Multi-Donor Trust
Fund

March 2009

Michael Jordan

June 2000

Guy Caruso and others

2010 NonDGF GRPPs

Transport, Water, and Information and Communications Technology
38

WSP

Water and Sanitation Program

1979

Water and Sanitation Program (WSP)
September
FY 2004-2008– Final Global
2009
Evaluation Report

Universalia Management 2010 NonGroup
DGF GRPPs

39

InfoDev

Information for Development Program

1995

Independent Evaluation of InfoDev
Global Trust Funded Program: Final
Evaluation Report

Universalia
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March 2007
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Start
date

Report title

Date

Authors

QAG
reviews

Global Water Partnership: Joint
Donor External Evaluation: Final
Report

March 2008

The Performance
Assessment Resource
Center (PARC) UK.
Julian Gayfer, Nigel
Hawkesworth, Richard
Hoare, Juliet Pierce, Kari
Sann, and Bert Van
Woersem.

2006

Independent Evaluation of the World
Bank Global Road Safety Facility
(WB GRSF) Final Report

March 2009

Universalia Management 2007 Quality
Group
Assessment

40

GWP

Global Water Partnership

1996

41

GFP

Global Facilitation Program for Transportation
and Trade

2004

42

GRSF

Global Road Safety Facility

Human Development Network
Education
43

PCD

The Partnership for Child Development

1992

Independent Evaluation of the
Partnership for Child Development

July 2009

Dean Nielsen

44

UIS

UNESCO Institute for Statistics

1999

Evaluation of the UNESCO Institute
for Statistics

February 2007

Nick Davis and Allana
Coulon Martin, Jenkins &
Associates

45

EFA-FTI

Education For All -- Fast track Initiative

2002

Mid-Term Evaluation of the EFA Fast
Cambridge Education,
Track Initiative, Draft Synthesis
November 2009 Mokoro Ltd. and Oxford
Report, Volume 1 – Main Report
Policy Management

46

GIQAC

Global Initiative for Quality Assurance Capacity

2008

2010 NonDGF GRPPs
2009 Quality
Assessment

Health, Nutrition and Population

47

HRP

Special Programme of Research, Development
and Research Training in Human Reproduction

1972

UNDP/UNFPA/WHO/World Bank
Special Programme of Research,
Development and Research Training
in Human Reproduction (HRP),
External Evaluation 2003-2007

March 2008

Douglas Huber, Claudia
Kessler, and Bill Winfrey
for Management
Sciences for Health and
the Swiss Centre for
International Health of
the Swiss Tropical
Institute
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48

TDR

Special Programme for Research and Training in
Tropical Diseases

Start
date

Report title

Date

Authors

1975

Fourth External Review of TDR:
Towards Evolution and Growth

May 2006

Abdallah S Daar (Chair),
Mohamed S Abdullah,
Hu Ching-li, Susan
Reynolds Whyte, and
Stephen L. Hoffman

September
2009

Derek Poate, Paul
Balogun and Kathy
Attawell for ITAD and
HLSP

49

UNAIDS

Joint United Nations Program on HIV/AIDS

1994

UNAIDS Second Independent
Evaluation, 2002-2008, Final Report

50

GFHR

Global Forum for Health Research

1998

Second External Evaluation of the
Global Forum for Health Research:
Final Report

August 2007

Vis Navaratnam, Piroska
Ostcgaplin and Victor
Penchaszadeh

51

RBM

Roll Back Malaria

1998

Independent Evaluation of Roll Back
Malaria Partnership 2004-2008

September
2009

Dalberg Global
Development Advisors

February 2009

Nel Druce, Anjali
Gopalan, Melinda
Moree, Neal Nathanson,
Stanley Plotkin and
Richard Skolnik

52

53

IAVI

MMV

International AIDS Vaccine Initiative

Medicines for Malaria Venture

1996

Evaluation of the International Aids
Vaccine Initiative, 2003-2007

1999

Independent Review of Medicines for
May 2005
Malaria

September
2010

Adetokunbo Lucas, Alan
Fairlamb, Keith
Bragman, Hassan
Mshinda
Cambridge Economic
Policy Associates
(CEPA) in association
with Applied Strategies
and Ulla Griffiths
(LSHTM)

54

GAVI

Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunization

2000

GAVI Second Evaluation Report

55

Stop TB

Stop Tuberculosis Partnership

2001

Independent External Evaluation of
April 2008
the Stop TB Partnership: Final Report

McKinsey and Company

56

Global
Fund

Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and
Malaria

2002

The Five-Year Evaluation of the
Global Fund to Fight AIDS,
Tuberculosis, and Malaria: Synthesis
of Study Areas 1, 2 and 3

Macro International Inc.
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Start
date

Report title

57

HMN

Health Metrics Network

2005

Evaluation of the Health Metrics
Network: Final Report

58

PMNCH

Partnership on Maternal, Newborn and Child
Health

2005

External Evaluation of the
Partnership for Maternal, Newborn
and Child Health

Global Program for Avian Influenza Control and
Human Pandemic Preparedness and Response

2006

Mid-term Review of the Contribution
of the European Commission to the
Avian and Human Influenza Facility
in East and Southeast Asia: Final
Report
Mid-Term Evaluation of the Avian
and Human Influenza Facility Final
Report

Medicines Transparency Alliance

2008

59

60

GPAI

MeTA

Date

Authors

Chris Walker, Anne
Thomson, and Michael
November 2009
Rigby for Oxford Policy
Management
July 2008

HLSP

August 2009

Brian Brandenburg,
Roberto Esposito, and
Frans Van Andel

September
2009

Adelheid Marschang,
MD

QAG
reviews
2009 Quality
Assessment

2010 NonDGF GRPPs

Evaluation of the Medicines
Transparency Alliance, Phase 1,
2008-2010

May 2010

Evaluation of the Understanding
Children’s Work Project

Fabian Breuer (Global
Public Policy Institute,
VW Fellow) Maribeth
Gainard (Global Public
2009 Quality
Policy Institute, Bosch
November 2009
Assessment
Fellow) Markus
Palenberg (Global Public
Policy Institute, Institute
for Development
Strategy)

Friend of the Chair: Review of the
International Comparison (ICP)
Program, 2005 round

February 2008

Elizabeth Ollier

Social Protection

61

UCW

Understanding Children's Work

2000

62

YEN

The Youth Employment Network

2001

63

GPDD

Global Partnership for Disability and Development

2004

Development Economics
64

ICP

International Comparison Program

1968
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Start
date

65

GDN

Global Development Network

1999

66

PARIS21

Partnership In Statistics for the 21st Century

67

TFSCB

Trust Fund for Statistical Capacity Building

Report title

Date

Authors

GDN Independent Evaluation

December 2007

Marc Shapiro, Savi Mull
and Tina Khanna

1999

Evaluation of PARIS21

November 2009

Richard Roberts and
Claudine Voyadzis

2000

World Bank Trust Fund for Statistical
Capacity Building: Evaluation Report
January 2010

January 2010

Hallgrímur Snorrason,
Andrew J. Flatt, and
Jette Jensen

Arne Bigsten and Dick
Durevall, Department of
November 2007
Economics, Gothenburg
University
December 2008

68

KCP

Knowledge for Change Program

2002

Knowledge for Change ProgramIndependent Program Evaluation
Report

69

MAPS

Marrakech Action Plan for Statistics

2004

Marrakech Action Plan for Statistics:
Report of an Independent Evaluation

70

SRF

Statistics for Results Facility -- Catalytic Fund

2009

Christopher Willoughby
and Philip Crook

External Affairs
71

PNOWB

Parliamentary Network on the World Bank

2000

Finance and Private Sector Development
1995

CGAP Phase III Mid-Term Evaluation
June 2007
(July 2003 – June 2006): Final report

Sarah Forster, Klaus
Maurer and Michael
Mithika with contribution
from Christine Poursat

January 2008

Goss Gilroy Inc.,
Management
Consultants Ottawa,
Canada

September
2006

Beat Bernet (team
leader) University of St.
Gallen

72

CGAP

Consultative Group to Assist the Poor

73

Toronto
Centre

Toronto International Leadership Centre for the
Financial Sector

1998

Evaluation of the Toronto Centre –
Phase IV

74

FIRST

Financial Sector Reform and Strengthening
Initiative

2002

External evaluation FIRST initiative,
Final Report

Independent Evaluation Group
75
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CLEAR

Regional Centers for Learning on Evaluation and
Results

2009

QAG
reviews

2010 NonDGF GRPPs
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Start
date

Report title

Date

Authors

QAG
reviews

Operational Policy and Country Services
76

SSNED

Small States Network for Economic Development

2006

Independent Evaluation of the Small
States Network for Economic
January 2011
Development (SSNED)

David Peretz

Poverty Reduction and Economic Management
77

IF

Integrated Framework for Trade-Related
Technical Assistance to Least Developed
Countries

1997

Evaluation of the Revamped
Integrated Framework For Traderelated Technical Assistance to the
Least-Developed Countries:
Summary of the Final Report

Capra International Inc.
November 2003 and Trade Facilitation
Office, Canada.

May 2008

Catherine Gwin and
Sylvia Saborio

June 2004

Mick Foster,
J.Shivakumar, and
Patrick Chaussepied

78

PTF

Partnership for Transparency Fund

2000

Fighting Corruption and Promoting
Transparency in the Public Sector:
An Independent Evaluation of the
Partnership for Transparency Fund

79

PEFA

Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability

2001

Evaluation of the Public Expenditure
and Financial Accountability
Programme

Evaluation Report Regarding the
IMF, OECD and World Bank Joint
February 2006
Initiative to Establish the International
Tax Dialogue (ITD)

80

ITD

International Tax Dialogue

2002

81

StAR

Stolen Assets Recovery Initiative

2007

82

GPF

Governance Partnership Facility

2008

83

DMF

Debt Management Facility

2008

Geerten M.M. Michielse,
Mr. Christophe
Waerzeggers, Mr. Juan
Toro, Mr. Matthias Witt
2010 NonDGF GRPPs

World Bank Institute
84

JVI

Joint Vienna Institute

1992

85

GDLN

Global Development Learning Network

2000

86

GOPAC

Global Organization of Parliamentarians Against
Corruption

2002

2010 NonDGF GRPPs
Evaluation of the Global Organization
of Parliamentarians Against
January 2010
Corruption (GOPAC)

Joan Goodin
(Management Systems
International), Richard
Gold (CIDA), and
Mitchell O’Brien (WBI)
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Start
date

87

ANSA Africa

Affiliated Network for Social Accountability -Africa

2007

2007 Quality
Assessment

88

ANSA East Asia

Affiliated Network for Social Accountability -- East
Asia

2008

2009 Quality
Assessment

89

ANSA South
Asia

Affiliated Network on Social Accountability and
Governance in South Asia and the Global
Partnership Fund

2008

2009 Quality
Assessment

Report title

Date

Authors

QAG
reviews

African Region
90

ADEA

The Association for the Development of
Education in Africa

1988

Evaluation of the Association for the
Development of Education in Africa
(ADEA): Final Report

91

SSATP

Sub Saharan Africa Transport Policy Program

1989

The SSATP Long Term Development
March 2007
Plan: Output to Purpose Review

Geoff Edmonds

92

ACBF

Africa Capacity Building Foundation

1991

External Evaluation of the African
Capacity Building Foundation

June 2006

Daima Associates, Ltd

93

FAWE

Forum for African Women Educationalists

1992

FAWE: External Mid-term Evaluation
Report for the Revised Strategic
Direction, 2002-2006

October 2005

Wim Hoppers and Kate
Lifanda

94

ASAREC
A

Association for Strengthening Agricultural
Research in Eastern and Central Africa

1993

December 2005 Universalia

2010 NonDGF GRPPs

95

APOC

African Programme for Onchocerciasis Control

1995

APOC: Report of the External
Evaluation

October 2005

Harald Burmeister,
Patrick Kayembe
Kalambayi, Georges
Koulischer, Olademeji
Oladepo, Bernard A
Philippon, Eleuther
Tarimo (Chairman)

96

NBI

Nile Basin Initiative

1999

Programmatic Implementation
Completion Report

July 2010

Petros Aklilu

97

FARA

Forum for Agricultural Research in Africa

2002

98

ALive

Partnership for African Livestock Development,
Poverty Alleviation and Sustainable Growth in
Africa

2004
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2010 NonDGF GRPPs

2010
Regional
Projects
2010 NonDGF GRPPs

Evaluation of ALive’s first three-year
action plan (2004-2007) -- Final
report summary

March 2009

Phylum

2010 NonDGF GRPPs
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Start
date

ASP

2005

WB/ASPIC: Independent evaluation
of design and initial implementation
of Africa Stockpiles programme

May 2010

COWI

2010
Regional
Projects

100 TerrAfrica TerrAfrica

2005

Independent Evaluation: TerrAfrica
Program Activities funded by the
Development Grant Facility from
2006 to 2009

October 2009

Mark Johnstad and
Omar Lyasse

2006 Quality
Assessment

101 ICF

Investment Climate Facility for Africa

2006

Review of the Investment Climate
Facility for Africa: Final Report

November 2009

Nexus Associates,
Arlington, MA

102 ACET

African Center for Economic Transformation

2007

Synovate Inc.,
Philippines

99

Africa Stockpiles Program

Report title

Date

Authors

QAG
reviews

East Asia and Pacific Region
103 ASTAE

Asia Sustainable and Alternative Energy Program

104 CAI - Asia Clean Air Initiative for Asian Cities
105 EAPIRF

East Asia and Pacific Infrastructure Regulatory
Forum

1992

None since 2000 -- joint ESMAP,
ASTAE evaluation

2001

Final Report: Evaluation of Clean Air
Initiative for Asian Cities (CAI-Asia)
Program

November 2004

Preliminary Evaluation of the
Dissemination Activities of the
European Observatory on Health
Systems

Dr. Rifat Atun, Centre for
Health Management
November 2004 Tanaka Business
School, Imperial College
London

2003

Europe and Central Asia Region
106

European Observatory on Health Systems and
Policies

1997

107

Black Sea and Danube Basin GEF Partnership

2001

108 REF

Roma Education Fund

2004

External Evaluation of the Roma
Fund

October 2008

E. Kosta and B. Tote

109 PEMPAL

Public Expenditure Management and Peer
Assisted Learning for ECA countries

2006

Final Report: Evaluation of the
PEMPAL Initiative

March 2009

Alta Fölscher, Mokoro
Ltd

Latin American and the Caribbean Region
110 IABIN

Inter-American Biodiversity Information Network

1996

111 MBC

Meso-American Biological Corridor

1997

2010
Regional
Projects

155

APPENDIX D

Acronym Program
112 COM+
113 CCRIF

Alliance of Communicators for Sustainable
Development
Caribbean Catastrophe Risk Insurance Facility

Start
date

Report title

Date

Authors

QAG
reviews

2003
2004

The Caribbean Catastrophic Risk
Insurance Initiative: A Review of
CCRIF’s Operation After Its Second
Season

April 2010

1993

World Bank – CAWTAR, Arab
Network for Gender and
Development (ANGED), Program
Evaluation

Samira Atallah, Center
for Applied Social
November 2009
Science Research, New
York University

2003

Evaluation of the MENA Child
Protection Initiative Program A
Report Submitted to the Arab Urban
Development Institute

January 2008

Gender and Economics Research
Program for Policy Analysis (GERPA)
March 2010
Mid-Course Independent Evaluation.
Final Report

Todd Crawford, Rolande 2010
Pryce, Jon Palin, and
Regional
Andrew Mitchell.
Projects

Middle East and North Africa Region
114 CAWTAR Center of Arab Women for Training and Research

115 CPI

MNA Child Protection Initiative

116 GERPA

Gender Economic Research and Policy Analysis

2005

117 AWA

Arab Water Academy

2008
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Rowaida Al-Maaitah
Dominique Lallement
International
Development Consultant
2009 Quality
Assessment

Appendix E. GRPP Portfolio: Partners at the Governance Level
Program

Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

Foundations

Commercial
private sector

Civil society
organizations

Others

SDNVP
ARD

1

Consultative Group on
International Agricultural
Research
(Biennial Funders Forum)

ADB, AfDB, Arab
Fund for Economic
and Social Development, FAO, Gulf Cooperation Council,
IDB, IFAD, OPEC
Fund for International
Development, UNDP,
UNEP, WB

Australia, Austria,
26 LIC/MIC countries
Belgium, Canada,
Denmark, EC, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Israel,
Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain,
Sweden, Switzerland,
UK, USA

(CGIAR Fund Council)

FAO, IFAD, WB
(Chair+ co-sponsor)

Canada, Finland,
Brazil, India, Iran,
South Korea, Switzer- Kenya
land, UK, USA

(Coalition Council)

FAO, ICRAF, IFAD,
IFPRI, UNEP, WB

EC

3

Program on Forests
(Management Board)

World Bank (Chair)

EU, Finland, Germany, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Switzerland,
UK

4

Global Donor Platform for IFAD (Vice Chair),
Germany (Chair),
Rural Development
UNCCD, World Bank Canada, EC, France,
(Board)
Sweden, Switzerland,
UK, USA (Focal
Points )

2

Ford Foundation,
Kellogg Foundation,
Rockefeller Foundation, Syngenta

PSC Chair

1 vacant
FORAGRO

AE Chair; SC Chair;
GFAR Chair; Executive Secretary(CGIAR Director)

International Land Coalition
(Assembly of Members)

(Steering Committee)

IFAD (Chair), World
Bank

8 NGOs from LIC/MIC
and donor countries
Christensen Fund

African Forestry Forum

Canada, EC, France,
UK
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Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

Foundations

Commercial
private sector

Civil society
organizations

5

Global Program on Fishe- African Union, ASEAN Iceland, New Zealand
ries
Secretariat, FAO,
(Chair), Norway, UK
(Steering Committee)
IUCN, NEPAD,
Strategic Partnership
for Fisheries in SubSaharan Africa,
World Bank

6

Communities, Conserva- World Bank
tion and Markets
(Management Advisory
Group)

7

Alliance for Responsible
Fisheries
(Steering Committee)

FAO, NEPAD, World
Bank

Germany

National Fisheries
Institute, USA

8

Trade Standards Practitioners Network
(Steering Committee)

World Bank, FAO,
UNCTAD

Germany, Switzerland, U.S. Forest
Service (USFS)

2 academic institutions
from Canada and UK

9

High Level Task Force on FAO, IFAD, ILO, IMF,
Food Security
OECD, UN Special
Adviser on MDGs,
UNDESA, UNDPA,
UNDPI, UNDPKO, UN
OHCHR, UN
OHRLLS, UNCTAD,
UNDP, UNEP,
UNHCR, UNICEF,
WFP, WHO, World
Bank, WTO

10

Agriculture Finance Sup- World Bank(Chair) ,
port Facility
CGAP
(Steering Committee)

11

Global Agriculture and
Food Security Program
(Steering Committee)

ENV

12
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Multilateral Fund for the
Implementation of Montreal Protocol
(Meeting of Parties)

Others

unofficial Observers:
Conservation International (CI)
Environmental Defense Fund (EDF)
Walton Family Foundation, WWF
Katoomba Group (KG)
and Ecoagriculture
Partners (EP)

Non-voting: ADB,
Voting members:
AfDB, FAO, IDB,IFAD, Canada, Spain, USA
UU High level Task
force on Global Food
Crisis, World Bank,
WFP

Gates Foundation (2); Microvest, Rudo InICICI Foundation
ternational
Voting members:
Bangladesh, Haiti,
Mongolia, Senegal,
Sierra Leone
Nonvoting: Moldova,
Yemen

Voting members:
Gates Foundation

Chair (former New
Zealand gov.)

1 serving in individual capacity
North, South

APPENDIX E
Program
(Executive Committee)

13

Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

World Bank (official
observer)

Belgium, Canada
(Vice Chair)
France, Japan, Switzerland, USA

Colombia (Chair),
Grenada, India, Morocco, Namibia, Saudi
Arabia, Senegal,
Ukraine

World Bank (official
observer)

Australia, Austria,
Canada, Finland,
France, Germany,
Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Switzerland, Spain, UK,
USA

18 LIC/MIC countries

Foundations

Commercial
private sector

Civil society
organizations

Others
Overall comprised of
7 members of Article
5 and 7 members of
non-Article 5 parties

Global Environment Facility
(GEF Assembly)
(GEF Council)

14

The Access Initiative
(Core Team)

15

Prototype Carbon Fund
(Participants' Committee)

16

Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund
(Donor Council)

17

Least Developed Countries Fund for Climate
Change
(LDCF/SCCF Council)

Australia, Austria,
Canada, Finland,
France, Germany,
Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Switzerland, Spain, UK,
USA

18 LIC/MIC countries

18

Special Climate Change
Fund
(LDCF/SCCF Council)

Australia, Austria,
Canada, Finland,
France, Germany,
Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Switzerland, Spain, UK,
USA

18 LIC/MIC countries

19

Country Carbon Funds

WRI; 7 NGOs from
Africa, South Asia,
Southeast Asia, Europe, Latin America
Norway, Sweden

GEF, World Bank

RWE, JBic, GDF
SUEZ, BP Gas Marketing, Mitsui &Co.
Ltd.

France, Japan

Conservation International,
MacArthur Foundation

Chair
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Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

Foundations

Commercial
private sector

20

Community Development
Carbon Fund
(Participants' Committee)

Spain, Italy

6 private sector

21

BioCarbon Fund
(Participants' Committee:
Tranche 1 and Tranche 2)

Italy, Spain

Suntory Limited
Sumitomo Chemical
Co.

22

Targeted Research and
Capacity Building for
Coral Reef Management
(Synthesis Panel)

WB

USA

Others

9 universities from
LIC/MIC and donor
countries; Wildlife
Conservation Society,
Kenya

(Executive Committee)

University of California,
USA (Chair);University
of Queensland, Australia; Wildlife Conservation Society, Kenya

(Management Committee) World Bank

23

Civil society
organizations

USA

Currie Communications

University of Queensland, Australia;
AJH

Adaptation Fund
(Conference of the Parties)
(Board)

2 representatives from France, Japan, Noreach of the five UN
way, Sweden
regional groups
(2 from Annex I Parties and 2 from nonAnnex I parties)

Pakistan (Chair),
11 -developing
countries
1 - small island developing country;
1 -from the LDC
Parties

Participants Assembly (no
reference in the report)

25

(Participants Committee) UNFCC, UN-REED
(observers)

Australia, Denmark,
EC, Finland, France,
Germany, Japan,
Netherland, Norway,
Spain, UK, USA

14 REDD countries

Clean Technology Fund
(CIF Partnership Forum)

developed countries

developing countries

MDB Committee
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ADB; AfDB, EBRD,
IDB, World Bank

The Nature
Conservancy

NGOs (observers)

observers nominated
by forest-dependent
indigenous people
and other forest
dwellers

APPENDIX E
Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

CTF Trust Fund Commit- WB; 1 MBD rep.,
tee
identified by the MDB
Committee for each
TF Committee meeting on the basis of
rotation

8 from contributor
countries: Australia,
France, Germany,
Japan, Spain, Sweden
UK, US

8 from eligible recipient countries: Brazil,
China, Egypt, India,
Morocco, Nigeria,
South Africa, Turkey

Strategic Climate Fund
(CIF Partnership Forum)

developed countries

developing countries

8 from contributor
countries: Australia/
UK, Canada, Denmark/Switzerland,
Germany, Japan,
Netherlands, Norway,
USA

8 from eligible recipient countries: Bolivia, Guyana, Indonesia, Kyrgyz Republic,
Maldives, Senegal,
Tunisia, Yemen

6 from contributing
countries

6 from eligible recipient countries

Program

26

(MDB Committee)

Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Commercial
private sector

Civil society
organizations

Others

ADB; AfDB, EBRD,
IDB, World Bank

(SCR Trust Fund Commit- WB; Rep. of the
tee)
MDBs, identified by
the MDB Committee
for each TF Committee meeting on the
basis of rotation

27

Foundations

Carbon Partnership Facility
(Annual Meeting)
(Partnership Committee)
FEU

28

Public Private Infrastructure Advisory Facility
(Program Council)

ADB, IFC, UNDP,
World Bank (Chair)

Australia, Canada,
EC, France, Germany,
Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, UK,
USA

29

Cities Alliance
(Consultative Group)

ADB, ILO, UNDP
(associate members);
UNEP, UN Habitat ,
World Bank (cochairs)

Australia, Canada,
Brazil, Chile, Ethiopia,
EU, France, Germany, Nigeria, Philippines,
Italy, Japan, Nether- South Africa
lands, Norway, Spain,
Sweden, UK, USA

Metropolis, United
Cities and Local Government (UCLG), Slum
Dwellers International
(SDI)

(Executive Committee)

ADB, UN Habitat,
World Bank

Norway, France

UCLG (Chair)

Global Partnership on
Output-Based Aid
(Program Council)

IFC, World Bank

Australia, Netherland,
Sweden, UK

30

Brazil, Nigeria

161

APPENDIX E
Program

Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

Foundations

Commercial
private sector

Civil society
organizations

Others

31

Global Facility for Disaster ACP, UNISDR (nonReduction and Recovery contributing member);
(Consultative Group)
UNDP, IFRC (permanent observers);
World Bank (co-chair)

Australia (co-chair), 15 LIC/MIC countries
Belgium, Canada,
Denmark, EC, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy,
Japan, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, New
Zealand, Norway,
South Korea, Spain,
Sweden, Switzerland,
Portugal, UK, USA

Chair of the Results
Management Council

32

Global City Indicators
Facility
Board of Directors

UN Habitat, ICLEI,
OECD, World Bank

Canada

6 city mayors

Advisory Board

Cities Alliance, UN
Canada
HABITAT, World Bank

4 academic institutions
and NGOs from
LIC/MUIC and donor
countries; ICLEI

World Bank

ImagineNations®
Group

SDV

33

Global Partnership for
Youth Investment
(Executive Committee)
SEG

34

Energy Sector Manage- UNDP (until 2005)
ment Assistance Program World Bank (Chair),
(Consultative Group)

35

Communities and SmallScale Mining
(Strategic Management
and Advisory Group)

ILO, UNEC on Africa, UK (chair), Japan
Wrold Bank

Ghana

3 from private sector

36

Global Gas Flaring Reduction Partnership
(Steering Committee)

OPEC Secretariat,
EU, World Bank
(Chair), IFC

15 oil rich developing
countries

11 oil extracting
companies

37

Extractive Industries
World Bank (Chair)
Transparency Initiative
Management Committee
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Australia, Austria,
Denmark, Finland,
France, Germany,
Iceland, Netherlands,
Norway, Sweden, UK

Canada, France
Australia, Belgium,
Canada, EC, Finland,
France, Germany,
Netherlands, Norway,
Spain, Switzerland,
UK, USA

UN Foundation

CASM Africa; Chinese
Academy of Science,
Bureau de Recherche
Géologique et Minièrel
All Partners are
voting members of
SC.
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Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Board

Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

Foundations

6 supporting coun10 implementing
tries: Belgium, Cana- countries
da, France, Germany,
Sweden, USA

Commercial
private sector

Civil society
organizations

Others

12 oil extracting com- 12 NGOs (include
Chair
panies (include alter- alternates) from renates)
source reach countries

TWI

38

Water and Sanitation
Program
(Program Council)

39

Information for Development Program
(infoDev Symposium)
(Donors Committee)

40

UNDP, WSSCC (observers);
World Bank (Chair
and host)

Council members and
donors: Australia,
Austria, Belgium,
Canada, Denmark,
Finland, France, Ireland, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, Norway,
Sweden, Switzerland,
UK, USA

World Bank

EC, Finland, Germany, India, Ireland,
Japan, South Korea,
Sweden, Switzerland,
UK

Gates Foundation

Global Water Partnership INBO;
(Consulting Partners)
UNDP, UNDP (cosponsors);
World Water Council
(permanent observer)

France /Netherland, Brazil, Jamaica
Switzerland/ Germany
(observers)
Sweden ( cosponsor
and Chair), UK (cosponsor)

(Sponsoring Partners)

World Bank, WMO

Denmark, Netherlands, Sweden

(Steering Committee)

INBO

Observers: National
Economic Development Authority; Society
for the Promotion of
Area Resource Centers; Water regulatory
Board

National Initiative on
Water Efficiency, Chile

Argentina, Chile,
Hungary, Jordan,
Pakistan
Brazil, Jamaica

3 from water research
NGOs

Director of SC
Ex-officios: UN Water
Rep. GWP Exec.
Sec., TEC Chair,
Regional Chairs
4 other

163

APPENDIX E
Program

41

Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

Foundations

Commercial
private sector

Civil society
organizations

Others

Global Facilitation Program for Transportation
and Trade
(Full GFP Meetings)
(Steering Committee)

42

Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

ICC, UNCTAD, UN
Economic Commission for Europe,
UNIDO, World Customs Organization,
World Bank

Global Road Safety Facili- All contributors of
Australia, Netherty
$250,000; World Bank lands, Sweden
(Facility Executive Board)

FIA Foundation for the
Automobile and Society
(Chair)

HDNVP
EDU

43

The Partnership for Child World Bank
Development
(Board of Directors)

44

UNESCO Institute for
Statistics
(Governing Board)

45

Education For All -- Fast
track Initiative
(Partnership Meetings)
(FTI Board of Directors)

46

164

UNESCO, UNICEF,
World Bank

Global Initiative for Quality UNESCO, World
Assurance Capacity
Bank
(Steering Committee)

University of Kelaniya,
Sri Lanka (Chair);
4 academic institutions
from LIC/MIC and
donor countries
Canada (Chair),
Norway, USA

China, El Salvador,
Ghana, Kenya, Latvia,
Mexico, Oman, Qatar

Donor countries: EC,
France, Netherlands,
Spain, Sweden, UK
(one vacancy)

Partner countries:
3 African countries
and 3 non-African
countries

Donor agencies

Overall 8 from different geographic
regions and organizational backgrounds
Overall 12
representing users
and producers of
statistics from different regions and
international organizations. Some are
designated by
UNESCO Sec. General, some- elected

Hewlett Foundation

Global Campaign for
Education, Gambia;

Chair (independent)

7 NGOs, IGOs working Experts
in education systems
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Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

Foundations

Commercial
private sector

Civil society
organizations

Others

HNP

47

48

49

Special Programme of
UNDP, UNFPA, World 11 largest financial
Research, Development Bank, WHO (cocontributor countries
and Research Training in sponsors)
Human Reproduction
(Policy and Coordination
Committee)
(Standing Committee of
Cosponsors)

UNDP, UNFPA,
WHO, World Bank

Special Program for Research and Training in
Tropical Diseases
(Joint Coordinating Board)

UNDP,UNICEF, World 12 selected by TDR
Bank, WHO (also
resource contributors
executing agency)
(cosponsors)

(Standing Committee)

UNDP, UNICEF,
WHO, World Bank

Joint United Nations Program on HIV/AIDS
(Programme Coordinating
Board)

ILC, UNHCR, UNDP, Finland, France, JaUNFPA, UNICEF,
pan, Netherlands,
UNODC, UNESCO, Sweden, UK, USA
World Bank, WFP,
WHO

14 from Member
States elected by the
WHO 7 regional
committees

2 elected by PCC;
observers

12 selected by WHO
Regional Committees;
Panama(chair), Nigeria (vice chair); 6 other
cooperating parties
selected by the JCB

4 co-sponsors:
UNICEF, UNDP,
WHO, World Bank

(Programme Coordinating UNDP (Cosponsor
Board Bureau)
representative)

Japan (Rapporteur),
Netherlands (Chair)

50

Global Forum for Health
Research (Foundation
Council)

COHRED, TDR,
World Bank, WHO

Canada, Switzerland

51

Roll Back Malaria
(RBM Partners' Forum)

RBM Partners Forum
is an assembly of 7
broad constituencies

JCB Chair, STAC
chairs
15 LIC/MIC countries

5 NGOs, including
Overall 22 governassociations of people ments from all geoliving with HIV from
graphic regions
Africa, Asia/Pacific,
Europe, Latin America/Caribbean, North
America

El Salvador (ViceChair)

2 NGOs

Xian-Janssen Phar- 12 academic instituDistinguished remaceutical Ltd, China tions from LIC/MIC and searcher (chair)
donor countries
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Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

Foundations

Commercial
private sector

Civil society
organizations

(RBM Board)

UNDP, UNICEF,
WHO, World Bank

France, UK, USA

voting members:
Malaria Endemic
Countries – 8 seats

voting member: 1
foundation(Gates
Foundation)

voting members:
Private Sector – 2
seats

(Executive Committee)

WHO , World Bank
with voting rights

USA

Zambia

Bennet

Vestergaard Frandsen Earth Institute

52

International AIDS Vaccine Initiative
(Board of Directors)

GAVI Alliance,
GFATM, UNICEF,
UNAIDS, RBM

USA(President and
India, Uganda (minis- Gates Foundation
CEO), EU (European ter of defense)
Parliament member)

7 from donor countries 10 NGOs and academic institutions from
LIC/MIC and donor
countries

53

Medicines for Malaria
Venture
(Board of Directors)

RBM, WHO

Switzerland (President
and CEO)

Merck-Banyu Research Laboratories,
Japan

Africa Matters, Ltd
3 prominent individu(Chair)
als from the industry
5 from academic institutions

Genzyme Corporation, USA

PATH -, USA (Chair); Former Chief ScienGlobal Advocacy, Ma- tific Officer, MMV
laria No More, USA
Switzerland;
Co-Chair of MMV
Expert Scientific
Advisory Committee,
MMV Switzerland;
BRAC (NGO), International Vaccine Institute
(research)

Gates Foundation

(MMV North America Inc.
Board)

54
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Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunization
(Alliance Board)

UNICEF, WHO, World France, Italy,
Bank (partners)
Netherlands, UK

Armenia, Ethiopia,
Vietnam, Yemen
(1 vacant)

Gates Foundation
(partner)

GlaxoSmithKline
Biologicals, Serum
Institute of India
(vaccine industry)

(Executive Committee)

UNICEF, WHO, World USA
Bank

(developing countryvacant)

Gates Foundation
(partner)

GlaxoSmithKline
Biologicals, Serum
Institute of India
(vaccine industry)

2 NGOs: southern and
northern; research and
academia (voting
members)

Others
Chair, vice- chair;
4 non-voting exofficio members: ED
of Global Fund, ED
of RBM, ES of
UNITAID, UN SG's
Special Envoy for
Malaria
EC chair; RMB's ED
as an ex-officio nonvoting member
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55

Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

Foundations

Commercial
private sector

Stop Tuberculosis Partnership
(Partners' Forum)

Inclusive, consultative
meeting of rep. of all
the Partners. Others
who have an interest
in helping to achieve
the objectives of the
Partnership can participate upon invitation
of the Executive Secretary

(Coordinating Board)

Global Fund, UNAIDS Canada, Italy, Japan, Afghanistan, Bulgaria, Gates Foundation
WHO, World Bank
Netherlands, USA
India, Kenya (STAG
chair), Lesotho, Peru

Merieux Alliance,
France

(Executive Committee)

Global Fund(Chair),
WHO

Merieux Alliance,
France

56

Global Fund to Fight
AIDS, Tuberculosis, and
Malaria
(Board)

UNAIDS, WHO, World
Bank (also trustee),
(all are ex-officio
members w/o voting
rights)

57

Health Metrics Network
(Board of Directors)

Global Fund, Paris 21, UK, USA (Centers for Ghana, Uganda
UNICEF,
Disease Control)
UNDESA,WHO,
World Bank

(Consultation Committee)

Kenya
Australia , EC (Belgium, Finland, Portugal), Germany
(Canada and Switzerland), France, Italy,
Japan, Spain, Norway
(Denmark, Ireland,
Luxemburg, Netherlands, Sweden), UK,
USA

Gates Foundation

East Europe-2; East Gates Foundation
Mediterranean -1 East
and South Africa-2;
South East Asia-1;;
LAC-1; West and
Central Africa-1;
Western Pacific Region-1

Civil society
organizations

Others

5 from research institu- Chairs of the working
tions
groups: DOTS Expansion, MDR-TB,
TB-HIV, New TB
Diagnostics, New TB
Drug Development,
New TB Vaccines,
Global TB laboratory
Initiative.

McKinsey & Company 2 developing country
(Chair)
NGOs;
Communities: International HIV/AIDS Alliance, Argentina

1- Board Designated
non -voting Swiss
Member (currently
from private sector)

Gates Foundation

Chair of The Board,
Exec. Secretary as
ex officio,
4 other members of
the Board
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58

59

60

Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

Foundations

Commercial
private sector

Civil society
organizations

Partnership on Maternal, UNICEF, UNFPA, UN Canada, Norway,
Newborn and Child Health Department of Social USA
(Partnership Forum)
and Economic Affairs,
WHO, World Bank

Bolivia, Ethiopia (part- Gates Foundation
nership cochair) India,
Mali

Family Care Intern.
(partnership cochair), 6
NGOs and IGOs

Board

UNFPA, UNICEF,
World Bank, WHO

Canada, Norway,
Sweden, USA, UK

India, Nigeria,
Tanzania

3 research and academic -Harvard University (Chair);
4 NGOs; 1 health professional association

(Executive Committee)

World Bank (chair)

1 from donors and
foundations: USA
(Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention)

1 country representative (vacant)

(Advisory Board)

OIE, UNSIC, World
Bank

Australia, EC, UK

Medicines Transparency
Alliance Management
Board

World Bank

Gates Foundation

Others

Health Alliance Interna- WHO as ex officio
tional, USA (co-chair); permanent member
1 health prof. association ; 1 academic and
research

Global Program for Avian
Influenza Control and
Human Pandemic Preparedness and Response
(International Ministerial
Conference on Animal
and Pandemic Influenza)

Sustainability (Chair of
International Advisory
group)

4 from International
MeTA secretariat

SP

61

62
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Understanding Children's ILO, UNICEF, World
Work
Bank
(Steering Committee)

Youth Employment Network

ILO, UN, World Bank

University of Rome
“Tor Vergata”) (host)

Based on the evaluation report.
Focal Points from
each agency (part
time) and the head of
Secretariat
YEN Manager
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63

Global Partnership for
Disability and Development
(Board of Directors: currently interim Board)

Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

Ex officio: UN; World Ex officio: Norway
Bank

Foundations

Commercial
private sector

Civil society
organizations

Others

Burton Blatt Institute,
Syracuse Univ.(host)
voting members: CBR
Network South Asia
(Chair) and 11 other
organizations
representing persons
with disabilities.

DECVP

64

International Comparison Eurostat, IMF,OECD, Donors
Program
UN Statistics Division,
World Bank
(Executive Board)
Each regional coordinating agency holds a
seat on the Executive
Board.

The membership
includes representatives of countries
participating in the
ICP

65

Global Development
Network
(Board of Directors)

UNDP, World Bank

66

Partnership In Statistics
for the 21st Century
(Board)

permanent members: France, Japan, NethEC, IMF, OECD
erlands, Norway,
(Chair), UNDP,
Switzerland, UK
UNSD, World Bank

Arab Region, Asian
Region, English
Speaking Africa,
French Speaking
Africa

(Executive Committee)

EUROSTAT, IMF,
2 bilateral donors
OECD (Chair), UNDP,
UNSD, World Bank

2 LIC/MIC countries

67

Trust Fund for Statistical
Capacity Building
(Consultative Group)

EUROSTAT, IMF,
OECD, PARIS 21,
UNSD, World Bank

Canada, France,
Germany, Netherlands, Switzerland,
UK

68

Knowledge for Change
Program
(Consultative Group)

World Bank

Donors

Each of Regional
Network Partners and
international research
organizations select
their own rep. to the
Board.

Each of Regional
Network Partners and
international research
organizations select
their own rep. to the
Board.

Members are selected to provide a
balance across the
regions and to provide representation
of those with different
economic structures
and statistical capacity.
Yale Center for the
study of Globalization
(Chair); Harvard University (Deputy Chair);
research and academic
institutions.
Secretariat Manager
as an ex-officio non
voting

LIC/MIC country
policy makers
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Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

69

Marrakech Action Plan for International Statistic- Donors – through
LIC/MIC countries
Statistics
al Institute (ISI) ;UN OECD Development through Paris 21
(Advisory Board)
agencies, UN
Assistance Committee
HABITAT, UNSD,
World Bank

70

Statistics for Results
Facility -- Catalytic Fund
(Catalytic Fund Council)

WB , PARIS 21
developing country
cochair

Foundations

Commercial
private sector

Civil society
organizations

Others

1 rep. from each donors committing at
least $5 million to the
SRF Catalytic Fund

EXTVP

71

Parliamentary Network on
the WB
(Board of Directors)

Belgium, Denmark,
UK (Chair)

Cameroon, Columbia,
Indonesia, Philippines,
Romania, Senegal,
Yemen

FPDVP

72

Consultative Group to
Assist the Poor
(Council of Governors)

ADB , AfDB, , EBRD,
EIB, IDB, IFAD, IFC,
ILO, UNCDF/UNDP,
World Bank (Chair)

Australia, Canada,
Denmark, EC, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, Norway,
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, UK, USA

(Executive Committee)

World Bank (Director Canada, France,
and CEO)
Germany, UK

73

Toronto International
IMF, World Bank
Leadership Centre for the
Financial Sector
(Board of Directors)

Office of the Superin- 1LIC/MIC country
tendent of Financial
Institutions (OSFI),
Canada; Sveriges
Riksbank Central
Bank of Sweden

74

Financial Sector Reform
and Strengthening Initiative
(Governing Council)

Canada, Netherlands,
Sweden, Switzerland,
UK

170

IMF, World Bank

Citi Foundation,
Gates Foundation,
Ford Foundation, Dell
Foundation, Mastercard Foundation,
Omidyar Network
Ford Foundation
(Chair), Citi
Foundation

Basix, India Association Al Amana,
Morocco
Paladina Management Schulich School of
Consulting Services Business at York UniInc; Sintesis Financie- versity, Canada
ra CA, Venezuela

Former OSFI Superintendent, (Chair);
Chairs of the Toronto
Centre Banking
Advisory, Securities
Advisory, Insurance
Advisory Boards
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Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

Foundations

Commercial
private sector

Civil society
organizations

Others

IEG

75

Regional Centers for
Learning on Evaluation
and Results
(Governing Board)

ADB, AfDB, IDB,
World Bank

UK, Sweden

Rockefeller
Foundation

Plan to include rep.
from governments
and academic institutions from 4 regions

OPCVP

76

Small States Network for Commonwealth
Economic Development Secretariat , World
(Board of Trustees)
Bank

6 founding members:
Barbados (chair),
Malta, Mauritius, St.
Kitts and Nevis, Samoa and Vanuatu

PRMVP

77

Integrated Framework for IMF, ITC, UNCTAD,
Trade-Related Technical UNDP, World Bank,
Assistance to Least De- WTO
veloped Countries
(Steering Committee)
(Interagency Working
Group)

Belgium, Canada,
50 LDC countries
Denmark (chair),
Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy,
Japan, Netherlands,
Norway, Sweden,
Switzerland, UK, USA

IMF, ITC,UNCTAD,
2 donors
UNDP, World Bank,
WTO (Chair) ; OECD
(observer)

78

Partnership for
Transparency Fund
(Board of Directors)

79

Public Expenditure and
Financial Accountability
(Steering Committee)

80

International Tax Dialogue IDB, IMF, OECD
(Steering Committee)
(host), UN (observer),
World Bank

81

Stolen Asset Recovery
UNODC, World Bank
Initiative
(Management Committee)

2 LDC countries

Amnesty International;
CIVICUS (Chair); Policy Practice, Public
Affairs Centre, India;
Kabissa, USA; Moscow
University, Russia
IMF, World Bank

former VP of ADB ,
EITI Board
Chair(former WB), 2
former World Bank
staff

EC, France, Norway,
Sweden, UK
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Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Industrialized
countries

82

Governance Partnership World Bank (Chair)
Facility
(Governance Partnership
Council)

Netherlands, Norway,
UK

83

Debt Management Facility AfDB,
(Steering Committee)
World Bank (Chair)

Austria, Belgium,
Canada, Netherlands,
Norway, Switzerland

Low- and middleincome countries

Foundations

Commercial
private sector

Civil society
organizations

Others

WBI

84

Joint Vienna Institute
(Executive Board)

EBRD, IBRD, IMF,
OECD, WTO

85

Global Development
Learning Network
(Board)

World Bank (5 members chosen by the
Bank representing the
Bank or external experts)

86

Global Organization of
Parliamentarians Against
Corruption
(Board of Directors)

Austria
5 representing Africa,
East Asia and pacific,
Europe and Central
Asia
Belgium, Canada,
Germany, South Korea, USA

(Executive Committee)

JVI director as an ex
officio w/o voting
rights
Chair (independent
but nominated by
World Bank); Head
of GDLN Secretariat
as an ex-officio observer
Africa, Arab region,
Australasia, Latin
America, North America, Anglophone Caribbean, SA Asia, NE
Asia, European
Chapter
ARPAC (chair),
LAPAC, APNAC, CaribPAC, SEAPAC,
Canadian Chapter
(Chair)

87

Affiliated Network for
Social Accountability -Africa
(Executive Committee)

World Bank

Rep. of Anglophone,
Francophone, and
Lusophone countries

88

Affiliated Network for
Social Accountability -East Asia
(Executive Committee)

World Bank

Asian Institute of Management (Chair);
TI , Indonesia;
CIVICUS, Cambodia;
Ateneo School of Government , Philippines
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GOPAC’s regional
chapters select the
members to the
GOPAC Board of
Directors

Secretariat rep. as ex
officio member
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89

Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Industrialized
countries

Affiliated Network on
Social Accountability and
Governance in South Asia
and the Global Partnership Fund
(Steering Committee)

Low- and middleincome countries

Foundations

Commercial
private sector

Pakistan

Civil society
organizations

Others

5 academic and research institutions from
South Asia region

AFRVP

90

91

Association for Development of Education in
Africa
(Bureau of Ministers)

10 ministers of education on the ADEA
Steering Committee
constitute the ADEA
Bureau of Ministers.

10 ministers of education representing 5
regions of Africa:
Western, Eastern,
Central, Southern,
Northern

(Steering Committee)

AfDB, IIEP, UNICEF, Austria, Canada, EC,
UNESCO, World Bank Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Japan,
Netherlands, Norway,
Switzerland, UK, USA

Angola, Burkina Faso, Carnegie Foundation,
Central African ReRockefeller Foundapublic, Congo, Mali, tion
Mauritius, Mozambique, Rwanda, Senegal, Tanzania

Sub-Saharan Africa
Public and private
Transport Policy Program sub-regional organiza(Annual General Meeting) tions, intern. and
private institutions,
and companies, as
determined by the CA
on the recommendation of the Board
(Constituent Assembly)

Regional Economic
Communities

(SSATP Board)

AfDB, World Bank
(host), UNECA
(Chair); 1 from each
Regional Economic
Communities
(CEMAC, COMESA,
EAC, ECOWAS,
IGAD,SADC,
UEMOA)

Non-member country
rep., and other African
and international
transport actors may
be permitted to attend
AGMs at the discretion of the CA on the
recommendation of
the Board.
ex-officio by all active member countries
donors to the SSATP
1 from private sector
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92

Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Industrialized
countries

Partnership for Africa
Capacity Building
(Governors Board)

Sponsoring agencies: Canada, Denmark,
AfDB, IMF, UNDP,
Finland, France,
World Bank
Greece, Ireland

(Executive Board)

AfDB, UNDP, World
Bank

Low- and middleincome countries

Foundations

Commercial
private sector

Civil society
organizations

Others

13 African countries,
India

Canada, Netherlands, Côte d’Ivoire, Kenya,
Norway, USA
South Africa, Togo

Executive Secretary
of ACBF (nonvoting)
Overall 11 EDs, of
which 8 are appointed in their personal capacity, at
least 4 Africans

93

Forum for African Women
Educationalists
(General Assembly)

mostly ministers of
Education of African
countries as full members; also founding
and associated members

(Executive Committee)

UNESCO

11 member from African countries

94

Association for Strengthening Agricultural Research in Eastern and
Central Africa
(Board of Directors)

CGIAR

USA

95

African Programme for
Onchocerciasis Control
(Joint Action Forum)

UNDP, World Bank,
WHO (executing
agency)

Belgium(Chair 2008)
and other financial
donors

Uganda (vice chair
2008) and other participating African
countries

(Committee of Sponsoring UNDP, World Bank,
Agents)
WHO (executing
agency)

96

Nile Basin Initiative
(Council of Ministers of
Water Affairs of the Nile
Basin Countries)

97

Forum for Agricultural
Research in Africa
(General Assembly)
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Nil-Com: Burundi, DR
Congo, Egypt, Ethiopia, Kenya, Rwanda,
Sudan, Tanzania,
Uganda
All registered and
paid-up members

1 private sector from
the region

Directors of the National Agricultural Research Institutes in 10
member African countries; 1 NGO from the
region

Merck & Co., Inc.

NGOs

Committee of Sponsoring Agencies
(CSA), Technical
Consultative Committee (TCC).

(Merck & Co., Inc.)

1 NGO

APOC Director attends as ex officio
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(Executive Committee)

98

Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

African Union Com- 1 donor
mission;
1 representative of
each sub-regional
organization member,
non-African partner
institutions

Foundations

Commercial
private sector
1 private sector

Civil society
organizations

Others

1 scientific partner; 1 GFARA chair, FARA
farmers associations; 1 vice chair, Executive
NGOs and foundations Director of FARA
At least 30% of
Board must be
women)

Partnership for African
Livestock Development,
Poverty Alleviation and
Sustainable Growth in
Africa
(General Assembly)
(Executive Committee)

99

Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Donors Caucus: AfDB Donors Caucus: EU,
Permanent Members: France, USA
AU-IBAR, FAO, OIE

Africa Stockpiles Program
(Implementation Committee)

100 TerrAfrica

(Consultative Forum)

(Executive Committee)

Research and Training
Organizations: EISMV
- CIRAD, ILRI,FARA

FAO, World Bank

CropLife, Pesticide
Action Network, WWF

2 bilateral partners: 4 according to subDenmark, EC, Norway regional groupings
(Central, Eastern,
Southern and Western
Africa): Chad, Ghana,
South Africa, Uganda

2 rep. from civil society
CONGAD, Senegal,
PELUM, Lesotho;
1 Regional Economic
Community (REC)

Open to all interested
stakeholders, involved
in implementing the
TerrAfrica approach at
the country level.
AfDB, FAO, IFAD,
NEPAD Secretariat
(co-chair), UNCCD
Secretariat,
UNCCD's Global
Mechanism, UNDP,
UNEP, World Bank
(cochair)

101 Investment Climate Facili- AfDB, IFC, NEPAD
ty for Africa
(Board of Trustees)

African Institutions
Caucus WAEMU,
ECOWAS
- CEMAC, SADC,
IGAD, CENSAD

observers (represent
African governments)
ICF is governed by
independent Board.

Kumba Iron Ore,
International Growth
South Africa; Jonah Center
Capital, South Africa;
Thomson Reuters,
UK(chair)

6 prominent business and political
leaders (including the
chair) from donor
and African countries
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102 African Center for Economic Transformation
(Board of Directors)

Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

Foundations

Independent board
comprised of prestigious group of men
and women, African
and non-African.

Commercial
private sector

Civil society
organizations

Others

Warburg Pincus;
Tullow Oil

8 prominent political
and business leaders

10 from private sector NGO & academia

city governments
Overall, composed of
15 members that are
representative of the
5 membership
groupings

EAPVP

103 Asia Sustainable and

UNDP (until 2005)
World Bank (Chair)

Australia, Austria,
Denmark, Finland,
France, Germany,
Iceland, Netherlands,
Norway, Sweden, UK

104 Clean Air Initiative for

ADB, World Bank,
IUCN

national governments national governments foundations

105 East Asia and Pacific

All members

Alternative Energy Program
(Consultative Group for
ESMAP and ASTAE)
Asian Cities
(Partnership Council)

Infrastructure Regulatory
Forum
(Annual General Meeting)
(Executive Committee)

Australia, New
Zealand

UN Foundation

Cambodia, Indonesia,
Malaysia, Philippines,
Vanuatu;
Thailand & Papua
New Guinea (nonvoting members)

ECAVP

106 European Observatory on EIB, World Bank,

Health Systems and Poli- WHO regional office
cies
for Europe
(Steering Committee)

107 Global Environment Fa-

Belgium, EC, Finland, Slovenia
France, Ireland, Italy
Netherlands, Norway,
Spain, Sweden

Black See Trade and Austria, Denmark,
17 Danube and Black
cility Black Sea / Danube Development Bank, Germany, Italy, Neth- Sea countries
Partnership
Council of Europe
erlands, Sweden
Development Bank,
EBRD, EIB, GEF,
ICPDR, OECD Black
Sea Commission
(BSC), World Bank
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108 Roma Education Fund
(Board)

Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

World Bank

109 Public Expenditure Man- OECD, World Bank
agement and Peer Assisted Learning for ECA
countries
(Steering Committee)

Foundations
Freudenberg Foundation

Commercial
private sector

Civil society
organizations

Others

European Roma Rights Romanian Roma
Centre
(Chair); and 4 other
prominent individuals

Germany, Switzerland Albania, Armenia,
(Chair), UK, USA
Croatia, Georgia,
Moldova,
Russia (donor)

2 from PEMPAL
secretariat
Overall, composed of
donors and Communities of Practice
rep. (Chairs of Executive Committees)

LCRVP

110 Inter-American Biodiversity Information Network
(Council)

(Executive Committee)

USA

111 Meso-American Biological

112 Alliance of Communica-

CGIAR, GEF, IUCN,
UNEP, World Bank
(chair)

113

CARICOM
Caribbean Development Bank (CDB)

Caribbean Catastrophe
Risk Insurance Facility
(Board of Directors)

Host; representatives
from approved centers,
and institutions of hemispheric or international scope.

Chile, Dominican
Republic, Grenada,
Guatemala, Jamaica,
Panama, Uruguay

2 NGOs based on
geographical representation,
Interest and commitment (GBIF, TNC)

Overall, consists of
8 voting members
and 4 nonvoting
members

Belize, Costa Rica, El
Salvador, Guatemala,
Honduras, Mexico,
Nicaragua, Panama
(Ministers of the Environment)

Corridor
(Central American Commission on Environment
and Development)
tors for Sustainable Development
(Steering Committee)

34 designated national focal points

Conservation International, and 9 mediarelated organizations
CDB-appointed mem- One CARICOMber representing do- appointed member
nors;
representing participating countries

Chair; CDB appointed finance specialist; CBD appointed insurance
specialist
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Intern’l/Reg’l
organizations

Industrialized
countries

Low- and middleincome countries

Foundations

Commercial
private sector

Civil society
organizations

Others

MNAVP

114

AGFUND (Chair),
League of Arab
Center of Arab Women for
States, UNDP,
Training and Research
UNFPA, UNIFEM
(Board of Trustees)
(observer),

Tunisia

115 MNA Child Protection

AGFUND, League of
Initiative
Arab States, UNICEF,
(Advisory Committee -- a World Bank
Steering Committee is
planned)

116

World Bank
Gender Economic Research and Policy Analysis
(Steering Committee)

117 Arab Water Academy
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(Arab Water Academy
Board)

Overall 9 members,
including Executive
Committee

(Executive Committee)

World Bank, Islamic
Development Bank

Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, Morocco, UAE,
Saudi Arabia, Yemen
EC, Finland, Germa- Bahrain, India, Iran,
ny, Ireland, Japan,
Jordan, Kuwait, MoSouth Korea, Sweden, rocco
Switzerland, UK

International Planned
Parenthood Federation
(IPPF)

AUDI

Arab Towns Organization, Kuwait;
Arab Council of Childhood and Development, Egypt
University of Chicago

Director of CAWTAR;
SC consists of highly
respected individuals
inside and outside
the Middle East and
North Africa region

AWA Director (ex
officio and 2 observers.
France

2 regional universities
2 regional centers as
observers

AWA Director (exofficio), 2 vice presidents of AWA

Appendix F. Goals, Objectives, and Major Activities of 17 GPR
Programs
Program
GISP

Mission/goala

Development objectivesb

Major activitiesc

To conserve biodiversity and
sustain human livelihoods by
minimizing the spread and
impact of invasive alien species
(IAS)

• A well-coordinated and effective global network for control
and management of invasive alien species (IAS), through
development and dissemination of information and best
practice
• Strengthened capacity to address IAS at local, national and
regional level through development of new assessment
tools and delivery of training modules to assess and
manage IAS.

• Facilitate establishment of effective national and regional
capacities on IAS
• Promote sharing of knowledge, best practice, and skills in
IAS management
• Disseminate scientific and technical information on IAS for
decision makers and natural resource managers to inform
and equip developing countries with knowledge and tool kits
to address introduction, spread, and management of IAS
• Develop and coordinate a distributed network of IAS,
incorporating predictive and early warning functions
• Conduct scientific assessments to evaluate key pathways
associated with global trade, development aid and travel, to
identify opportunities to minimize invasions.
• Promote best practices to for assessing the impact of IAS
on biodiversity, ecosystem services and social and
economic development to increase awareness and
encourage incorporation of mitigation measures into policy,
legislation, and mainstream development programs,
including programs to address poverty alleviation

• Forging partnerships and promoting multistakeholder
networking
• Promoting policy as an informal forum for dialogue and
agenda setting
• Improving practice through more effective problem solving
• Managing knowledge through combining knowledge
advancement, gathering and sharing

• Generation and dissemination of information and knowledge
about disaster risk management
• Advocacy comprising proactive interaction with policy
makers and decision makers concerning disaster risk
reduction
• Capacity building and training

ProVention To reduce the risk and social,
economic and environmental
impacts of natural hazards on
vulnerable populations in
developing countries in order to
alleviate poverty and contribute
to sustainable development

a. Refers to the higher-order goal to which the partnership is contributing.
b. Refers to specific objectives to which the partnership is accountable.
c. Generally listed in order of priority. See Appendix D for definitions of common GRPP activities.
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Program

Mission/goala

Development objectivesb

Major activitiesc

IAASTD

(a) Assess the effects of
agricultural knowledge,
science and technology
policy and institutional
environments, as well as
practices, in the context of
sustainable development
(b) Identify where critically
important information gaps
exist in order to more
effectively target research
(c) Make the resulting state of
the art, objective, analyses
accessible to decision
makers at all levels from
small producers to those
who create international
policy
(d) Further the capacity of
developing country
nationals and institutions to
generate, access, and use
agricultural knowledge,
science and technology
that promote sustainable
development

(1) Bring together the range of stakeholders (consumers,
government, NGOs, private sector, producers, scientific
community, international agencies) involved in the
agricultural sector and rural development to share views,
and gain common understanding and vision for the future
(2) Undertake global and subglobal assessments of the role of
knowledge, science and technology (KST) as it pertains to
agriculture in reducing hunger and poverty, improving rural
livelihoods, and health, increasing incomes, and facilitating
equitable, environmentally, socially and economically
sustainable development
(3) Provide robust information for decision makers on how to
ensure that policies, practices and institutional
arrangements enable KST to contribute to reducing hunger
and poverty, improving rural livelihoods and health,
increasing incomes, and facilitating equitable,
environmentally, socially and economically sustainable
development

The IAASTD was an assessment undertaken by about 400
world experts selected by the Bureau following nominations by
stakeholder groups. This comprised a global assessment and
five sub-global assessments. The experts were expected to
work in their own capacity and not represent any particular
stakeholder group. In addition, individuals, organizations and
governments were involved in a peer review process.
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ILC

Mission/goala
To work together to promote
secure and equitable access to
and control over land for poor
women and men through
advocacy, dialogue and
capacity building

Development objectivesb
• To enhance the capacities of its members and partners to
help the rural poor, women and men, to gain and maintain
secure access to land and related production support
services
• To facilitate the opening up of space for dialogue with
decision makers
• Although there were some changes in the language in late
2007, the intent has remained largely the same

Major activitiesc
The ILC has followed six strategic trusts:
(a) A Knowledge Program (KP)
(b) A Network Support Program (NSP)
(c) A Community Empowerment Facility (CEF)
(d) A Women's Resource Access Program (WRAP)
(e) A Land Alliances for National Development Program
(LAND)
(f) A program entitled Common Platform on Access to Land
(PLATFORM)
Supporting these six strategic trusts have been four sets of
supporting activities:
• advocacy activities
• policy analysis activities
• annual and council meetings activities
• communication, outreach, and management activities (that
is, the Secretariat’s activities)

GFHR

To play a leadership role to
catalyse global research for the
health of poor populations

The Global Forum aims to increase the roles of research and
innovation in improving health and health equity by:
• Prioritizing research
• Increased coherence
• Expanded use of evidence

• Commissioning, executing, and publishing analytical work
on the flow of financial resources for health research, health
research priorities, and related matters, oriented towards
health in developing countries
• Bringing together key actors, including health researchers,
health research policy makers, and other stakeholders, in
Annual Forum Meetings and other events, for mutual
understanding and consensus on health research and
research priorities
• Disseminating information, evidence and arguments, to
influence stakeholders in research and innovation for the
health of the poor
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Program

Mission/goala

Development objectivesb

Major activitiesc

ADEA

• To provide a forum for
evidence-based policy
dialogue on education
policies in Africa between
the program’s two major
constituencies — African
ministries of education and
training, and their external
technical and funding
partners
• To promote more effective
partnerships, to encourage
exchanges and to reinforce
links between ministries of
education and development
agencies.d

• To improve educational policies
• To enhance development agency coordination

•
•
•
•
•

Biennial meetings of the agency and ministry partners
Meetings of the Steering Group and the Bureau of Ministers
Sub-regional Ministerial meetings and Conferences
Capacity building and training activities
Publication and information dissemination (including
databases)

GDN

To promote the generation,
sharing, and application to
policy of multidisciplinary
knowledge for the purpose of
development

• To generate high-quality, policy-relevant development
research from within developing and transitional countries
• To build research and policy outreach capacity of
researchers from those countries
• To promote linkages between research and the policymaking process to foster better policies

•
•
•
•
•

Regional research competitions
Global research projects
Holding an Annual Conference
Global Development Awards and Medals Competition
GDNet (a Web-based source of knowledge, information,
and services)
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Mission/goala

Development objectivesb

Major activitiesc

GWP

To support countries in the
sustainable management of
their water resources
The overall development objective of the GWP is to “achieve
global water security as contribution to eliminating poverty,
improving well-being and protecting natural resources.”

• To facilitate development of IWRM water policy and
strategies at relevant levels
• To develop IWRM programs and tools in response to
regional and country needs
• To ensure linkages between the GWP and other
frameworks, sectors and issues
• To establish and consolidate GWP partnerships at relevant
levels
• To develop and manage the GWP Network effectively

• Organizing the Annual Network Meeting of GWP’s
membership
• Centrally generating and disseminating global knowledge
about IWRM through Technical Committee publications and
the GWP Web site, and regionally by and through regional
technical committees
• Advocacy and awareness-raising activities about IWRM at
international, regional and national levels through
publications, multi-stakeholder seminars and workshops
• Facilitating the establishment of new regional water
partnerships (RWPs) and country water partnerships
(CWPs)
• Overseeing and prioritizing RWP’s work programs and
distributing funding to RWPs (who in turn distribute funding
to CWPs)
• Facilitating partnerships with donors for IWRM financing and
technical assistance and with NGOs concerned with
different aspects of water-related development to enhance
knowledge and build local capacity
• Improving M&E and conducting learning reviews

CGAP

To help build financial systems
that work for the poor,
providing large numbers of
people with diverse financial
services through a wide range
of organizations. (this was the
mission statement for phase III)

In Phase III, CGAP’s strategic priorities were:
(a) Promoting institutional diversity
(b) Promoting diverse financial services to a broad range of
clients
(c) Building financial market infrastructure
(d) Fostering sound policy and legal frameworks
(e) Improving the effectiveness of microfinance funding

• Providing advisory services
• Developing and setting standards
• Advancing knowledge (including sector intelligence and
information sharing)
• Offering training and capacity building

PRHCBP

• To promote healthier
behavior at individual and
community levels
• To reduce the impoverishing
effects of poor reproductive
health
• To improve reproductive
health outcomes

To build the capacity of civil society organizations to develop
and implement culturally appropriate interventions in the
sensitive fields of population and reproductive health.

• Support to development networks and on-granting through
international intermediaries to grass-roots groups world-wide
• Support for operations research leading to the development
of cost-effective interventions and protocols
• Support for technology and information transfer to
community levels

Program
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Development objectivesb

Major activitiesc

EITI-MDTF EITI’s mission is to improve
governance and fighting
corruption in resourcedependent developing
countries.
MDTF-EITI’s goals were
specified as:
• Better accountability and
improved social compact
with citizens on resource
revenues and use for
common benefit
• Better investment climate for
extractive industries sector;
• Platform for governance and
public financial management
— beyond EITI
• Improved management of EI
resources (leading to
economic growth and
poverty reduction).To be
completed

• EITI: to increase transparency over payments and revenues in
the extractive industries in countries heavily dependent on
these resources
• MDTF-EITI: to provide financial support to countries seeking to
implement, or considering implementation of, the EITI Principles
and Criteria and to generally improve extractive industries
governance and transparency through regional and global
activities

• Financing technical assistance in support of national-level policy
and institutional reform, and capacity strengthening and
training, to assist resource-rich countries meet EITI validation
criteria, from sign up through the preparation, disclosure, and
dissemination stages;
• Generating and disseminating information and knowledge,
including EITI-related publications, global and regional capacity
building workshops, and conferences

Cities
Alliance

• To improve the quality of urban development cooperation and
urban lending
• To strengthen the impact of grant-funded urban
development cooperation
• To expand the level of resources reaching the urban poor,
by increasing the coherence of effort of existing programs
and sharpening the focus on scaling-up successful
approaches
• To provide a structured vehicle for advancing collective
know-how

Financing technical assistance (TA) at the global, country and
city levels to support:
• City and nationwide upgrading of low-income settlements
(“Cities without Slums”)
• Design and preparation of City Development Strategies
(CDS)
Generating and disseminating knowledge gleaned from the
above

Program
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To improve the efficiency and
impact of urban development
cooperation in two key areas:
• Cities Without Slums
• City Development Strategies

APPENDIX F

Mission/goala

Development objectivesb

“A territorial planning system
consisting of natural protected
areas under a special regime
whereby core, buffer, multiple
use and corridor zones are
organized and consolidated in
order to provide an array of
environmental goods and
products to the Central
American and the global
society, offering spaces for
social harmonization to
promote investments in the
conservation and the
sustainable use of natural
resources, with the aim of
contributing to the improvement
of the quality of life of the
inhabitants of the region.” Joint
Declaration at the 19th Summit
of the Central American Heads
of State held in Panama in
1997.

The overall objective of the World Bank-implemented GEFfinanced projects in Belize, Costa Rica, Honduras, Mexico,
Nicaragua, Honduras and Panama was to conserve the
biological integrity of designated national biodiversity corridors
to allow for ecological connectivity regionally through the MBC.
The Mexico project had an additional mainstreaming objective
and the Costa Rica project targeted easements on privately
owned lands outside of national parks and biological reserves.

The principal activities of the full size GEF biodiversity MBC
projects in Honduras, Nicaragua, and Panama included:

DG

To reduce poverty and enable
change in developing nations
through information technology

To provide Web-based platforms to make aid and development
efforts more effective around the world.
To provide governments and development professionals with
Internet solutions in two areas of high impact:
• Improving aid effectiveness
• Strengthening governance by increasing transparency

The Gateway has five core programs:
• Online directory of official development activities (AiDA)
• Aid Management Program
• Country Gateways
• Online public tender services (dgMarket)
• Online network for knowledge sharing (Zunia)

CEPF

To conserve biological diversity
of global importance.

To provide strategic assistance to nongovernmental and other
private sector organizations for the protection of selected vital
ecosystems in IBRD member countries who have ratified the
Convention on Biological Diversity

Small grants to NGOs, community groups, and private sector
entities for biodiversity conservation in biodiversity hotspots

Program
MBC

Major activitiesc

(a) Institutional capacity development, mainly at the national
level; (b) corridor planning, including support for globally
important protected areas and the demarcation of core and
buffer zones surrounding them; (c) Public communication and
awareness raising; and (d) investments (sub-projects) in
priority areas. The Costa Rica MBC project was designed to
support the government’s payments for environmental services
scheme. The Mexico MBC project placed a high level of
emphasis on mainstreaming of biodiversity criteria in public
expenditures initiatives relevant to the MBC.
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Development objectivesb

Major activitiesc

MMV

To reduce the burden of
malaria in disease endemic
countries by discovering,
developing and delivering new
affordable anti-malarial drugs
through effective public-private
partnerships

To establish and manage a portfolio of R&D activities for new
malaria drugs, leading to at least one new drug on the market
by 2010 and one new drug every five years thereafter, that are
affordable to low-income consumers and patients in developing
countries

• Finances research and development of new anti-malarial
drugs
• Brokers and manages industry-research collaborations on
potential products
• Policy and institutional research on access and delivery of
new drugs
• Knowledge sharing and dissemination of information of new
drugs
• Advocacy of attention to malaria

Stop TB

To eliminate tuberculosis as a
public health problem, and,
ultimately, to obtain a world
free of TB

1.

•

Program
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Expand the DOTS strategy so that all people have access
to effective diagnosis and treatment
• Accelerate implementation to provide for at least 70
percent infectious case detection, and maintain a
treatment success rate of at least 85 percent
• Improve procurement and distribution systems for TB
drugs to ensure quality, access and timely supply
• Implement monitoring & evaluation systems for national TB programs in line with WHO standards
2. Develop and scale-up effective responses to the emerging
challenges of drug resistance and HIV-related TB
3. Improve and expand tools available for TB diagnosis,
treatment and prevention
• Accelerate basic and operational research for the development of new diagnostics, drugs and vaccines
• Promote adoption of new and improved tools by ensuring appropriate use, access and affordability
4. Strengthen the overall global partnership to Stop TB so
that proven TB-control strategies are effectively applied:
• Develop the Global Plan to Stop TB for the period
2006–2015 (initially to 2010)
Promote the development of national & international
partnerships to stop TB with all stakeholders in society

•

•

•
•
•
•
•

Three Partners’ Forums organized to galvanize Partners
(Governments, International Organizations, NGOs,
Specialized TB Advocacy and Research Institutions,
patient groups — presently over 900 partners) to
adopt/promote a cohesive tuberculosis prevention and
control strategy based on DOTS
Governance structure established, including six working
groups to address priority areas including DOTS
expansion, MDR, TB/HIV, New Drugs and Vaccine
development WG
Global Drug Facility established to provide free and
affordable anti-TB drugs, as well as quality-assurance and
technical assistance, to countries through grant-making
and Direct Procurement of drugs and diagnostics;
procurement of second-line anti-TB drugs.
Technical and policy support to WHO and its members to
prevent the spread of Multi-Drug Resistance through the
Green Light Committee
Research and development for new TB drugs, diagnostics
and vaccines being systematically promoted
Global Plans developed
Inclusion of TB as the third disease in the Global Fund
achieved and cooperation established
Series of World Health Assembly (WHA) resolutions initiated
and supported which anchor Stop TB objectives and
operational targets as international obligations

Appendix G. Major Evaluation Criteria and
Suggested Evaluation Questions for GRPP
Evaluations
Relevance

Efficacy

Efficiency

Governance and
management

Sustainability

1.

Objectives and
activities

Theory of change

Sources and uses
of funds

Governance and
management
arrangements

Theory of
sustainability

2.

Supply-side
relevance (from
the donor
perspective)

Monitoring and
reporting
framework

Financial
management,
reporting, and
compliance

Legitimacy and
efficiency

Sustainability of
the program

3.

Demand-side
relevance (from
the beneficiary
perspective)

Outputs

Selected aspects
of efficiency
(administrative
costs, benchmarking,
allocation
processes, earmarking, and so
forth)

Accountability
and responsibility

Global/regional
partners (and
their complementary activities)

4.

Vertical relevance
(subsidiarity)

Reach
(including
linkages to
country-level
activities)

Financial
resource
mobilization
(both strategy and
results)

Transparency and
fairness

Country-level
stakeholders
(their ownership
and capacity)

5.

Horizontal
relevance
(absence of
alternative
sources of
supply)

Outcomes
(including
unintended
outcomes)

Efficiency from
the donor/partner
perspective

Programs located
in host
organizations

Scaling-up and
replicability

6.

Relevance of
design

Impact
assessments

Efficiency from
the beneficiary
perspective

Devolution and
exit

Source: Guidebook of Good-Practice Guidelines and Examples for Evaluating Global and Regional
Partnership Programs—under development by IEG in collaboration with the OECD/DAC Network on
Development Evaluation.
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Relevance
1. OBJECTIVES AND ACTIVITIES
What are the goals, objectives, strategies, and major activities of the program? How well has
the program articulated these in terms of a program logic or theory of change, and in terms
of providing a basis for an objectives-based evaluation of relevance and efficacy? How consistent are the various statements of objectives and activities in historical program documents, on the Web site, and in the evaluation terms of reference? How have these changed
over time since the program was started or during the evaluation period? Are there any implicit objectives that have not been explicitly articulated that are nonetheless well understood and agreed by the program’s major partners?

2. SUPPLY-SIDE RELEVANCE (FROM THE DONOR PERSPECTIVE)
To what extent does the program reflect an international consensus on the need for collective action to address a global/regional concern that can only be addressed, or addressed
more efficiently, by donors’ pooling their financial and other resources together? How has
this consensus or agreement been expressed? What have been the origin, the authorizing
environment, and the evolution of the program? To what extent has there been agreement
not only on the need for action, but also the definition of the problem, on priorities, and on
strategies for action? To what extent have all the key players in the field signed onto the
agreement, and how has this changed over time? Is the original consensus that led to the
creation of the program still present? For donor-driven programs (started by only a handful
of donors), has the program succeeded in attracting more international support for the program? For programs (such as global and regional environment programs) that are implementing international conventions, are their objectives and activities still aligned with the
objectives of these conventions?

3. DEMAND-SIDE RELEVANCE (FROM THE BENEFICIARY PERSPECTIVE)
To what extent are the objectives of the program consistent with the needs, priorities and
strategies of beneficiary countries as articulated in the countries’ own Poverty Reduction
Strategy Papers, and in donor strategies such as the United Nations Development Assistance Frameworks and the World Bank Country Assistance Strategies? To what extent has
the voice of beneficiary countries been reflected in the international consensus underlying
the program? What has been the role of beneficiary countries in the design, governance, and
implementation of the program? To what extent do the interests of donor and beneficiary
countries coincide? 1

1. The interests of donors and beneficiaries do not always coincide, for a divergence between the interests of
the two groups is often a reason for donors’ agreeing to finance the provision of global/regional public
goods in developing countries. It should also be recognized that donor countries can also be important beneficiaries of global public goods programs such as the Consultative Group on International Agricultural
Research (the outputs of which are also being used in donor countries), the Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol (which has reduced emissions of ozone-depleting substances for the
benefit of all), and global health programs that are mitigating the spread of infectious diseases such as
HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria.
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4. VERTICAL RELEVANCE (SUBSIDIARITY)
To what extent is the program providing global or regional public goods as opposed to national or local public goods, or even private goods? If the program is not providing global or
regional public goods, then what is the rationale for organizing the partnership? To what extent are the activities of the program being carried out at the most appropriate level — global, regional, national or local — in terms of efficiency and responsiveness to the needs of beneficiaries? To what extent are the activities of the program competing with or substituting
for activities that individual donors are undertaking or could undertake more efficiently by
themselves? If so, what is the value added of the partnership over and above the activities of
the individual donor partners?

5. HORIZONTAL RELEVANCE (ABSENCE OF ALTERNATIVE SOURCES OF SUPPLY)
To what extent is the program competing with other programs or entities that are providing
similar goods and services? If so, what is the comparative advantage, value added, or core
competency of the program in question in relation to these other programs or entities? Are
there alternative or more efficient ways in the program’s goods and services could be provided, such as by the private sector under regular market conditions?

6. RELEVANCE OF DESIGN
To what extent are the strategic approach and the priority activities of the program appropriate for achieving the objectives of the program? What is each type of activity expected to
contribute to achieving the program’s objectives? Is the balance between the various types
of activities appropriate in light of the program’s resources, the needs and priorities of beneficiaries in the sector, the subsidiarity principle, and alternative sources of supply? Is the
geographic coverage of the program consistent with the objectives of the program, such as
addressing extreme poverty or the particular needs of fragile states? Are the strategies of the
program still appropriate for achieving the objectives, given recent developments in the sector (such as the development of new technologies)? To what extent does the achievement of
the objectives depend on the behavior of organizations and individuals — whether public or
private, and functioning in bureaucracies, markets, or collectivities?
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Efficacy
1. THEORY OF CHANGE
What is the essential theory of change for the program? How are these activities expected to
contribute to the achievement of the program’s objectives? How well has this been articulated in terms of a formal results chain or logical framework? What are the boundaries of the
program’s activities and potential impacts, respectively? Who are the program’s principal
partners at the governance level and the principal participants at the implementation level
(including the final beneficiaries)? What goods and services is the secretariat specifically accountable for delivering? What outputs and outcomes are expected to be achieved (a)
through the direct participation of the actors immediately associated with implementation
of the program, (b) through complementary activities conducted by the partners or host organization, and (c) through participation in the program by other stakeholders at the global/regional and country/local levels? What are the principal assumptions that underlie the
program’s theory of change?

2. MONITORING AND REPORTING FRAMEWORK
To what extent does the program have an effective monitoring, reporting and learning
framework including (a) measurable indicators that meet the monitoring and reporting
needs of the governing body and management, (b) systematic and regular processes for collecting and managing data, including baseline data, and (c) feedback processes to facilitate
decision making and learning? How useful are the performance indicators for assessing the
effectiveness of individual activities — their progress, outputs, reach and outcomes? To
what extent are these indicators SMART: specific, measurable, achievable, realistic and timely? What has been the general nature and quality of the data collected by the program? Are
the data adequate for the conduct of the evaluation? If not, what additional data are required? To what extent does monitoring and reporting involve the participants and beneficiaries, and is thereby effective in creating a sense of local ownership? What would be some
cost-effective ways of improving the monitoring, reporting and learning framework of the
program?

3. OUTPUTS
What sets of activities did the program initiate during the review period? Which activities
have been completed? What outputs have been produced? What has been the quality of
these goods and services? Which activities were the most/least effective in contributing to
the achievement of the program’s objectives, and why? What constraints — both internal
and external — did the program face in implementing these activities? How did the program overcome these constraints in order to complete the activities successfully? Are there
any activities that should be modified, discontinued or added to the current portfolio in order to achieve the objectives more efficiently?

4. REACH (INCLUDING LINKAGES TO COUNTRY-LEVEL ACTIVITIES)
What underlying and enabling conditions— or linkages— are necessary for the effective
implementation of the program’s activities and the achievement of the program’s objectives
at the country or local levels? What has the program done to establish or facilitate the estab190
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lishment of such linkages, assuming that the program has a mandate to do so? To what extent are these linkages in place, operational, and effective? How are the program’s countrylevel activities related to or integrated with those of other local, national and international
actors in the same area? To what extent has the program contributed to increased coherence
of efforts among these actors at the country level? To what extent have these other actors influenced the strategies and activities of the Global and Regional Partnership Program
(GRPP)? To what extent has the GRPP positively influenced the strategies and activities of
these other actors?

5. OUTCOMES (INCLUDING UNINTENDED OUTCOMES)
What are the intended outcomes as these relate to the objectives of the program? Given the
stage and maturity of the program, what progress is it making towards achieving these intended outcomes, as articulated in the theory of change? What is the evidence that the program’s outputs are leading to intended outcomes, whether initial, interim, or final? What
factors (internal and external) are influencing the achievement or non-achievement of these
outcomes and objectives? How have the program’s objectives, strategies and activities
evolved in response to learning from experience and emerging risks and opportunities?

6. IMPACT ASSESSMENTS
What have been the impacts of the program’s activities on the welfare outcomes of the affected individuals, households and communities? To what extent can these impacts be attributed to the outputs and outcomes of the program?
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Efficiency
1. SOURCE AND USES OF FUNDS
What have been the principal sources of funds received during the evaluation period by different categories of donors? To what extent have these funds been restricted or ear-marked
to particular activities, and if so how? What have been the principal uses of the funds by
type of activity? What have been the administrative costs vs. the program activity costs?
What have been the program’s expenditures on its major product lines and at the global, regional and country levels, respectively?

2. FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT, REPORTING, AND COMPLIANCE
Does the program have transparent annual financial reports, prepared in compliance with
agreed financial guidelines and audited to international standards by an independent auditor? Are financial reporting and auditing arrangements satisfactory, particularly from the
perspective of donors? Do the recorded categories of expenditures facilitate adequate monitoring and attribution of costs to activities and results? Are actual expenditures compared
against the budget of the program? Is this financial information available to the governing
body and management for decision-making? Has the program taken sufficient measures to
identify financial risk (such as unfulfilled pledges from donors or future commitments to
beneficiaries) and formulated strategies for dealing with these risks?

3. SELECTED APPROACHES TO ASSESSING EFFICIENCY
Has the program cost more or less than planned? How did its expenditures measure up
against its expenditure plan? To what extent were the program’s activities conducted and
outputs achieved in a cost-effective way? How do actual administrative and activity costs
compare with benchmarks from similar programs or activities (to the extent that these are
available)? Do the program benefits outweigh the costs of individual activities? What are the
processes and criteria that have been established for allocating financial resources (including
grants) to various program activities? Are these being applied consistently? How effective
and efficient are they? How have they evolved over time in response to new objectives or
priorities? How has the degree of core vs. restricted funding affected the efficiency or costeffectiveness of the program? Have there been any areas of obviously inefficient use of resources?

4. FINANCIAL RESOURCE MOBILIZATION (BOTH STRATEGY AND RESULTS)
Does the program have clear and realistic plans for mobilizing financial resources to meets
its targets and needs? To what extent is this strategy effective, and how might it be improved? To what extent does the governing body play a role in mobilizing resources? Are
there financial requirements, such as minimum annual contributions, that condition membership on the governing body? How has the pattern of public and private financing for the
program affected the scope, reach, and results the program has achieved?
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5. EFFICIENCY AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS FROM THE DONOR/PARTNER PERSPECTIVE
How do the benefits and costs of delivering the development assistance through the GRPP
compare with those of traditional development assistance in which donors and partners
take part? Is the GRPP delivering the expected outputs and outcomes in a timely manner? Is
reporting adequate to satisfy donors’ and partners’ need for visibility and accountability to
stakeholders? Has there been a reduction in individual donors’ supply of competing activities or in overlapping work among donor agencies and partners (such as through joint supervision, monitoring, or evaluation)? To what degree is the GRPP contributing to increased
process harmonization of efforts between donors within the country? Is this having any effect on donor costs?

6. EFFICIENCY AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS FROM THE BENEFICIARY PERSPECTIVE
To what extent are there benefits of aid harmonization or improved aid coordination associated with the GRPP from the perspective of beneficiaries? Given the benefits received, are
the costs of participating (such as preparing proposals, reporting, time spent in GRPP meetings) worthwhile? How does receiving the development assistance through the GRPP affect
the transaction costs for the beneficiaries over what would be the case (or what is the case)
from development assistance delivered through traditional bilateral or multilateral programs? In what ways could transaction costs by the beneficiary groups be reduced further?
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Governance and Management
1. GOVERNANCE AND MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS
What are the governing bodies and management units of the program, including executive
bodies, advisory committees and subcommittees? What are their articulated roles and responsibilities, as laid out in the program charter and other constitutional-level documents?
How clear is the division of roles and responsibilities between the governing and management bodies? How do these compare with standard functions of governance and management? Are the governance and management arrangements adequate for achieving the partnership’s goals, objectives, and major activities? Are there any important functions such as
conflict resolution that have not been assigned?

2. LEGITIMACY AND EFFICIENCY
To what extent do the governance and management structures (a) permit and facilitate the
effective participation and voice of the different categories of stakeholders in the major governance and management decisions, taking into account their respective roles and relative
importance. Is there a clear understanding/ definition of who are the key stakeholders and
beneficiaries of the program? How are the interests of the different categories of stakeholders represented in the governance of program? Is membership on the governing body is restricted to financial and other contributors (i.e. shareholders), or does it also include other
non-contributing stakeholders? To what extent are the available communication mechanisms functioning well and facilitating good communication between the program and its
various stakeholders?
To what extent do the governance and management structures facilitate efficient decisionmaking? What mechanisms does the governing body use to reach its decisions? For stakeholder models of governance with broad membership on the governing body, what mechanisms used to deal with potential efficiency problems in decision making? To what extent are the voices of developing countries and technical experts being effectively expressed
and contributing to efficient decision-making? To what extent is the most up-to-date scientific and technical advice being sought to inform policy making and operational effectiveness?

3. ACCOUNTABILITY AND RESPONSIBILITY
What are the articulated roles and responsibilities of the various partners, participants, and
host organizations at each level? To what extent are these clearly articulated, appropriate (in
terms of representation, inclusion, influence, efficiency, timeliness, and application of
needed expertise), and being followed? To what extent is the assignment and exercise of responsibilities between governance and management appropriate relative to good practice?
How are the members of each governing body selected? How is the program manager selected and his/her performance reviewed on a regular basis? What has been the performance of each governing body and the program management unit relative to its terms of
reference, expected duties, and commitments? To what extent have they been compliant
with their responsibilities under the partnership charter?
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4. TRANSPARENCY, FAIRNESS, AND CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
To what extent does the program have a policy on transparency and disclosure that covers
governance and management, decision making, accountabilities, staffing, contracting, dissemination, financial accounting, auditing, and M&E?2 What policies and procedures are in
place for stakeholders and the general public to access information about the partnership?
To what extent do these policies meet or achieve good-practice standards such as publicly
disclosing the minutes of all board meetings (at least in summary form)? To what extent are
they being applied and functioning well? To what extent does access to information, consultation, or decisions of the governing body and management favor the interests of some
partners and participants over others, at both the governance and management levels?
To what extent does the program have a policy on identifying and managing conflicts of interest, particularly in its partnerships with NGOs and the commercial private sector? If so,
to what extent is the program effectively applying the policy? Do the benefits derived from
such partnerships outweigh the reputational and other risks to the program?

5. PROGRAMS LOCATED IN HOST ORGANIZATIONS
What are the respective roles and responsibilities of the host organization and the program
in relation to each other? To what extent are these clearly articulated, including (a) for what
functions the program manager is accountable to the governing body and the host organization, respectively, and (b) the processes to resolve conflicts if and when these occur? 3 What
are the benefits and costs to the program of being located in the host organization? To what
extent is the hosting arrangement positively or negatively affecting the legitimacy and effectiveness of the governance and management of the program?

2. On issues of transparency, the principles for governance and management diverge to some extent. Governance processes need to be open to ensure accountability and responsibility to shareholders and
stakeholders. However, certain management processes, particularly the management of human resources, need to be confidential in order to protect the privacy of individuals. Thus, management should
have some discretion in determining the appropriate disclosure of information in relation to the day-today management of the program.
3. Who determines the performance of the program manager is a particularly complex issue. In some
case, managers’ performance evaluations are completed as if they were employees of the host organization. In other cases, feedback is obtained from members of the governing body. See also Davis and Stark
(2001) for more on the “two-masters” problem.
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Sustainability
1. THEORY OF SUSTAINABILITY
How does the program expect that the benefits arising from its activities will be sustained in
the future after the activities have been completed? What are the assumptions underlying
this theory of sustainability? How does the program expect that its long-term goals will be
reached and how will progress be measured along the way? What are the expected roles
and activities of other actors in this process, including the complementary activities of donor
partners, and the capacity, ownership, and commitment of country-level actors and beneficiaries? What activities is the program undertaking today to enhance sustainability of benefits, such as strengthening the institutional and human resource capacity of beneficiaries?
What criteria and processes has the program established to devolve activities and define potential exit strategies?

2. PROGRAM SUSTAINABILITY
What is the “health of the partnership”? What are its principal strengths such as (a) well focused objectives, (b) a well-tested theory of change, (c) an inclusive membership involving
all the major actors in its field, and (d) effective and efficient governance and management,
and (e) adequate financial resources? What are the principal threats to the sustainability of
the program, such as (a) failure to keep the program’s objectives or design relevant in a
changing global context, (b) competition from other sources of supply, (c) difficulty in demonstrating results, (d) issues in relation to governance and management, and (e) difficulty
in mobilizing financial resources? To what extent does the program secretariat have an effective relationship with its host organization, if applicable? What actions is the program
undertaking to enhance its own sustainability?

3. GLOBAL/REGIONAL PARTNERS (AND THEIR COMPLEMENTARY ACTIVITIES)
What are the respective roles of the program and its global/regional partners in achieving
and sustaining the expected outcomes of the program? How critical are the complementary
activities these global/regional partners to achieving and sustaining the program’s longterm goals? Upstream programs that are generating knowledge and providing technical assistance generally require the inclusion of their priorities in country strategies as well as
complementary follow-on investments. To what extent are the expected contributions of
global/regional partners sufficiently harmonized (with those of program’s secretariat and
among themselves)? What actions has the program undertaken to bring about effective collaboration with its global/regional partners?

4. COUNTRY-LEVEL STAKEHOLDERS (THEIR OWNERSHIP AND CAPACITY)
To what extent has the program established goals and targets to achieve at the country level? To what extent is there evidence of country-level commitments and ownership (by national governments, civil society, academia, etc.) to the program’s country-level goals? To
what extent have the program’s country-level institutional development and capacity building activities been successful? To what extent have the institutional structures, policies, protocols, and work plans promoted and advocated by the program been incorporated into
countrywide strategies, national plans of action and budgets? If new institutional arrange196
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ments have been put in place as a result of the GRPP, to what extent have these been “institutionalized/nationalized” by the country? If global policies and standards have been
adopted how strong is the evidence that local authorities have started to apply them? If local
endeavors (public or private) have been adversely affected by the GRPP, how have these
“conflicts” been resolved? Are these groups now participating in the program?

5. SCALING-UP AND REPLICABILITY
To what extent does the GRPP have phased implementation plans that involve replication
and scaling up? To what extent do these entail the development of proof of concept and implementation models to be applied in different countries and within countries? To what extent have these implementation models been developed with appropriate country stakeholders, and taken into account country resources and needs? To what extent are there risks
that plans to scale up the program’s activities may undermine the sustainability of current
achievements? Are there signs the program is overstretched within and across countries?
To what extent has the program established linkages between start up or pilot activities and
national programs? Are there structured mechanisms for learning (e.g. good monitoring, information and reporting systems) and the ability to use these for mobilizing broader incountry demand? What is the likelihood that such activities will be broadened to wider and
larger beneficiary groups, and leveraged to bring about even more benefits than originally
intended (and without high cost implications)? How do these activities factor in the national
development agenda?

6. DEVOLUTION AND EXIT STRATEGY
What is the readiness of participating countries to take responsibility for the devolved responsibilities of a GRPP without major external support? To what extent are the devolved activities
consistent with national development plans? To what extent does the country have a schedule (phased or otherwise) for assumption of such responsibilities? How far do these commitments extend (number of years) after the GRPP has exited from the country? What mechanisms
are in place to take up and continue the activities previously supported by the GRPP? What
does the resource mobilization plan for devolution look like? Is there evidence that devolved activities will be supported within national public financial accounts and systems?
Would there emerge new or different partnerships after the GRPP has exited? What form might
such partnerships take, such as Sector-wide approaches or Poverty Reduction Support Credits?
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Appendix H. Major Findings from the 15 Global Program Reviews
Table H-1. Major GPR Findings: Independence and Quality of the External Evaluations
Topic

GISP

The ProVention Consortium

Independence
of the
evaluation
process

Independence of evaluation was compromised. The evaluation team reported
to the program’s management rather than to the GISP’s Board. While the
Board provided substantive comments to the evaluation team, neither the formal
Board nor management response was included in the evaluation or posted on
the Web site. The GPR rates organizational independence of the evaluation as
low while behavioral independence was adequate.

Independence was compromised: The evaluation was commissioned and
managed by the Secretariat (by this time based in Geneva), not by the
governing body; and the external evaluator had previously worked for the
program as a consultant.

Scope and
methodology

The evaluation was conducted as a DGF funding requirement and covered
the assessment of achievements of GISP activities since 2003 as specified in
the TOR. The evaluation did not include an assessment of relevance and
efficiency of the program. The review team had only a limited amount of time
(3 months) and a limited budget.

The budget was limited and the TOR focused primarily on the use of the DGF
grant to support the activities of the ProVention Secretariat at the global level,
thereby excluding any field visits.

Evaluation
instruments

This included a desk review of relevant documents, interviews with
stakeholders and visit to the GISP Secretariat.

This included a desk review of relevant documents and outputs, interviews,
and a brief stakeholder questionnaire.

Quality

The evaluation was objectives-based and maintained a strong focus on
assessing the achievements of the various GISP activities as specified in the
TOR. It also provided a balanced assessment of G&M of the program.
However, the evaluation addressed the issues of relevance and efficiency of
the program only indirectly and often reporting only the perceptions of
stakeholders. While comprehensive in its coverage of GISP’s challenges,
such as the program’s focus, partnership arrangements and fundraising,
related recommendations were not based on rigorous evidence.

Quality was compromised: There was insufficient time and resources devoted
to the evaluation; and the external evaluator did not use or build upon the
existing M&E framework, nor use existing quantitative data to systematically
assess the program’s performance.

M&E
framework of
the program

GISP developed an M&E framework only in 2006 in its new Strategic
Framework (2006–10). Although the framework articulates a set of goals,
actions, and outcomes, this does not include any baseline information or
measurable indicators and lacks a system of intermediate outcome indicators
to assess progress towards them. Many of the outcome indicators are nonspecific and lack a degree of realism.

The principal bilateral donor, DFID, developed a performance measurement
framework for the Geneva-based Secretariat in September 2003, based on an
analysis of the program’s 2001–02 work plan.
ProVention only started to put in place a monitoring and reporting system to
measure the outcomes of its work (in response to a recommendation of the
external evaluation).

198

APPENDIX H
Topic
Independence
of the
evaluation
process

IAASTD
The evaluation was independent. It was commissioned by the World Bank
Agriculture and Rural Development Department and supervised by them. The
evaluation team operated independently of the IAASTD Secretariat and
IAASTD processes. ARD provided some input on the proposed methodology.
It had no staff with conflicts of interest with respect to IAASTD and was
independent. The process was generally sound although there were some
weaknesses in survey methodology. There were no official comments from
IAASTD management on the IE because by the time it was completed
IAASTD had closed. However, the ex-Director provided comments on the final
version.

Scope and
methodology

International Land Coalition (ILC)
This was largely independent of ILC since the process was managed by IFAD
including the TOR, although IFAD was the major donor and host organization,
and therefore an interested party to some of the findings. Some observers
argued that ILC had too much influence on the survey instrument.

This was a substantial study managed by a steering committee carried out
over 90 days by a six-member core team and another three local consultants.
Approximately 120 individuals from 23 member organizations, 32 partner
organizations, and other land-related institutions were consulted, and 43
organizations or individuals responded to a survey.

Evaluation
instruments

This included interviews with a broad range of participants and stakeholders.
There was also an online survey of writers, authors and review editors of the
assessment reports, Bureau members and participants at the final
Johannesburg plenary.

This included a stakeholder survey and field visits to Rome and seven African
and Latin American countries. The survey of CSO members suffered from a
potential conflict of interest since all member or partner CSOs were either
potential or actual recipients of grant funding. It seemed unlikely that responses
on ILC performance would be anything less than satisfactory.

Quality

The evaluation process was generally sound although there were some
weaknesses in survey methodology. It contained much valuable material and
offered important insights into the process and participants’ perceptions.
There was some lack of clarity in the main text about which objectives were
being evaluated and the associated rating.

The quality was satisfactory and offered important findings which were taken
seriously by ILC. But there were some weaknesses including: (a) the survey of
CSO members suffered from a potential conflict of interest since all member or
partner CSOs were either potential or actual recipients of grant funding; (b) it
focused somewhat too much on the detail of the legal status of ILC; (c) it could
have explored more the boundaries of the advocacy role of ILC; and (d) it chose
2003 as its starting point, when the first ILC assembly took place, whereas the
Coalition had operated in some form from 7 years prior to that.

M&E
framework of
the program

On design, there was no formal monitoring system of the type that is found in
most other global programs. [The design of the GEF indicators by the Bank
and Secretariat was unsatisfactory. They reflected a set of objectives further
down the road to impact than was realistic given the timeframe and resources.
Moreover, coming one and a half years later, they drew from objectives that
had not been discussed at the original plenary meeting. These GEF objectives
and indicators were misleading to those who approved the project. On
implementation, no attempt was made to collect data to meet the needs of the
more complex of the indicators although some were straightforward, simply
calling for completion of a milestone.

M&E was very weak both at the aggregate ILC level and at subprogram level
of individual grants to CSOs. ILC now has a more clearly defined M&E
strategy and is moving ahead with implementation. There are some
conceptual difficulties related to how far ILC should be expected to be
responsible for and to monitor and evaluate the achievement of members over
whom they have no management control.
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Global Forum for Health Research

ADEA

Independence
of the
evaluation
process

The evaluation was independent of the program’s governing board and
management at the initiation and execution stage. There were no apparent
conflicts of interest since none of the ET members had previously been a
beneficiary of any Global Forum support. The evaluation was less
independent at the review stage when there were extended delays in finalizing
the report. The report has been disclosed on the Global Forum’s Web site.

The evaluation was executed independently and objectively.
The governing body (Steering Committee) commissioned the evaluation,
approved the TOR, selected the evaluation team competitively, and reviewed
the draft report. There were no apparent conflicts of interest.

Scope and
methodology

The evaluation was budgeted for $90,000 and ultimately cost $105,000, largely financed by the World Bank from DGF resources.
The evaluation covered the relevance, efficiency and efficacy of all activities
as specified in the TOR.

The scope was comprehensive, covering all the standard evaluation issues.
The evaluation used an Institutional and Organizational Assessment (IOA)
methodology developed by IDRC and the consulting firm itself (Universalia).

Evaluation
instruments

This included a desk review of related documents, key stakeholder interviews
and surveys of wider circle of stakeholders and beneficiaries.

This included a document review; interviews; stakeholder questionnaire; and
field visits to six African countries.

Quality

Quality of the evaluation was compromised due to several factors: 1) While
the TOR was highly specific and detailed, it lacked clarity in focus;
2) There were some problems related to data gathering and sharing, that
could have led to some bias in results of the surveys and interviews;
3) ET did not explicitly evaluate the Forum’s governance and reviewed
program’s efficiency only partially.
Time pressure in ET selection and for report completion also may have
contributed to the weaknesses in the final report. Also, the ET raised issues
and expressed views with considerable political content and personal
judgment and relied excessively on interviews and surveys without making its
own independent conclusions.

The lack of an M&E framework for the program made the evaluation less
results-oriented than it might have been.
On some points, the evaluation simply reported stakeholders’ perceptions of
ADEA’s organizational effectiveness instead of presenting its own judgment.

M&E
framework of
the program

While the Global Forum has consistently formulated indicators in relation to
specific subjects, it has not established an overall results framework with
associated indicators permitting objective evaluation of its overall
accomplishments against a limited number of specific overall objectives.

ADEA had never formulated a well-defined strategic plan or established a
clear framework for M&E (with performance indicators to track progress).
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Global Development Network (GDN)

Global Water Partnership (GWP)

Independence
of the
evaluation
process

The evaluation was conducted independently. The Board commissioned and
approved the TORs. The contractor was selected competitively. There were
also no apparent conflicts of interest. None of the selected evaluators had
been involved in GDN activities previously. The final report was independent,
and, according to the contractor, there was no manipulation of findings or
recommendations by GDN management or Board. The evaluation team took
into account the feedback provided by the staff and the Board in the final
drafting of its report. The evaluation is posted on the GDN Web site, along
with the management responses.

The evaluation was independent, but the way it was procured created a
number of potential conflicts of interest which were successfully mitigated.
The potential conflicts arose because the evaluation was managed and paid
for by DFID, the largest donor, who selected the same firm of consultants
which had conducted the previous (2003) evaluation, who might therefore be
evaluating their earlier recommendations. These concerns were resolved in a
transparent way among the Joint Donor Group of GWP.

Scope and
methodology

The scope of the evaluation was broad. It attempted to measure the
outcomes, relevance and effectiveness of GDN activities against the
program’s core objective of building capacity to generate, share, and apply
knowledge. It examined, in limited fashion, the cost-effectiveness and
sustainability of GDN as well. It also examined GDN’s operational
effectiveness as a global network of research and policy institutions.

The TOR was demanding, comprehensive, and complex, thoroughly covering
all aspects of the GWP. The attention to governance and management
reflected concerns that GWP’s formative years within SIDA (1996–2002) had
not adequately dealt with these issues. The attention to outcomes and
impacts reflected donors’ requirements for information to justify continued
political support and financing. But this was without regard to realistic
timetables in partner countries for learning, capacity building, and reform in
water sector institutions, and may therefore have been premature.

Evaluation
instruments

This included a document review, field visits, interviews and surveys with
stakeholders -board members, donor representatives, heads of Regional
Network Partners, and Secretariat staff) and end-users (regional and global
research grantees, awardees, and researchers registered on the GDN
Knowledgebase.

This included a desk review of documents, survey, and field visits carried out
in 10 countries.

Quality

The evaluation has some weaknesses. Notably, (a) it had no benchmarks by
which to assess GDN’s progress in achieving its program’s core outcome
objectives; (b) the assessment of effectiveness was not objective because it
relied primarily on self-reporting by targeted beneficiaries; (c) the evaluation
did not engage a professional economic researcher and attempt to examine at
least a sample of GDN’s reports/publications to determine the quality and
newness of the GDN-funded research and the policy relevance of the work.
These were significant shortcomings.

Overall most of the stakeholders viewed the evaluation report as independent
and unbiased. It evaluated the relevance of GWP’s activities and objectives,
its governance and management.

M&E
framework of
the program

GDN lacks a results framework linking inputs (resources) and outputs
(activities) to intended outcomes or even intermediate outcomes (such as
better research, enhanced capacity, and improved policy outreach).

For most GWP activities, systematic and regular outcome monitoring against
GWP’s objectives and indicators has been weak, particularly for the RWPs
and CWPs. Clear indicators of outcomes through attribution, contribution, or
influence have not been present and lesson learning has been fraught with
difficulty. A review of GWP’s information systems revealed primarily input and
output data, not outcomes or impacts.
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Consultative Group to Assist the Poor (CGAP)

PRHCBP

Independence
of the
evaluation
process

The evaluation was done independently. The process was managed by
EXCOM, which provided TOR, selected the consultants and oversaw the work.
The Operational Team‘s role was supportive without being in a position to
dominate the outcome. The consultants were given full freedom to access
information and talk to all relevant people/stakeholders.
CGAP also posted its external evaluations on its website.

Independence was compromised, although there was no apparent intent by the
program to do so.
The evaluation was commissioned by the HDNHE Sector Board and financed
with DGF funds. The Program Manager prepared the TOR (with input from the
program’s Review Committee and the DGF) and the selection process was not
via competitive bidding. The evaluator eventually selected (second choice) was
a retired Bank staff who had worked in HDNHE (where PRHCBP is housed).

Scope and
methodology

The scope of evaluation was comprehensive as it covered the entire CGAP
system (the Council of Governors, EXCOM, Investment Committee and
Operational Team). It used the standard evaluation criteria of relevance,
efficacy, efficiency and governance.

The TOR was comprehensive, but the evaluation was foremost constrained
by a short timeframe and an extremely small budget — US$10,500 to finance
15 days of the evaluator’s time, and US$5,000 for an analyst.

Evaluation
instruments

The methodology of the evaluation consisted of review of relevant documents,
interviews of a number of relevant stakeholders, selective participation in
some CGAP processes and a client survey.

This included a document review and stakeholder interviews. The small
evaluation budget precluded any field work.

Quality

The overall quality of the evaluation was satisfactory. It candidly covered all
the requirements of TOR, in some areas going beyond these requirements. It
rightly emphasized the need to put in place a monitoring and evaluation system to assess the outcomes. However, the evaluation could have compiled
information on intermediate outcomes for a more convincing discussion of
CGAP’s efficacy.

While the evaluation provided some useful findings, its rigor and evidence
base were compromised by an inadequate budget, short time allocation and
the lack of a results matrix for the program. The evaluation did not assess
program governance and management, although this had been specified in
the TOR.

M&E
framework of
the program

CGAP’s monitoring and evaluation systems are weak as they measure outputs
but not outcomes. Therefore, there is little systematic evidence relating to its
achievements at the outcome level or the extent to which outcomes can be
attributed to CGAP’s activities. CGAP management has agreed to work on an
appropriate M&E system.

M&E has been very weak. The program has not fully articulated program logic
or a results framework and has not designed an M&E system.
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Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative

Cities Alliance

Independence
of the
evaluation
process

The evaluation was behaviorally independent. The organizational
independence of the evaluation, on the other hand appears to have been
compromised to some extent by the Management Committee’s lack of
involvement in the selection of the consultants. The draft review process was
also handled internally by SEGOM without involvement of the Management
Committee. It was only after the report had been revised several times and
finalized that the report was presented to the Management Committee.

The evaluation was behaviorally independent and free from conflicts of
interest. The governing body (Consultative Group) commissioned the
evaluation, approved the TOR, and reviewed the draft report.
Although the Secretariat managed the evaluation because the governing body
could not provide the day-to-day support and supervision required by an
evaluation exercise, the Secretariat did not infringe on the evaluators’
independence.

Scope and
methodology

There was some ambiguity in the scope of the evaluation. Whereas the TOR
refers to the “EITI” as the subject of the evaluation, the report itself states that
“this evaluation is limited to the MDTF, [and its] conclusions are conditioned
by the arm’s-length relationship between EITI and MDTF.” A review of the
report indicates that, while the analysis and discussion extend over the entire
range of MDTF and EITI activities, its recommendations are addressed to the
MDTF and the WBG, and not to the EITI Board or Secretariat.

This was comprehensive and well-funded. But there was no assessment of the
quality of individual Alliance products, since this was beyond the scope of the
evaluation TOR and would have been expensive to undertake, given their
distribution across all regions of the world.

Evaluation
instruments

The evaluation methodology diverted from the one originally proposed in the
TOR. It was based primarily on interviews with WBG management and staff,
MDTF donors and EITI stakeholders, a limited number of interviews with
representatives of candidate countries and a desk review of key documentation.”
In fact, the report only lists a single client country official and a single client
country CSO representative among the 30 people consulted, and provides no
indication of any site visits or surveys. An inadequate budget was the main
reason for these major gaps.

This included a document review; stakeholder interviews; two on-line surveys of
Alliance members and Alliance users; and four case studies in Brazil, Egypt,
India, and Kenya, with field visits to the first three. Contacting Alliance users
proved difficult since the Secretariat lacked an up-to-date database of contact
information for them, but did its best to help the evaluators reach the users for
the purpose of this survey.

Quality

Three weaknesses that affected the quality of the report. First, the evaluation
had no benchmarks by which to assess the MDTF-EITI’s progress in achieving
the expected outcomes and impacts of the program. Second, limitations in the
data available from the monitoring framework made it impossible to arrive at an
authoritative assessment of its effectiveness. Third, the evaluation team did not
have adequate budget and time to compensate for these information gaps with
site visits, interviews with recipient country officials and, possibly, a survey of
country partners and/or recipients, as could have been expected from the TOR.
These are significant shortcomings that undermined the quality and credibility of
the external evaluation.

The evaluation overemphasized governance and management processes rather
than a results-based assessment of the achievement of the Alliance’s objectives.
The evaluation was candid about the limitations of the case studies and the
surveys of Alliance users, there being insufficient time or resources for extensive
visits to the countries chosen.
The evaluation occasionally overstated the impact of the Alliance (notably on the
amount of additional investment resources triggered by CA activities).

M&E
framework of
the program

Although the external evaluation found that the MDTF-EITI’s monitoring
framework had evolved from the original indicators specified in the World
Bank-DGF’s initiating brief, it was still substantially insufficient for evaluating
the performance of the program.

M&E needs improvement. So far, the Alliance does a better job in recording
outputs than monitoring the achievement of its objectives.
Measuring the achievements of some objectives is not straightforward
because the objectives themselves are not clearly focused.
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Development Gateway Foundation

Independence
of the
evaluation
process

The evaluation of UNDP/UNEP/GTZ Regional MBC Program was
independent. It was conducted through a competitive bidding process and the
evaluators were chosen individually for their regional and thematic
experience. The TOR for the external evaluation was drafted by the UNDP
regional office, in line with GEF evaluation criteria. The draft evaluation was
presented by the evaluators to UNDP Nicaragua, the regional project
implementation unit based in Nicaragua, and members of the CCAD present
at the meeting. Comments were submitted by members present at the
presentation, the draft was revised by the evaluators in the light of comments
received and a final version was submitted to the UNDP regional office.

This was independent of program management and free from conflicts of
interest. The Board of Directors commissioned and managed the evaluation.
The draft report was submitted first to the Chair of the Executive Committee
and then to Gateway management.

Scope and
methodology

The evaluation covered the entire implementation period of the
UNDP/UNEP/GTZ Regional MBC Program (2000–06), with emphasis on the
second half of the program. The evaluation took approximately two months to
complete. Interviews with the evaluators indicated that the TOR were
considered fair and feasible, however the evaluation team did not have
discretion over the planning of the field mission. The agenda for the field visit
was developed by the UNDP regional office. Field visits were limited to
country member governments, Ministries of Environment, and MBC offices.
Other critical Ministries, such as Agriculture, Transport, and Land were not
included in the field mission. Sub-project sites were also not visited despite
the fact that such visits were included in the TOR.

The evaluators were constrained by a lack of quantitative information, by a
limited travel budget, and by the short amount of time to complete the
evaluation.

Evaluation
instruments

This included desk review, field visits and stakeholder interviews.

This included a desk review and stakeholder interviews.

Quality

The quality of the commissioning of the evaluation was sound.

The evaluation was of high quality, given the budget limitations. But the
evaluation could have done more to question the relevance of the program’s
objectives and the program’s lack of strategic focus.

M&E
framework of
the program

The World Bank implemented GEF-financed MBC projects were not designed
with indicators that would have made it possible to monitor populations of
indicator species and to record their welfare during project implementation.
Proxies were used, usually in relation to the reduction of habitat (forest) loss
or an increase in vegetative cover. However, none of the projects’ results
frameworks included proper baselines to specifically measure the impact of
the project in relation to these proxies

The Gateway has only recently begun to establish an M&E framework.
Most of the Gateway’s performance indicators have been measures of outputs
(that is, numbers of visits to Web sites) rather than outcomes (that is,
increased knowledge or capacity).
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Medicines for Malaria Venture (MMV)

Independence
of the
evaluation
process

This was independent of program management. Assisted by an independent
consultant, the CEPF Working Group commissioned the evaluation, approved
the TOR, and selected the evaluation team competitively.
The draft report was submitted to the working group and the management
team simultaneously.

The evaluation was fully independent of MMV management. MMV’s donors,
including the Bank, commissioned the evaluation, and one of the donors
(DFID) managed the evaluation. The evaluation TOR was particularly
responsive to DFID’s interests, and the evaluation report was presented to the
MMV Board.

Scope and
methodology

The evaluation was comprehensive and well funded. But the evaluation did
not assess the effectiveness or efficiency of the individual grant schemes
across focal areas.

The selection of the evaluation team was not competitive, and the evaluation
team lacked specific expertise relating to the business and financial
management aspects of MMV’s work. This was well funded and addressed all
key aspects of MMV.

Evaluation
instruments

This included a desk review, stakeholder interviews, and field visits to 10 out
of 15 active program areas (hotspots).

This included a document review; stakeholder interviews; visits to three MMVsupported research sites; and observation of a meeting of the MMV Expect
Scientific Advisory Committee.

Quality

The evaluation was extremely useful in assessing the strategic orientation of
the program after its first five years.
The assessment of the program’s governance and management was
substantively weak.
The field visit reports were not annexed to the evaluation report, nor made
publicly available. The evaluation report did not include the list of persons
interviewed.

The evaluation addressed all key aspects of MMV’s work, including (a) its
governance and management, (b) its R&D work, (c) the desirability of starting
access and delivery work, and (d) resource mobilization. It was relatively weak
with respect to the business and financial management aspects of MMV’s
work.

M&E
framework of
the program

The external evaluation found the program's system of M&E to be weak and
inconsistent across hotspots, even though it had improved since the program
started, and recommended ways of strengthening it further.
Although CEPF had developed impressive grant management and application
processes, it had not developed comparable processes for M&E.

MMV did not have an M&E framework.
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Independence
of the
evaluation
process

The process of evaluation and the report were fully independent of the Stop TB management. Evaluation was commissioned and financed by the governing
body of the program. Its management was delegated to a sub-committee of the Board, Evaluation Steering Commission. The Commission in cooperation with
the ExCom managed and provided feedback on the final draft of the report. The report has been disclosed on the Stop TB Partnership Web site.

Scope and
methodology

The TOR of the evaluation was very broad and vague leaving to the evaluation team to devise an appropriate assessment methodology. Because of the lack of
a set of explicit objectives as well as cumbersome TOR, the team designed a results-based evaluation rather than an objective-based methodology.

Evaluation
instruments

This included a desk review of documents, visits to eight countries, interviews with stakeholders at global and country levels, and a survey.

Quality

The evaluation report was quite comprehensive in dealing with the key aspects of the Partnership, and clearly conceptualized why the Partnership has added
value and where it has had impact. The report succinctly addressed issues relating to the overall objectives, goals, governance, and structure, and provided
clear guidance for the Partnership. Examples included detailed recommendations for strengthening the Working Groups in guiding the Partnership on various
technical matters, and suggestions for subcommittees to facilitate decision-making within the Coordinating Group.
The report lacked an independent assessment of the Global Drug Facility. Epidemiological aspects of the Partnership’s work were also not addressed by the
evaluation team. The Evaluation report is not very user friendly, specifically with respect to the large volumes of annexes.

M&E
framework of
the program

The Partnership had objectives specified in its Global Plan to Stop TB (2001–06, 2006–15). However, the evaluation did not specifically use those objectives as
a framework for the evaluation or relate its assessments to those objectives.
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Global Invasive Species Program (GISP)

The ProVention Consortium

Relevance of
objectives

There is a clear international consensus on the relevance of the mission of the
GISP based on the Article 8(h) of the Convention on Biodiversity.

The overall objective — helping developing countries reduce the risk and impact
of natural and technological disasters on the poor — is highly relevant. There
was a research gap before ProVention was established, and no development
agency, including the Bank, had been prepared to fill this gap by itself.
The specific objectives were revised (in response to the external evaluation) to
give stronger focus and direction to the program, and to better facilitate
measuring results.

Relevance of
design

There is no consensus on the GISP program design. Its relevance relies more
on its capacity to generate global public goods — such as raising awareness and
collating and disseminating information related to IAS — than on its tendency to
conduct country-level activities. The latter tendency runs the risk of duplicating
the work of the program partners as opposed to providing services that only a
global platform such as GISP can provide.

The initial objectives of the program did not give a strong focus and direction to
the program, nor provide a framework with which to measure results.

Outcomes —
achievement
of objectives

Establishment of a well-coordinated and effective global network for
control and management of IAS: There has been little progress made on
expanding the core partnership of GISP beyond the original four founding
members.
Strengthened capacity to address IAS at the local, national and regional
levels: GISP has made a major contribution to the development and
dissemination of IAS-related information and best practice, through production of
toolkits and manuals, the promotion of best practices, the development of
training courses to help strengthen IAS capacity at the country level.
However, the program does not systematically monitor or measure the uptake or
use of its tools and publications at the local, country, or regional level. GISP also
does not have an overall outreach and publication strategy.

ProVention is an innovative program with an impressive record in raising
awareness, and in generating and disseminating knowledge about mitigating
natural disasters in a relatively short period of time. It was largely successful in
achieving its objectives of networking, advocating, implementing
demonstration projects, and disseminating research findings and good
practices.
However, it is difficult to measure the relative contribution of ProVention to the
remarkable increase in disaster awareness during the last few years.

Outputs —
results of
activities

Building the GISP Partnership: there has been little progress made on
expanding the core partnership of GISP beyond the original four founding
members;
Collection and dissemination of information: GISP developed and
disseminated toolkits, manuals, and training programs, and promoted best
practices to inform policy development on a multinational and national level.
However, GISP publications should target more policy makers and
government departments by providing more evidence-based data.
Capacity building initiatives: GISP prepared and conducted training
courses on the management of invasive species in five countries. While the
training material was well structured, GISP needs to focus on targeting more

Forging partnerships: ProVention has been effective in forging linkages
among IFIs, the private sector, governments, donors, academia, and civil
society groups by commissioning research, organizing conferences, and
reaching out to country and community-based activities.
Raising awareness and advocating policy change: ProVention
commissioned a ground-breaking study — The Natural Disaster Hotspots: A
Global Risk Analysis — that is changing policies in international organizations,
bilateral donors, and developing countries.
Improving practice: ProVention was less effective in producing and delivering
cross-country lessons of relevance to client countries.
Sharing knowledge: ProVention is sharing knowledge through its Web site,
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policy makers. Assessment of economic impacts: work on valuation of costs
and benefits of IAS control options are underdeveloped.

The ProVention Consortium
through training activities, and through grants to students and young
professionals in developing countries.

Efficiency or
costeffectiveness

The lack of a clear fund –raising strategies resulted in an inefficient use of the
resources of a globally oriented, but small secretariat, working to fulfill the
program’s mission.

The Secretariat is seen as a lean, flexible, and unbureaucratic organization
that is providing support to a great variety of organizations and as a platform
where controversial ideas can be discussed to reform policies in more
bureaucratic organizations.

Governance
and
management

Legitimacy: The initial legitimacy of GISP Phase II rests on the considerable
reputations of the four founding partners. The continuing legitimacy of GISP
would depend upon attracting additional partners and demonstrating results.
Accountability: Due to its shareholder-based model of governance, GISP
Executive Board is mainly accountable to its funders. It is a recipient of several
different sources of finance from several different donors that have separate
reporting requirements.
There are also issues of conflicts of interest — four of the seven persons that
comprise GISP’s management team also serve as Board or alternate Board
members.
Transparency: GISP has a very low level of transparency. None of the
program’s founding documents are publicly available, especially its newly
adopted constitution.

Most observers have found ProVention’s governance and management
structure to be its most glaring weakness:
Legitimacy: The Presiding Council, which consisted of high-level decisionmakers to give legitimacy to the program, had not met since the program’s
inauguration.
Fairness: The Steering Committee (SC) initially consisted of a small group of
individuals who knew each other and who decided which activities to fund,
including their own. No mechanism or window was set up through which
outsiders could apply for funding.
Transparency: The initial process for selecting activities was neither
formalized nor transparent. The initial work program simply reflected initiatives
that SC members wanted to implement.
Accountability: The SC assumes relatively little accountability for
ProVention’s performance compared to its influence on what ProVention does.

Sustainability

The use of the Bank’s catalytic support was inefficient insofar as the program
was unable to use the Bank’s contribution to leverage other significant sources
of finance to help cover core costs or to assure financial and programmatic
sustainability in the long run.

The sustainability of the program depends on continued donor financing, and
relocating the Secretariat in Geneva has contributed to some large donations
from European donors.
ProVention is creating a niche for itself by focusing on research and
networking activities. So far, its sustainability does not appear to have been
adversely affected by the establishment of a new and larger global program in
hazard risk management in 2006 — the Global Facility for Disaster Reduction
and Recovery.
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International Assessment of Agricultural Knowledge, Science, and
Technology for Development (IAASTD)

International Land Coalition (ILC)

Relevance of
objectives

Relevance of the program objectives was high. The issue was important for
the environmental aspects of global agriculture notwithstanding the initial
much narrower interest of the Bank on GMO policy.

The objectives are highly relevant. Yet there are some questions about
relevance; in particular, the 2003 International conference on Agrarian Reform
and Rural Development did not count ILC as a contributor to the proposed
program.

Relevance of
design

Relevance of design had exhibited some weaknesses. First, the lack of
involvement of farmer and consumer organizations and the practitioners
closest to them, pitched the assessment at too high a level for one that
claimed a strong focus on local knowledge and, second, there was inadequate
design of communication, follow-up, or capacity building.

There are some questions about relevance of design. First, there was a period
of some confusion about whether governments should be members or not.
Second, the comparative advantage of ILC is at best mixed. Third, ILC has been
perceived as being short of land policy skills. Fourth, ILC has had a dominant
Secretariat for too long, although this was necessary in the formative stages.

Outcomes —
achievement of
objectives

There is a large volume of information in IAASTD and some chapters offer
important findings. However, the original intent in assessing the effects of
“AKST” was to look both to the past and to the future. The reports lacked a
coherent story line from the past into the future.
On the main disputed issues, no convergence was achieved. There was limited
systematic identification of information gaps and wide variation by chapter and
section in treatment of that goal.
The report was not available on the Web site for six months. At the international
level there has been some use of IAASTD documents as references, but there
have been some notable “cold shoulders” in crucial international forums. No
evidence has been found to suggest that IAASTD outputs have a reasonable
probability of yielding attributable outcomes at the national level.

ILC’s efficacy is hard to assess due to the lack of output and outcome data. With
respect to the objective of enhancing capacity, there was modest progress. With
respect to the objective of facilitating dialogue, there was some scattered success.
As with most networks, a difficulty in assessing the attribution to ILC is that ILC
usually provides support through CSO members of the network who had often
been operating without ILC support for some time.

Outputs —
results of
activities

Stakeholders were brought together, but there was limited representation of
farmers and those closest to them. Northern academics predominated over
southern development practitioners, at least in the Bureau, international NGOs
over national and local NGOs, and, few representatives of producer groups on
the Bureau could speak to intensive cropping agriculture.
The robustness of policy-relevant information for decision makers is
questionable. The lack of a conceptual framework, or a country or situational
classification for decision makers, makes it difficult to apply the largely
undifferentiated and variably treated lists of policy options. There is an
undercurrent against new technology. There are conflicting statements and
signals, particularly on the more contentious issues. It is difficult to trace
evidence from the summary reports.

ILC provided grant funds to CSOs and most of these activities were implemented
although even outputs were not always documented since M&E was very variable.
ILC was instrumental in facilitating dialogues on land issues in a number of
countries, especially in Latin America and Africa. ILC has contributed through its
website and through workshops and conferences to the global body of knowledge
on land issues, but is not unique in this and for a number of observers not the first
choice as a knowledge source.

Efficiency or
costeffectiveness

The program had high cost relative to modest incremental benefits in
advances in understanding and impact. Total program costs, including
financial and unreimbursed costs carried by others, are high compared to
many other information sources accessible to the intended audience.

Efficiency is difficult to assess because of lack of data. The time required to
reach the present level of institutional maturity and achievement raises
questions about the efficiency of the earlier phases of investment, with the early
costs not yielding sufficient benefits soon enough.
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Technology for Development (IAASTD)

International Land Coalition (ILC)

Governance
and
management

Legitimacy: There was broad representation on the Bureau and in authorship
from governments, CSOs, academics, international institutions, donors, and
other groups, but few from farmers, farmer associations, or those in close
contact with farmers.
Accountability: There was no strong locus of report content management. In
theory, this was the role of the Bureau. However, because there were different
views and limited time, the Bureau was not able to manage content, leaving
conflicting messages open to different interpretation. Bureau meeting
documents show more focus on processes. Message substance was more
influenced by authorship profile.
Transparency and Fairness: Satisfaction with the transparency and fairness
of the process varied by participant group. In the IEG survey, 46 percent of
respondents in the International Agricultural Research Center/Technical Group
found the effectiveness of the selection of authors below average, compared
with only 8 percent of respondents in the NGO group. Governments played a
significant role in the nomination of participants. CSOs seem to have strongly
influenced the nomination of the authors. Some review respondents also felt this
had been heavily influenced by World Bank staff. The process was described by
one interviewee as “a battle for control of the pen.” Some private sector GMO
representatives felt strongly that they did not have a fair opportunity.

The three main governance concerns are the domination by the Secretariat
(now being reduced with regionalization); the narrow membership (also being
changed); and the heavy dependence on IFAD. The legal status of ILC was
unclear. The issues are under discussion with IFAD.
Legitimacy: ILC’s legitimacy increased with broadened membership. This issue
has implications for the question of openness of membership category and
whether governments and donors should be considered for membership. The
often-cited legitimacy provided by IFAD may be a perception of some
governments, but it is a false legitimacy, as IFAD does not control ILC decisions.
Legitimacy can only come from the quality and proactivity of its membership and
from demonstrating positive results.
Efficiency in Governance: Most CSOs are satisfied with ILC Secretariat
efficiency. With respect to the efficiency of collective decision making, the
problem of reaching agreement across a wide range of members is difficult to
assess quantitatively. There is some evidence that the Secretariat had a fairly
dominant role. However, most members went along with this and did not appear
to have pushed for changes.
Accountability. The accountability of the various parties does not appear to
have been clearly defined at the outset, particularly accountability of members.
Fairness. In CEF there is no evidence of any bias in funding allocation or of
certain recipients being privileged. There was a reasonable balance across
regions. The application review process, while lacking in rigor on some aspects,
does not appear to hold inherent bias.
Transparency: The ILC has disclosed material and meetings have been open
to all members. However, the Secretariat has tended to dominate and the
confusion among some members and partners about what the ILC’s role should
be may indicate some lack of internal transparency.

Sustainability

Many governments endorsed the findings, but so far there is no evidence that
developing countries will adapt national research strategies in response.
Private companies in the GMO business seem unlikely to use the findings,
given their concerns about the process and findings. Organic agriculture firms
may find areas for support. CGIAR institutions seem unlikely to redirect
priorities in response because there has already been a shift in the directions
proposed. Some donor projects may be influenced, but there is limited interest
partly because the findings are too general and there are other sources of
strategic creativity. CSOs are the most likely source of continued investment.

ILC has been dependent on donors, especially IFAD. CSO members and partners
have not contributed although this is now under consideration. Recently,
substantial funding has come in which assures operation for a few more years.
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Global Forum for Health Research (GFHR)

Association for the Development of Education in Africa (ADEA)

Relevance of
objectives

Global Forum’s mission is relevant in the context of the growing availability of
development assistance for health and health research. Yet, the nearly
complete absence from the Global Forum partnership of the largest funders of
health research on the problems of poor countries, and its minimal
engagement with private sector actors, limit the relevance of the Forum.

The original objectives — improving educational policies and enhancing donor
coordination — were highly relevant when first adopted (1988).
The objectives were formally revised in late 2007 (in response to the evaluation)
in order to make them more relevant today — more country-driven (rather than
donor-driven), more evaluable, and contributing to new continental institutionbuilding and integration movements.

Relevance of
design

The relevance of the design of the Global Forum activities is less clear than its
objectives. Its strategy needs to be more focused. The Forum also needs to be
more selective in its activities.

The design did not include a clear monitoring framework to track how well the
objectives were being met.
The current management structures have become inadequate for the growing
size and complexity of ADEA.

Outcomes —
achievement of
objectives

Measuring the results of Global Forum efforts to close the 10/90 gap is
extremely difficult because of the problem of attribution, difficulties in the concept
of the gap, the rapidly changing external environment for GFHR activities, the
evolving objectives of the Forum, and the failure of the Forum to establish an
overall results framework.
It is fairly clear that the Global Forum has had an impact on awareness of the
importance of health research on the problems of poor populations. The Forum
does not appear to have had a significant impact on research priority setting
within given allocations especially at the global level which is the core of its
mission.

Improving educational policies: There is some anecdotal evidence of
improved educational policies at the country level, especially on girls’
education.
Enhancing donor coordination: There are some indications, but no
systematic evidence, of more interaction among donors, more cosponsoring
of regional initiatives, and enhanced donor coordination through a database of
donor education projects in Africa.

Outputs —
results of
activities

The principal outputs of the GFHR are (a) meetings, (b) publications and
(c) dissemination of evidence. The growing numbers of participants in the AFMs,
the positive evaluations by participants, the large shares of developing country
participants, and the lists of publications and publications orders, along with the
GFHR data on website use testify to Global Forum success in producing these
expected outputs.
A thorough evaluation of the Global Forum might be expected to assess the
quality of individual outputs, and to compare use of the GFHR website with the
use of the websites of similar organizations. While the Global Forum’s AFMs
have moved in the direction of providing opportunities for the Forum to convene
high level sessions with decision makers, it is too early to assess outputs in this
area.

Policy dialogue: ADEA has become the region’s premier forum for evidencebased policy discussions.
Analytical work: The volume and breadth of analytical studies produced by
the Working Groups has clearly increased, but there are questions about their
quality.
Capacity strengthening: Reach has been mostly limited to those directly
involved in Working Group activities and attending ADEA’s meetings.
Regional and sub-regional networking: Only one of its working groups
(Forum for African Women Educationists) has so far graduated into a selfreliant regional entity, but others are moving in that direction. Most of the
Working groups are now “anchored” in African institutions. Regional,
subregional, and cross-national exchanges have increased through technical
meetings, peer reviews of country education programs and study tours
(underfunded in recent years).

Efficiency or
costeffectiveness

The Forum has been reasonably efficient in its use of funds. Global Forum
overhead and governance expenditures represent about 20 percent of total
spending. The Global Forum’s financial and budget management are sound,

The dominance of restricted funding (ear-marked for specific programs) has
hindered the allocation of funds according to performance.
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and its operational and financial reports are thorough and well-presented. The
GFHR’s outputs appear to have been produced at reasonable cost and that its
outputs represent reasonably good value for the money of its donors.
The absence of a published business plan and a fund-raising strategy in the
GFHR work program and budget documents is noteworthy.

International Land Coalition (ILC)

Governance
and
management

Legitimacy: Despite its stakeholder –based model of governance, Global
Forum’s nine constituencies have no organized role in the governance of the
program. Foundation Council members are “selected” from the constituencies
but serve in an individual capacity thus do not consider themselves
accountable to their constituencies. The efforts to hold Annual Forum
Meetings (AFM) in developing countries and to encourage and monitor the
share of developing country participants in AFMs, contribute to Global
Forum’s legitimacy.
Accountability: There is not a clear division of roles and responsibilities
between the FC and STRATEC. The governing body is deeply involved in the
management of the Global Forum.
Transparency: There is a need for greater external transparency of
Foundation Council managerial decisions and financial information.

High degree of legitimacy: All African Ministers of Education and virtually all
development agencies working in African education are represented in ADEA.
Accountability: The Working Groups have not been fully accountable to
ADEA for the use of their funds.
Efficiency: The 31-member Steering Committee is overstretched. The
frequent turnover among ministry representatives and decision-making by
consensus constrains making difficult decisions.
The Secretariat is overloaded given the dramatic increases in ADEA’s scope
and programs.

Sustainability

Financial and institutional sustainability are likely to represent continuing
challenges for the Global Forum, regardless of its position in the future
institutional architecture for health research. While the financing of GFHR core
activities has been stable, total donor support for core activities and GFHR
initiatives and networks has declined from a high point in 2004. The Bank
currently plans to terminate DGF support to the Global Forum in FY11.

The sustainability of the program is highly likely given its high legitimacy and
given the continued involvement of all the major development agencies in
African education.
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Global Development Network (GDN)

Global Water Partnership (GWP)

Relevance of
objectives

The relevance of GDN’s overarching objective has remained high. Its
objective of generating research from within developing and transitional
countries is widely viewed as responsive to a need for such work to inform
national policies and strengthen the voice of these countries in global policy
making.

Its objective remains relevant, although too ambitious. The international
consensus regarding the need for integrated water resources management has
increased since GWP was founded. Beneficiary country demand for support
from GWP to raise awareness about and facilitate development of IWRM
strategies and policies at the country level also is high.

Relevance of
design

Conceptually, GDN’s design features are highly relevant to the pursuit of the
organization’s overarching goal and program objectives.
Yet in practice, GDN’s design has three substantial weaknesses: the absence of
a theory of change and rigorous strategies for achieving each of its three
program outcome objectives, the imprecise configuration of its network
structure, and the underdeveloped networking services.

Program design has been appropriate for advocacy and knowledge networking
on IWRM.

Outcomes —
achievement of
objectives

Generation of high-quality, policy-relevant research: There is increased
development research from developing and transitional countries. But there is
insufficient cumulative evidence to assess the overall quality, newness, or
policy relevance of the research output, or to know if the research has
improved in quality and policy relevance over GDN’s 10 years of operation.
Research capacity building: Combined findings on the effectiveness of
GDN’s activities indicate that GDN has been moderately effective in building
research capacity at the individual level. Survey data suggest a modest
increase in GDN’s contribution to building research capacity.
Informing policy: GDN’s efforts to strengthen the policy relevance of
research training and output remains weak.

The overall objective of the GWP was partially achieved.
Establish and consolidate GWP partnerships at relevant levels: The
objective has been substantially achieved. Partnership in the GWP tripled to
2,000 over 2003–10, and awareness of IWRM increased across the network.
Partners came together to form Country Water Partnerships, which increased
from 23 to 73.
Facilitate development of IWRM water policy and strategies at relevant
levels: The objective has been achieved more slowly and in fewer countries
than planned. Ensuring that functional mechanisms for interministerial
coordination are put in place and engaging with lower-level stakeholders in the
planning process have posed the biggest challenges.
Develop IWRM programs and tools in response to regional and country
needs: This objective has been partially achieved; stakeholders hold differing
opinions about what GWP should be researching and publishing and how to do it.
Ensure linkages between GWP and other frameworks, sectors, and issues:
This objective has not been achieved as well as intended. The GWP has
established about 40 “strategic alliances”. but most are water-focused
organizations, which do not have interest in interface between water and broader
developmental issues, such as access to water, economic growth, and health.

Outputs —
results of
activities

Regional research competitions: Through 2008, GDN provided funding for
over 800 research grants with varying effectiveness across regions and
across GDN’s three program objectives.
Global research projects: GDN has completed four such projects, and, at
the end of 2008, had four others ongoing. The success of these has varied
and has been stronger in generating knowledge than in capacity building.
Global Development Awards and Medal Competitions: Nearly 4,300

The discussion of specific outputs is mostly summarized above.
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individuals from 100+ countries have participated in GDN’s awards and
medals competitions. Yet there is little evidence of the impact of these awards
on individuals’ careers or on policy.
Annual conferences: Researchers from 100+ countries attended the eight
annual conferences.
GDNet provides online access to some 14,000 research papers from
developing and transition countries. It provides online services for developing
country research institutes, but has not yet enhanced the policy outreach of
GDN-supported researchers and their work.

Global Water Partnership (GWP)

Efficiency or
costeffectiveness

GDN has efficiently handled resource allocations, administrative costs, and
financial management. It has dealt efficiently with considerable volatility in the
availability of annual revenues. Activities were scaled to match available
funds, and primary activities were funded to a level deemed satisfactory to key
stakeholders.

The administrative costs of the Secretariat have grown by about 6 percent
annually and averaged 24 percent of total GWP expenditures between 2002
and 2008. In comparison with other network-type global programs that IEG has
reviewed over the past two years, administrative costs are high.

Governance
and
management

Legitimacy: The Board is largely a constituency-based representative of the
research community that GDN is designed to serve.
Accountability: There were efforts to strengthen the strategic direction and
oversight roles of the Board, but there is a high degree of ambiguity in the
division of roles and responsibilities between the Board and management.
Efficiency: The assessment of GDN’s cost-effectiveness indicates that it
operates at relatively low cost compared to several other research institutions
of similar or larger size.
Transparency: GDN is moving to build greater transparency into the process
of choosing board members and greater board experience in managing
organizations.
Conflict of Interest: There is a potential for a conflict of interest posed by the
Board members who are nominated by regional network partners and who
exercise rigorous oversight of the performance of GDN overall. Also, the
regional network partners are not members of the Board and therefore are not
principally or directly engaged in GDN’s research agenda-setting function.
Fairness: GDN did not have adequate processes to ensure proper use of
subgrants awarded by its RNPs. GDN has implemented corrective actions.

Legitimacy: The GWP has strong legitimacy derived from its partnership base
(more than 2,000 in 2010), its highly visible annual network meeting, its
associations with global water leaders, and its representative steering
committee. However, steering committee members are engaged only in their
personal capacity and do not represent any specific constituency, thus creating
some legitimacy and accountability gaps.
Accountability and Efficiency: Due to its large and frequently changing
membership and poor dynamics between the donors and nondonors, there are
conflicting interests in the governing body that hamper its ability to set strategic
direction and oversee management effectively. The Annual General Meeting of
the Consultative Partners has been only modestly successful in holding the
steering committee accountable.
Transparency and fairness: The process of allocating core funds among
RWPs has been opaque and seemingly inequitable, because there are no
criteria available. A review of regional allocations of core funds showed no
consistent pattern related to regional endowments or needs. Information about
RWPs and CWPs has also been notably lacking. The GWP began to address
these problems in mid-2009.

Sustainability

While GDN has improved its financial position in recent years, resource
mobilization and financial sustainability still remain major challenges. The
problems include narrow donor base (over 65 percent of total resources come
from 2–3 donors, including the World Bank); many small donors, entailing high
transaction costs for GDN management; low levels of support from private
and developing country sources; prevalence of earmarked donor funding.

Continued support from donors provides GWP with financial stability for the
medium term. However, the risks to sustaining the GWP and its network are
substantial. Risk factors include assisting the CWPs to mobilize their own
resources via RWPs, clarifying GWP’s comparative advantage in generating
and disseminating global knowledge about IWRM, and addressing lingering
concerns about the location of the global secretariat in Stockholm.
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Consultative Group to Assist the Poor (CGAP)

Population and Reproductive Health Capacity Building Program
(PRHCBP)

Relevance of
objectives

CGAP was established in response to a broad international consensus, which
has since been reaffirmed by a number of international forums. There is much
evidence of microfinance being an effective tool to alleviate poverty. CGAP is
needed for shaping and defining future development of microfinance industry, a
role that no other global program or stakeholder is playing at present.

The objectives are highly relevant in the light of a compelling unfinished agenda
relating to women’s and adolescents’ reproductive and sexual health, and in the
light of the Bank’s current (2007) HNP strategy.
The program contributes to international partnerships that provide GPGs
(operations research, and technology/information transfer).
But there now exist many programs (including the Bank’s own country
programs) that provide support to CSOs to strengthen their capacity in the
sensitive fields of population and reproductive health.

Relevance of
design

The design is appropriate to address CGAP’s objectives. It provides extensive
access to donors as well as other industry stakeholders enabling consensus building
and cost sharing. The design also provides considerable flexibility to CGAP to shift its
focus consistent with the evolving requirements of microfinance industry. However,
CGAP’s monitoring and evaluation systems are well developed at the level of
measuring outputs, but not outcomes or impact.

The objectives, activities, and expected outcomes of the program have not been
articulated around a logframe or results framework. Instead, the program has
focused on measuring five (largely process-oriented) key performance indicators.

Outcomes —
achievement of
objectives

While there are many anecdotal evidences to indicate positive outcomes,
judgments on outcomes are constrained by the absence of systematic collection of
information on outcomes. However, the nature of CGAP activities and outputs is
consistent with its objectives.

There has been no systematic assessment of the achievement of the program
objectives to strengthen the capacity of CSOs to develop and implement
culturally appropriate interventions in the fields of population and reproductive
health, or of the extent to which program interventions have led to healthier
behavior at individual and community levels.
There is anecdotal evidence that the capacity of a spectrum of CSOs has been
strengthened, but the paucity of empirical evidence prevents judging the overall
outcome of the program.

Outputs —
results of
activities

In Phase III, CGAP’s activities related to its five strategic priorities, two of these
(financial market infrastructure and policy reforms) accounted for over 75 percent
of the resources spent. CGAP’s outputs were impressive completing almost all
originally planned activities as well as a number of new activities undertaken to
respond to the changing requirements of the industry.

On-granting: The program has supported efforts to strengthen the capacity of
local-level CSOs, but the extent to which capacity has been strengthened and
intended results achieved has not been well documented.
Operations research: The program has supported the development and
marketing of appropriate technologies to expand the range and quality of
reproductive health services. Through its endorsement and initial seed funding, the
program has leveraged additional resources for initiatives such as the International
Partnership for Microbicides, and low-cost diagnostic tools for cervical cancer in
poor populations.
Technology and information transfer: The program has supported partnerships
and networking, which have catalyzed and mobilized a broad range of actors to
promote, support, and sustain the Safe Motherhood Initiative (a major international
initiative addressing MDG5 — reducing maternal mortality) and the broader
agenda for sexual and reproductive health.
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Efficiency or
costeffectiveness

It is difficult to evaluate the efficiency or cost-effectiveness of CGAP given the
absence of comparable bench-marks and a systematic assessment of its overall
impact. However, a major indicator of efficiency is CGAP’s demonstrated ability
to adapt to the evolving industry requirements. Also, there is evidence of CGAP
being highly cost-conscious.

Overall, this has been difficult to assess in the absence of systematic documentation
of the costs of interventions and results.
Efficiency has been compromised by inadequate funding for program
management and administration.
The program has reported leveraging significant additional funding for initiatives
for which it provided initial seed money.

Governance
and
management

Legitimacy: CGAP has a strong legitimacy with an effective participation of
almost all major stakeholders — the service providers, MFIs, networks,
donors, other financiers, and so forth. The Council of Governors consists of
almost all donors and fund providing agencies, while the microfinance industry
is represented by four members on EXCOM.
Accountability: In general CGAP’s accountability chain is functioning well.
According to CGAP’s Charter, EXCOM is accountable to the Council of
Governors for carrying out CGAP’s strategy. The overall performance of
CGAP is reviewed annually by the Council of Governors. Building on the
existing system of monitoring of its initiatives, CGAP has started work on
developing an overall and systematic monitoring and reporting system to
assess the outcomes and impacts of its activities on the microfinance sector,
currently a gap in its accountability.
Transparency: The degree of transparency is high. CGAP’s Web site
provides detailed information of its governance, the strategy, finances and
operating results and outputs. Transparency could be further enhanced also
by posting CGAP’s Charter on its Web site.
Fairness: CGAP ensures a high degree of fairness in the conduct of its
business in a number of ways. The activities involving grants and awards are
routinely advertised on CGAP’s own and, in some cases, on other appropriate
Web sites. In addition, the award decisions are made by panels of
independent experts. Moreover, as a policy, CGAP involves one or more of its
members as partners in all its major activities by making information available
well ahead of the time through EXCOM members.

The Bank has been the only “partner” involved in the governance,
management, and financing of the program.
Legitimacy: This rests entirely on the reputation of the Bank.
Accountability: The Review Committee (which reviews funding requests) now
includes members from the Bank’s regions (especially Africa and South Asia) in
addition to HDNHE.
Fairness: Knowledge about PRHCBP was not widespread and grant
applications were somewhat limited in the past. The program started a Web
site and posted invitations to submit proposals in 2006.
Transparency: Grant decisions, as documented, appear to have been technically
well grounded, but not entirely transparent. Not all grant awards have been
formally documented.

Sustainability

There are strong reasons for CGAP to remain in business and for the Bank
support. At present there is no other competing global program or stakeholder.
The members’ strong commitment to the mission of CGAP is evident from their
rising level of funding contributions and active participation.

PRHCBP has been more of an institutional grant program rather than a formally
established global partnership program. Its sustainability as an institutional grant
program is questionable, notwithstanding the high relevance of its objectives.
The Bank needs to reclassify the program as an institutional grant program or
transform it into a genuine global partnership. In either case, Bank management
needs to review the value added, strategic relevance, and design of the program,
and put in place a monitoring and reporting system to track results.

216

APPENDIX H
Topic

Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI)

Cities Alliance

Relevance of
objectives

The MDTF-EITI is highly relevant for the development of resource-dependent
countries, but its relevance depends on tangible benefits. Yet the cautiously
defined specificity of its objective ensured that the program is nonthreatening and
acceptable in many implementing countries.

The objectives are highly relevant to an international consensus expressed in
the 1996 UN International Declaration of Human Settlements.
The program’s comparative advantage derives from its focus on only two
areas — slum upgrading and city development strategies (CDS) — which are
in high demand and for which the Alliance has accumulated much experience.

Relevance of
design

The main design gap is the absence of a logical framework to relate the
program’s activities to expected benefits. This is an important shortcoming in
light of emerging doubts about the relevance and adequacy of the program’s
current approach to achieve its ultimate goal of helping resource-dependent
countries reduce poverty by addressing the resource curse.

By operating in all regions of the world through a partnership of international
players, the Alliance has the reach to disseminate its experience with slumupgrading and CDS as global knowledge products.

Outcomes —
achievement of
objectives

The program substantially achieved its contracted outputs and most of the
outcomes defined in its results framework for the pilot phase, now extended to
end-2010, but its contribution to higher-order goals cannot be determined. The
absence of monitoring indicators of its contribution to those has left the
program unable to demonstrate its benefit.
Increasing transparency in revenue reporting in the extractive
industries: The program has expanded transparency to additional
countries—42 countries have publicly endorsed EITI, and an additional 14 are
at some stage of contact without having publicly endorsed it.
Improving extractive industries governance: The program has not shown
any progress in improved revenue management or reduced corruption, as no
indicators have been established for EITI’s higher-order goals, and their
monitoring has been limited.

Improving the quality of urban development cooperation: Although
difficult to measure precisely against a counterfactual, the unique position of
the Alliance gives it the potential of becoming the world-wide center of
excellence in its two core activities — slum-upgrading and CDS.
Strengthening the impact of grant-funded urban development
cooperation: The Alliance has helped retain a high profile for urban issues
among donors.
Expanding resources reaching the urban poor: While Alliance TA grants
have catalyzed other donor contributions, estimates of urban investments
attributable to these grants have generally been too high.
Advancing collective know-how: This is difficult to evaluate. The objective
should be formulated more precisely.

Outputs —
results of
activities

Helping resource-rich countries meet EITI validation criteria: Successfully
implemented pilot reporting of EI revenues in 22 countries far above the target
of 5–10 pilot countries. However, only five countries have submitted a final
validation report with the EITI Board; four have been rated as EITI compliant.
Knowledge generation and dissemination: Supported the production of
guidelines, templates and publications, as well as several international
workshops and conferences. These activities substantially contributed to a
global understanding of best practices for revenue transparency.

Slum-upgrading: Alliance TA has led to a larger scale of replication of urban
investment programs.
City development strategies: Alliance TA has enabled good city majors to
interact more intensively with other cities worldwide.
Knowledge generation and dissemination: There is need for the Alliance to
formulate a strategy of learning and advocacy beyond the publication and Webposting of knowledge products.

Efficiency or
costeffectiveness

The growing number of candidate countries and EITI supporters is indicative
of their belief in the program’s “fitness for purpose” as well as their
“willingness to pay.” The growing donor contributions to the MDTF are
indicative of their sense of “value for money” as reflected in their “willingness
to pay.” The fact than 50+ WBG country teams have provided budgetary
support to the promotion of EITI also reveals their considered judgment that

The Secretariat is an efficient operation with a small staff and reasonable
overhead costs. But there is a need to assess the cost-effectiveness of
individual TA activities.
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the EITI is worthy of their support.

Governance
and
management

Legitimacy: The program as a whole developed a dual governance structure
that combines a stakeholder model for the EITI and a shareholder model for
the MDTF. EITI’s board has a representation from all major constituencies.
The Board is elected by and accountable to a Global Conference held every
two years, which brings together all EITI members. The legitimacy of the
MDTF is based on its donors’ having entrusted the Bank to establish and
administer it. The MDTF is accountable to a Management Committee chaired
by the WBG and including representatives of the 13 donors.
Efficiency: MDTF-EITI’s structure has been reasonably effective and efficient
in reconciling the broader political legitimacy and acceptance with donors’
need for rigorous accountability in relation to fiduciary requirements and their
own priorities.
Accountability: While efficient, the program’s structure has created an
imbalance between accountability for results and decision-making authority.
The MDTF’s decisions are expected to take all stakeholders’ views into
consideration, yet its funding decisions are made by the Management
Committee, where only donors are represented. The accountability for EITI’s
success clearly rests with the Board. But the Board and Secretariat have little
ability to stimulate a country’s willingness to become a candidate or to assist a
country with the validation process The EITI Board thus has little control over
a process for which it is fully accountable.
Transparency: The MDTF-EITI’s work program, the rules and regulations for
applying for grants, annual progress reports and other key document are
available on its Web site. MDTF needs to have a wider disclosure of relevant
financial information and needs to be more transparent in regard to its funding
decisions.
Fairness: The guidelines and the process of selection of countries for
providing technical assistance by MDTF are perceived as fair.

High degree of legitimacy: In addition to donors and two umbrella organizations
of cities, four developing countries are now members (Brazil, Chile, Ethiopia,
Nigeria, Philippines, and South Africa).
Accountability: There is a need to clarify the roles and responsibilities of the
ad hoc Steering Committee.
Fairness: All grant proposals to the Cities Alliance have to be sponsored by
at least one Consultative Group member, and about 90 percent are approved,
implying that there is some screening or pre-selection prior to submission to
the Alliance itself. But it is not clear what criteria are applied to any preselection, or how this takes place.

Sustainability

Sustainability of benefits: There is a need for the second phase to show
that the program can deliver its expected benefits, in terms of “improved
revenue management and reduced corruption”. The MDTF-EITI program is in
the process of increasing transparency in resource-dependent countries, but
its contribution to the goal of improving governance and fighting corruption
remains elusive. The program needs to address some key challenges such as
to manage the tensions between authority and accountability, and face up to
the tradeoff between expanding the number of EITI candidates and improving
results in countries that are already implementing EITI.

The sustainability of the program is highly likely, given the demand for and
appreciation of its work among donors and recipients.
The Alliance is developing brand recognition distinct from the Bank. It needs
to continue to differentiate its products from those of the Bank, not the least to
provide value added to the Bank itself.
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Mesoamerican Biological Corridor (MBC)

Development Gateway Foundation

Relevance of
objectives

The MBC derives its legitimacy from the 19th Summit of the Central American
Heads of State held in Panama in 1997. The World Bank/GEF MBC projects
aimed to operationalize the joint declaration issued at this summit. The
projects are also aligned with the countries’ international and regional
environment commitments as well as their development priorities as set out in
their CASs over the past two decades, although national approaches differ.

The original objectives were broad and a muddled combination of two ideas
— using ICT for sharing knowledge about development and piloting the use of
ICT in different sectors. The current objectives are more focused — improving
aid effectiveness and strengthening public sector governance by increasing
transparency. The comparative advantage of the program has not been clear. Its
objectives overlapped significantly with other global programs.

Relevance of
design

The World Bank/GEF MBC projects were responsive to national priorities, but
project activities were not always carried out at a level to achieve regional
aims. The projects suffered from a lack of prioritization at the corridor level.
Key ecosystem functions were not defined as part of project design, as
reflected by the absence of baseline data and biological indicators in project
results frameworks.

The initial activities of the Gateway lacked strategic coherence due to the
disparate interests of its different stakeholders.
The Gateway lacked clarity as to the public/private good nature of its
activities. To the extent that the Gateway was providing public goods, it was
unrealistic to spin it off as commercially sustainable enterprise.

Outcomes —
achievement of
objectives

Institutional strengthening: The World Bank supported the strengthening of
the central environment ministries and protected area agencies in the MBC
countries and, where relevant, helped to strengthen sub-national
decentralized environmental capacity.
Reduced deforestation: Analysis conducted by NASA in 2000–01 indicated
that overall forest cover was higher and forest change is lower inside corridor
than outside. Yet intense deforestation continues in key agricultural frontier
areas that threaten to disrupt corridor connectivity.
Mainstreaming biodiversity concerns: Bank support for the Mexican portion
of the MBC effectively integrated biodiversity criteria in the operational rules of
the Ministry of Agriculture, the single largest public funder in the four states.
Sustainable financing: Sustainable financing remains a challenge for the
conservation of the corridor system. Costa Rica has led the way in the design
and piloting of market-based instruments to enhance the provision of
environmental services of both national and global significance.

The external evaluation concluded that the Gateway’s five core programs
were consistent with its objectives, that some were unique in scope or
concept, and that some promised growing impact in achieving the programs’
objectives.
The evaluation blames most of the program’s shortcomings on the
problematic transition from World Bank incubation to operational
independence.

Outputs —
results of
activities

Spatial analysis and corridor connectivity: The Bank was not able to slow
deforestation rates in the Nicaraguan portion. The project was not equipped to
provide an adequate level of incentives and/or payments to compensate for
competing uses of land. In Honduras, with Bank support, the second and
third-largest protected areas were established. In these areas deforestation
rates have stabilized.
Mapping and Monitoring: Bank support helped finance an Ecosystems Map.
In Honduras, the Bank supported the development of a monitoring system that
covered some 2.1 million hectares of the protected area. A computerized
database with approximately 10,000 entries was built. However, the project
was not able to consolidate the monitoring component.

Online public tender services: dgMarket is the leading independent
aggregator of tender opportunities world-wide, amounting to $540 billion worth
of procurement annually. It helps developing countries save $300 million a
year through increased transparency and efficiency in contracting.
Knowledge sharing (dgCommunities): Their quality has varied considerably
and better sources of information have often been available.
Country Gateways: Their quality has also varied considerably.
Aid effectiveness tools: Their efficacy has not been evaluated except for a
small survey of AMP users in Ethiopia and an AiDA user survey.
e-government grants: There is little evidence that these seed grants have
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Institutional strengthening: The Mexican MBC project supported capacity
building in 14 federal, state, and municipal programs. In Honduras, helped
restructure and consolidate the entire protected area system and supported
strategic planning and national strategy formulation. In Panama, the technical
guidelines for preparing management plans for its National Protected Areas
System were developed.
The communication strategy supported workshops, brochures, postures,
and publications. However, the communication strategy was not very effective
in reaching people living in the corridor.
Mainstreaming biodiversity concerns: In Mexico biodiversity criteria were
effectively integrated in the operational rules of the Ministry of Agriculture.
Sustainable financing: In Costa Rica, some 288,000 hectares of land with
environmental service contracts were put in place. In Mexico, core MBC project
personnel are being funded by the government and corridor objectives have been
incorporated into Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources. In Honduras, a
Protected Areas Fund was established, but its administration is poor. In
Nicaragua, the National Environment Fund developed under the GEF project, but
remains for the most part non-functioning.

Global Water Partnership (GWP)
improved the efficiency of the government agencies that have received them.

Efficiency or
costeffectiveness

MBC projects suffered delays from Hurricane Mitch. Another factor that led to
project delay across three of the four Bank implemented GEF projects was the
inability to meet the projects’ initial conditions of disbursement in a timely way.

Time lost during the transition had a negative impact on efficiency.
The Gateway spent time and money finding a niche and refining its services,
which could have been avoided if it had started with a more focused strategy.

Governance
and
management

Legitimacy: MBC is governed by a Council of Environment Ministers, and its
presidency rotates every six months. External evaluations have found that
CCAD could achieve greater legitimacy if it opened its participatory
mechanisms for civil society beyond its Council of Ministers.
Efficiency CCAD’s capacity to set strategic regional priorities is being diluted
by the influence of the priorities of individual donor-financed projects. Its
technical committees have Ministerial staff from each country. The work is not
budgeted for by the respective national ministries (except for in Mexico) so
these staff must “volunteer” time for CCAD-related activities. Currently there is
almost no incentive for national technical staff to achieve regional
environmental goals.

The Gateway had governance problems during its transition from the World
Bank to an independent entity — including the dominance of Bank employees
on the Board of Directors and conflicts of interest associated with the ISG
management services contract for the Foundation.
Legitimacy: The Board broadened its membership (in response to the external
evaluation) to comprise donors, partners/beneficiaries, and individuals with
particular expertise.
Fairness: The historically close relationship with the Bank presents unfair
advantage risks..

Sustainability

Sustainability of benefits: There have been strong institutional gains, but the
biodiversity content of the MBC system remains threatened. Reinforced
capacity of the MBC countries’ environmental agencies have enhanced fire,
ecosystem, and disaster-risk mapping and modeling. But these gains are
tempered by a low level of intersectoral cooperation, a lack of strong regional
coordinating body and the absence of a regionwide financing model.

Private goods activities — such as dgMarket and AMP — can sustain
themselves by generating revenues.
Public goods activities — such as dgCommunities — require continued donor
funding.
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Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF)

Medicines for Malaria Venture (MMV)

Relevance of
objectives

CEPF is an additional financing mechanism to help countries implement the
Convention on Biodiversity.
CEPF enables the Bank to engage with local-level clients who have
traditionally lain below the Bank’s normal level of operation.
CEPF differs strategically from other small-grants programs in allocating
investments across biodiversity conservation corridors, as opposed to
species and sites.

There is a strong international consensus — shared by developing and
industrial countries as well as international institutions — on the importance of
reducing the prevalence of malaria in disease-endemic countries, and a
growing consensus that product development public-private partnerships (PDPPPs) like MMV are a sound vehicle for this.
The discovery and development of new malaria drugs is a “best shot” global
public good that is undersupplied by the commercial private sector. It is less
evident that MMV’s new access and delivery work represents a global public
good, or that MMV has a comparative advantage in this area.
Major private pharmaceutical enterprises have effectively withdrawn from drug
discovery and development financed from their own resources, and public
sector organizations lack comparative advantages in some relevant areas.
This makes the PD-PPP approach of MMV particularly appropriate.

Relevance of
design

The creation and management of protected areas alone are not sufficient for
sustainable biodiversity conservation. The design of CEPF needs to be
augmented by building more effective livelihoods-based approaches into its
individual grant schemes to address human needs related to deep rural
poverty in protected area buffer zones and the encompassing production
landscapes.

MMV functions as a “virtual” pharmaceutical R&D company by screening,
selecting, financing, and overseeing — but not executing — a portfolio of
competitive R&D projects for anti-malarial drugs that will be affordable in poor
countries.

Outcomes —
achievement of
objectives

The external evaluation concluded that CEPF had made strong progress during its
first phase (December 2000 to June 2007). The program had developed a
coherent planning process — the Ecosystem Profiling Process. Its grant portfolios
in each ecological hotspot were well aligned with the strategic priorities set out in
the Ecosystem Profiles, and fitted together in a coherent way. Most portfolios were
well integrated and of significant strategic value for biodiversity conservation.

MMV has successfully established and managed a portfolio of candidates for
new malaria drugs passing through the various phases of drug discovery and
clinical development that precede registration by national drug authorities. It is
likely to meet and probably exceed its specific initial goal of registering at least
one new drug by 2010.
This success led MMV to expand its mission in 2004 from “discover, develop,
and register” to “discover, develop, and deliver” new malaria drugs, and to
initiate a work program in 2006 on improving access and delivery of drugs.

Outputs —
results of
activities

Protected areas: CEPF contributed to the creation or expansion of 9.4 million
hectares in 15 countries.
Protected area management: CEPF grants contributed to improvements in
protected area management through studies, mapping, management plans,
technical and financial grant support to PA staff and infrastructure, etc. A few
CEPF interventions that built sustainable financing mechanisms into PA
management schemes stand out, such as in the Caucuses.
Buffer zones and production landscapes: CEPF grants in these areas achieved
their environmental objectives for the most part, but were not designed to measure
livelihoods objectives. There is to need to better understand how these interventions
are affecting the welfare of the people living in these areas.

Investing in drug R&D: The number of drug projects at various stages of
discovery and delivery has consistently exceeded plans. Its portfolio has
become the largest malaria drug research effort ever mounted.
Access and delivery of new malaria drugs at the country level: MMV will need
to address policy and institutional issues at both the global and national levels
before this work will be fully effective.
Knowledge sharing and information dissemination: MMV’s Web site, its
reports, the work of its advisory committees, and especially its annual
stakeholder meetings ensure widespread dissemination of up-to-date
information on malaria drug discovery and development. MMV also shares
knowledge by facilitating partnerships between institutions with capacity to
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Environmental education, awareness, and capacity building: CEPF
helped to build the capacity of local and national NGOs and to broaden
environmental awareness.

Global Water Partnership (GWP)
address different dimensions of its malaria drug discovery and development
work.

Efficiency or
costeffectiveness

The cost-effectiveness of the CEPF approach and of individual grant schemes
has not been assessed. This would require enhanced results-reporting at the
portfolio level — an aim of the program’s second phase — and agreement on
what cost categories constitute “administrative” versus “operational” costs for the
effective delivery of small grants executed, in the case of CEPF, through the
extension of environmental services in partnership with local grantees.

MMV is an efficient allocator of public and private resources to finance
potential new malaria drugs. Its relatively large portfolio permits it to enjoy
internal efficiencies in resource allocation across candidate drugs that could
not be realized with a small portfolio.

Governance
and
management

Legitimacy: Only financial contributors have been members of the Donor
Council and Working Group. Beneficiary country participation and ownership
has been weak.
Transparency: The public Web site provides detailed information about the
program.
Fairness: A large percentage of CEPF grants have been awarded to
international NGOs (including CI) rather than national or local NGOs.
Accountability: The high level of representation on the Donor Council — four
of five partners being represented by their CEOs — hindered accountability
during the program’s first phase.

Legitimacy: This has grown in recent years due to (a) MMV’s positive
achievements, (b) its success in fund-raising, (c) its increasing engagement of
researchers in endemic countries, (d) its holding key meetings in endemic
countries.
Transparency: MMV operates as a very transparent organization, subject to
the confidentiality requirements in its R&D work. All Board members, all MMV
personnel, and all members of MMV advisory committees are required to sign
a confidentiality and conflict of interest agreement before being allowed to
access relevant scientific data. (So were members of the external evaluation
team.) On the whole, MMV appears to have handled reasonably well the
conflicts of interest that have arisen.

Sustainability

Three of the phase-one partners and the French Development Agency have
approved a second phase for the program.
Donors, governments, and civil society will need to put in place longer-term
financing mechanisms to sustain the gains so far achieved at the ecosystem
level.

MMV has a remarkable fund-raising record. At the time of the GPR, the
financial requirements of its expanding R&D portfolio substantially exceeded
existing donor pledges — by $300–$400 million through 2010. Earning
royalties on drug patents is unlikely to permit financially significant costrecovery, so MMV will remain a donor-dependent organization.
At the time of the GPR, it was too early to assess the prospects for MMV’s
access and delivery work, which will involve different institutional
arrangements, partners, and stakeholders from its drug R&D work. MMV
needs to consider how it positions itself in relation to GFATM and the USA —
the two principal financiers of malaria control and treatment programs in
developing countries.
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Stop TB Partnership

Relevance of
objectives

The Stop TB Partnership’s vision, mission, and targets for eliminating tuberculosis as a public health problem are fully consistent with the current global
challenges and priorities in relation to TB.

Relevance of
design

Partnership activities are carried out at the appropriate level in terms of efficiency and responsiveness to beneficiaries’ needs. A key strength is that labor is
appropriately distributed among partners in areas such as technical assistance. Activities are not competing with or substituting for activities that individual
donors or countries do more efficiently on their own.

Outcomes —
achievement of
objectives

The Partnership has built a solid platform for expanded impact and continued progress towards achievement of its objectives: (1)The expansion of the DOTS
strategy is almost complete. Although, the reductions of TB incidents are lower than expected at the inception of the program due to the dramatic increase in
HIV-related TB cases and emerging drug resistance. (2)The Partnership established a Global Task Force on TB Impact Measurement in 2006 to report
regularly on progress towards targets and to strengthen national capacity in monitoring and evaluation of TB control. (3) The Partnership has been successful in
promoting and mobilizing resources for development of new tools for TB control. (4) The Partnership has significantly increased the political visibility of tuberculosis
on the global scale. It has increased its number of Partners from 40 in 2001 to over 900 presently. While this represents significant progress, it also poses the significant
challenge of coordinating the efforts of such a high volume of partners. (4) The Partnership is recognized as a legitimate forum for discussion of TB control policies,
strategies and technical issues, and an effective global coordinator.

Outputs —
results of
activities

(1)DOTS coverage drastically increased; Case detection rate increased from 43% (2001) to 64 percent worldwide, although in Africa and European region less
than in other regions. Treatment success rate reached to 86% globally. (2) Global Drug Facility was established and became fully functional.(3) Relevant
working groups were created and pilot projects carried out in 40 countries for cross testing and counseling for MDR-TB and HIV–related TB. (4) Working
groups created on diagnostics, drugs and vaccines and the funding for development of new tools significantly increased. (5) Global Plan to Stop TG 2006-15
was adopted.

Efficiency or
costeffectiveness

The linkages created by housing both the Secretariat and the Stop TB Department at WHO have generated a cost-effective and efficient organizational
relationship that has been a key to the program’s achievements. The administrative costs of the Secretariat have averaged 17 percent since 2002, which
includes some administrative costs for GDF operations. Channeling development assistance, particularly for drugs through the Global Drug Facility, has reduced
transaction costs and also avoided interruptions in availability (stock-outs). The Partnership has also helped harmonize donor efforts and consolidate disbursement and
M&E.

Governance
and
management

Legitimacy: The Partners’ Forum is a highly visible platform for representatives to share achievements and challenges, endorse common strategies and
consolidate commitment. The main governing body is the Coordinating Board, which is constituency-based and has high legitimacy.
Accountability: Accountability mechanisms are appropriate. The Partnership is subject to the internal and external audit procedures of WHO. The Coordinating
Board provides leadership and direction and serves as an active information channel to its constituencies. The Secretariat is accountable to the Coordinating
Board; the Executive Secretary of the Stop TB Partnership Secretariat serves as Secretary of the Board and also reports to WHO on all administrative matters.
Transparency: The Board provides information to its constituencies. For example, representatives from affected communities open an online exchange prior to
each meeting. After each meeting, the Board shares full meeting reports with all partners and the general public through postings on the Stop TB Web site.
Host arrangements: Host arrangements enhance accountability and fairness and are beneficial to participation by all those active in the Partnership. Partners
benefit from the strength of WHO’s Stop TB Department, as well as its guidance and credibility at the regional and country levels.

Sustainability

Sustainability of benefits: There has been an increase in geographical spread of funding, but not much donor diversification. The majority of funding for TB
control activities (69 percent) was from bilateral donors, 21 percent from multilateral agencies (World Bank), and 10 percent from foundations.
The sustainability of the outcomes of activities depends on the sustainability of the Partnership itself and on its ability to adapt to a changing world and the
activities of its donor partners, and on the capacity of countries to sustain TB control.
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Global Invasive Species Program (GISP)

The ProVention Consortium

At the global
level

The Bank was not a founding member of GISP but it supported the
establishment of Secretariat in South Africa as well as made financial
contribution for capacity-building activities.

The Bank played a critical role as founder and initial host for the ProVention
Secretariat.

At the country
level

The Bank has only modestly addressed IAS issues in its operations. Despite the
distribution of IAS toolkits and analytical work produced by the Environment
Department, links to country operations have been weak.

It is not clear to what extent ProVention was initially expected to have operational
linkages with the Bank’s country operations. Regional Bank staff have had much less
contact with ProVention since it moved to Geneva, and since it stopped providing
trust funds to support some country-level AAA.

Oversight

The World Bank is not on the governing board of the GISP. Neither the World
Bank task manager nor a member of the Bank’s Environment Sector Board
attended Executive Board meetings, not even as an observer. The World Bank’s
task team leader (TTL) routinely corresponded with the former and current
chair(s) of the Executive Board to discuss institutional arrangements, roles and
responsibilities of the Secretariat, Board and Partners, etc.
However, the World Bank did utilize a small amount of its administrative budget
for oversight of the DGF and BNPP-funded activities and liaison with GISP more
generally. In addition, the Bank TTL used other supervision, conference, and
workshop opportunities to liaise with GISP partners when possible.

The Bank has been ineffective in providing strategic direction and oversight
since the Secretariat moved to Geneva in February 2003.
The Bank failed to ensure that the external evaluation was managed by a
body other than the Secretariat.

Risks and risk
management

No significant risks associated with Bank’s involvement in GISP.

ProVention’s lean governance structure has posed the greatest risk to its
effectiveness — a risk highlighted by five evaluations that were undertaken
during its first five years. ProVention has introduced important changes in its
governance structure, but more changes are still needed.

Disengagement

The World Bank devised a clear, upfront disengagement strategy in relation to
its support for the GISP. Through the DGF application process, the Bank clearly
indicated that its support would be limited to a three-year time-slice (FY04–
FY06) and that this support would be provided primarily for the establishment of
a functioning and dedicated international secretariat. But the Bank must take
some of the blame for the failure of the program to put in place a sustainable
financing strategy by the time that the DGF funding ended.

The Secretariat moved from the Bank to IFRC in Geneva in February 2003
and the Bank stopped supporting ProVention financially at the end of FY03.
The relocation of the Secretariat had enormous opportunity costs which slowed
down the implementation of the program’s activities by about two years. The
Bank made this even more difficult by not transferring ProVention’s existing
funds to the Geneva-based Secretariat and by retaining control of the program’s
Web site for another two years.
Three years after the Secretariat moved to Geneva, the Bank co-founded a new
global program — the Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery —
housed in the World Bank to mainstream disaster reduction and climate change
adaptation in client countries’ development strategies and to reduce their
vulnerability to natural hazards. It might have been more efficient to expand the
mission of ProVention rather than create a new global program from the ground up.
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At the global
level

International Assessment of Agricultural Knowledge, Science, and
Technology for Development (IAASTD)
The Bank was effective in getting interested parties together and broadened
the range of participating stakeholders. The Bank provided a substantial share
of funding and tried to raise funds from several different sources. Once the
exercise was begun, this was an inevitable responsibility, but the Bank
performed it well. As a trustee, the Bank managed the process prudently and
appropriately. As host to the Secretariat, the Bank provided full services to the
staff and gave comprehensive and well managed assistance.

International Land Coalition (ILC)
The Bank, as a cofounder and financier, participated throughout the period of
operation mainly by attending meetings. Bank staff played an important role in
pushing for sound analysis as a basis for knowledge.

The Bank could have better linked ILC work to its own projects.

At the country
level
Oversight

The Bank’s oversight role reveals challenges and conflicts of interest. First,
while, in theory, the Bank supervised the IAASTD Director, it had no control
other than through its role in management of the funding mechanisms. There
was no formal Bank role in the IAASTD process or in monitoring the product
quality. Second, the task team leader was a member of the Secretariat. Thus,
the Secretariat was, at the Bank task team leader level, supervising itself.
However, the Bank ARD Director did sign off on supervision reports.

The oversight of the funds was insufficiently pro-active. There seemed to be
no TOR calling for this. The Bank funds were not immediately used and, in the
end, took 10 years to disburse. The Bank should have reassessed the funding
at some intermediate point since Bank policies on land had changed
substantially over those ten years. Also, the Bank could have pushed more for
better M&E.

Risks and risk
management

Bank engagement in IAASTD posed a reputational risk. The IAASTD was not
a global program the Bank could influence during the process, since the
Bureau oversaw the process and the authors and reviewers were nominated
and expected to act as their skills dictated. Given that the IAASTD was never
likely to resolve how to design GMO policy, the Bank seems to have taken too
much risk.
The Bank should have held the IAASTD more at arms’ length: the topics were
such that outsiders and participants were likely to exploit the Bank’s
association; it would be politically embarrassing for the Bank to dissociate
itself; and there was to be a single product not an ongoing process that might
have been amenable to some influence over time.

The main risk was the reputational risk that advocacy by ILC, backed by the
authority of its members including the Bank, would lead to recommendations
to governments about land policy that the Bank might not agree with given the
wide range of views among members. Better definition of ILC’s role in
advocacy is needed.

Disengagement

From the outset, this was a finite exercise. However, exit should have been
linked more closely to a communications completion milestone, as the outreach
objectives were expected to drive the intended outcomes.

There was no exit strategy defined which the review suggested was
symptomatic of some weakness in entry strategy. The Bank remains an active
member of ILC but at present there are no plans for further funding.
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Global Forum for Health Research (GFHR)

Association for the Development of Education in Africa (ADEA)

At the global
level

The Bank has been the founder and by far the most important financier of the Global
Forum through its DGF funding.

The Bank played a leading role in the creation of ADEA, which has leveraged
financial support from other development agencies.

At the country
level

Since the Global Forum Foundation Council has decided consciously not to
engage deeply at the country level, the scope for the Bank to bring its
comparative advantage of country-level focus to the Global Forum partnership
has necessarily been limited.
The Bank, however, has independent links with initiatives of the Global Forum
such as the Road Traffic Injuries and Research Network, and with GFHR DGF
sub-grantees, including GAVI, the European Observatory, and IAVI.

ADEA programs and positions have added legitimacy and weight to Banksupported policy reforms at the country level.

Oversight

The Bank’s representative to the Global Forum appears to have carried the
oversight responsibility for the Bank’s participation in the GFHR partnership
almost alone.
The oversight budget and expenditures have been substantially less than
what is reflected in the substantial staff time devoted to work on the Global
Forum. Limited Bank budget availability led the Bank’s key staff member
principally responsible for GFHR oversight not to participate in a GFHR AFM
and associated Foundation Council meeting. The funds spent on GFHR
oversight compare unfavorably with Bank administrative budget resources
devoted to supervision of technical assistance projects of similar magnitudes.

The Bank’s five TTLs have been recognized for their professionalism and
vision.
The Bank provided financial support for external evaluations in 1994, 2000,
and 2005.

Risks and risk
management

The Bank’s participation in the Global Forum partnership poses reputational
risks. The risks arise from the multiplicity and complexity of the health
research partnerships in which the Bank is engaged in addition to the Global
Forum, and the fact that the Bank has become a founder and a major partner
in the Global Forum and is planning to withdraw its support.
The Bank also faces a reputational risk from establishing certain DGF policies
and then failing to adhere to them in the Global Forum partnership (its DGF
financing, at 45 percent of total donor support, has significantly exceeded the
DGF guideline of 15 percent).

A Bank Sector Manager being co-chair of ADEA from 2006 to 2007 put the Bank
in a possible conflict of interest position.
The Bank has at times been at risk of having undue influence over ADEA’s
agenda.

Disengagement

GFHR DGF support is expected to end in FY11 and the Bank has not
prepared an explicit disengagement strategy from the GFHR partnership. Yet,
the termination of Bank funding appears to be critical for the sustainability of
the Global Forum.

Given ADEA’s continued relevance and importance to the Bank’s agenda in
the education sector, there is no serious discussion of Bank disengagement.
DGF financial support is through Window 1.
The next few years will be a crucial transition period for ADEA, given the launching of
its new medium-term strategy (2008–12), the move of its Secretariat to an African
country in 2008, and the need to recruit a new Executive Secretary in 2008.
There is a need for improved exit strategies for ADEA’s Working Groups, both for
those on the verge of graduation and for those that have been unproductive.
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Global Development Network (GDN)

Global Water Partnership (GWP)

At the global
level

The Bank was the founder and has been the major donor of the GDN providing
financial and technical support.

The World Bank was a cofounder of the GWP and remains one of the five
Sponsoring Partners and a permanent member of the Steering Committee. It
was a financial contributor from inception through 2002.
At the global level, the Bank has helped to shape GWP’s advocacy agenda by,
for example, playing an important role on the Camdessus Panel on financing
future water investments, which are essential to meet the MDGs. The Bank has
also been a target of GWP advocacy, which has reinforced some of the new
strategic directions at the Bank.

At the country
level

The Bank did not articulate the type of operational linkages, if any, that the GDN
was expected to have with the Bank’s country operations.
Substantive interaction between the Bank and GDN researchers and research
projects is seen as less than optimal both for GDN research capacity building and
Bank engagement with capable researchers and institutions in developing and
transition countries. As GDN has matured and increasingly strengthened its own
international reputation, both parties contend that the Bank and GDN would benefit
from broader and deeper substantive interactions.

Linkages between the GWP and the Bank’s country-level operations have been
almost nonexistent because of the Bank’s shifted focus on provision of
infrastructure to meet immediate needs and the MDGs.

Oversight

The Bank has played a role in providing strategic guidance to GDN through its
membership on the governing board. Yet, Bank performance in the strategic
direction and oversight of GDN has been inadequate. The inadequacy in Bank
oversight is evidenced, for example, by the difficulty encountered by this IEG
review in obtaining internal records regarding Bank participation and GDN
activities.

Although the Bank continues to have a legal responsibility to contribute to
GWP’s governance and management oversight, it has effectively been a silent
partner since it stopped contributing financially in 2003.
Overall, the Bank’s performance has been poor relative to the commitments
which it made in relation to the governance of the program, and relative to what
its performance could have been in playing up to its comparative advantages in
relation to other partners.

Risks and risk
management

The risks to the Bank related to its involvement in GDN are mostly
reputational. By assuming a position on the Board, the Bank has a
responsibility to push for strategic clarity and direction, and it is implicated in
the GDN’s weakness in this regard. GDN’s inability to diversify its funding and
to ensure its sustainability also poses a risk.

The main risk is reputation. While Bank still has a legal responsibility to
contribute to GWP’s governance and management oversight, it has little role in
the governance of the program.

Disengagement

The Bank does not have an explicit strategy for exiting from its partnership
with GDN, nor an appropriate approach to the design of such a strategy. It
appears that the Bank’s thinking about an exit strategy is more focused on the
timing of Bank withdrawal, rather than on how the Bank should assist GDN
and its RNPs in developing and implementing a resource mobilization strategy
for achieving long-term sustainability.

The Bank does not have a clear disengagement strategy. Growing financial
viability of the GWP and its successful transformation into a legally recognized
intergovernmental organization can justify the Bank’s decision in 2003 to stop its
financing of GWP. However, given that several of the larger governance and
institutional challenges remain unresolved, factors other than financing should
have been considered to see a satisfactory completion of a task the Bank
helped to initiate.
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Consultative Group to Assist the Poor (CGAP)

Population and reproductive Health Capacity Building Program
(PRHCBP)

At the global
level

The Bank is the largest contributor of funds to CGAP, though its share has
significantly declined. Its close association with the Bank also gives CGAP many
advantages, the convening power and prestige (made possible almost all
donors to join CGAP) and other institutional advantages. The Bank has played a
significant role in promoting development of microfinance and access to finance.

The Bank has contributed, through PRHCBP, both financially and technically to
global initiatives and partnerships aimed at improving sexual and reproductive
health, which has supported technical and professional exchanges among the
broad memberships of these partnerships. The Bank’s participation has been
regarded by partners as a show of commitment and support that adds to the
legitimacy of these partnerships. The Bank’s technical contributions, through
seats on the PMNCH board and on the PMNCH working group for country
interventions, are considered by some to be more important than its financial
support.

At the country
level

At the country level, the Bank contributes significantly to the development of
the microfinance through its lending and analytical work, which complements
CGAP’s work. CGAP uses effectively Bank’s country knowledge and physical
presence.

Linkages of the program to the Bank’s country operations have been weak,
notwithstanding its location inside the Bank.

Oversight

The Bank’s administrative and fiduciary oversight has worked well to the
advantage of CGAP. The close relationship also entails a risk, i.e., the
possibility of CGAP being asked to play some of the anchor functions for the
Bank’s microfinance operations. While consistent with CGAP’s strategic
priorities, a substantial involvement of CGAP in the internal management of
the Bank could generate a perception of pre-emption of CGAP resources by
the Bank.

The HNP Sector Director oversees the Program Manager and the small
secretariat that is located in HDNHE. A Review Committee chaired by the
Program Manager and comprised of a few technical specialists, meets
annually to review proposals.
HDN/HNP Sector Leadership has not exercised oversight with sufficient rigor.
The absence of a program logic, an unclear results matrix and informal
management practices persisted for many years. There was inadequate
budgetary support for program management overhead and for the external
evaluation.

Risks and risk
management

The risks to the Bank associated with CGAP are generic to many global
programs, over-reliance on the Bank funding, weak governance and
misdirected strategy. None of these risks has materialized so far.

Risks to the Bank are low as the PRHCBP generates a lot of goodwill with the
CSO community engaged in the reproductive health agenda.

Disengagement

So far, the option of closure or phase out of CGAP and the Bank support has not
been explicitly discussed. There are strong reasons for CGAP to remain in
business and for the Bank support. However, before the end of CGAP’s current
strategy in 2013 the Bank and its partners should start thinking about the long-term
future of CGAP and the Bank’s role.

DGF financial support has been through Window 1. See “sustainability”
above.
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Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI)

Cities Alliance

At the global
level

At the global level the WBG started its partnership with the EITI by launching
the MDTF. To date, the WBG has helped the MDTF mobilize $30.8 million
from 12 donor countries and the European Commission, in addition to
contributing $1.1 million from its Development Grant Facility, and $5.2 million
from its operational budget.

The Bank brings 30+ years’ experience in financing urban development projects.
The Bank played a pivotal role during founding, by assembling appropriate
partners and formulating appropriate strategies and policies.
The Bank continues to cochair the governing body, host the organization,
administer the multidonor trust fund, and implement selected TA activities.

At the country
level

The WBG has promoted the EITI in 48 countries with varying levels of
effectiveness. A MDTF-funded Recipient Executed Grant (REG) is in place or
is getting approved in 27 EITI compliant or candidate countries. A REG is in
the pipeline in seven countries. The WBG is providing MDTF-funded technical
assistance or discussing EITI through the policy dialogue in 14 countries
which have not yet endorsed EITI.

The Bank has provided country-level knowledge and encouraged close interaction
between regional task managers and Secretariat staff. Its country programs have
identified areas in need of TA support from the Alliance.

Oversight

Within the dual governance framework, the WBG plays an essential role as
the chair and administrator of the MDTF and a supporting organization of the
EITI. WBG’s performance as partner of the EITI is viewed as satisfactory.
Variation in the intensity of involvement among countries has been observed,
but these are understandable.

Exercising the Bank’s oversight through internal management channels creates
conflicts of interest that have to be handled at many levels. So far, these have
been handled pragmatically by Bank and Alliance management.

Risks and risk
management

The key risks identified at launch did not materialize. The risk that the
expected outcomes might not be realized or maintained has been managed
by the program’s statement of its expected “overall outcome” as “a significant
improvement of EI revenue transparency, especially in critical countries.”
There is some risk from the program’s dual governance structure in relation to
accountability for the results of the EITI as a whole. This can be mitigated by
enhancing channels and opportunities for communication between the MDTF
and stakeholders not represented in the Management Committee.

The risks to the Bank are minimal, given the consistency between the Alliance
activities and the Bank’s urban strategy.
The Bank has not exercised undue influence over the Alliance.

Disengagement

WBG’s engagement remains relevant and effective.
The aim of the WBG’s engagement was to show how EI transparency could
be mainstreamed into the work of the donors and agencies in key countries.
After the First Phase, extended to end-2010, “some international structure”
was expected to continue to take the EITI forward, with a less-direct WBG
engagement. As neither the EITI Secretariat nor any other “international
structure” is ready to take on the administration of the MDTF, it is appropriate
and timely for the WBG to review its continued engagement with the program.
The stakeholders saw the WBG as uniquely positioned to manage the MDTF.
Thus, the WBG is expected to continue managing the MDTF and supporting
the EITI.

There is no discussion of Bank exit, given the high relevance and unique
comparative of the Alliance as a global program. DGF financial support is
through Window 1.
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Mesoamerican Biological Corridor (MBC)

Development Gateway Foundation

At the global
level

At the global level, the World Bank convened a donors’ conference in Paris in
2002 to raise both awareness and finance for the Mesoamerican Biological
Corridor.

The Bank was instrumental in helping the Gateway launch its products and
secure initial funding from other multilateral and bilateral donors.
But the Bank was indecisive in leading a fund-raising effort for the Gateway to
finance its public goods activities.

At the country
level

At the corridor level the Bank participated as a Steering Committee Member of the
UNDP/UNEP Regional MBC project and partnered with UNDP to co-implement
the Bank’s MBC project in Honduras. The World Bank was also instrumental in
facilitating relationships between the Environmental Ministries in the MBC
countries, CCAD and NASA.
The Bank promoted a high level of intersect oral policy dialogue between key
sectors in the MBC countries by blending corridor concerns within other parts of its
lending portfolio. It has also implemented the largest proportion of GEF finance
in the biodiversity focal area in Latin America, among all the GEF
implementing agencies.

The Bank did not articulate the type of operational linkages, if any, that the
Gateway was expected to have with the Bank’s country operations.
Some linkages have been established, but usually due to demand from client
countries, not due to efforts by the Gateway or the Bank’s country departments.

Oversight

The Bank has implemented a series of GEF-financed MBC projects. It has also
utilized other trust funds, such as the Bank-Netherlands Partnership Program, to
directly support MBC priorities.

The Bank was almost completely responsible for the strategic and
organizational shortcomings that led to the transition and growth problems
experienced by the Gateway.

Risks and risk
management

Disengagement
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The Bank’s requirement that its borrowers publish procurement opportunities
in two places — dgMarket and UN Development Business — creates an
additional cost for borrowers and an unfair advantage for dgMarket against
competing private sector suppliers.
The Bank’s direct support for the MBC has been extended through projects
like the Corazon Transboundary Biosphere Reserve Project, a US$12 million
GEF-financed project that is working with the CCAD and the Environment
Ministries in Honduras and Nicaragua to strengthen the transboundary
management and connectivity of four key protected areas across 3.4 million
hectares of land.

The Gateway lost several years of growth during the transition from a Bankowned program to an independent program.
The Bank failed to articulate a strategy for the Gateway that was conceptually
consistent with its plan to spin off the Gateway into an independent entity.
The Bank hampered this spin-off by its continuing operational control, by
tolerating conflicts of interest between ISG and the Gateway, and by tolerating
bureaucratic competition among similar ICT-for-development programs in the
Bank.
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Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF)

Medicines for Malaria Venture (MMV)

At the global
level

The World Bank catalyzed CEPF and was instrumental in securing a broad
multi-agency partnership with sufficient funding.

The Bank played a critical role in the establishment of MMV through advocacy
and some initial funding. The confidence and trust which other donors had in
the Bank were important in the formative stages and start-up of MMV. Other
possible roles, reflecting the evolution of MMV since its founding, have not
been exploited.

At the country
level

Program-country linkages have been weak. A handful of Bank staff — acting as
regional focal points on an unfunded, volunteer basis — added value to some
Ecosystem Profiles.
Efforts to enhance linkages with World Bank country operations through a series of
regional workshops were largely ineffective.

There have been no linkages to country-level activities. There is potential for
growing linkages with the Bank’s country operations as MMV expands its
country-level activities on access and delivery.

Oversight

The Bank was responsible for overseeing three-fifths of the financial
contributions to the program (for the GEF and Japan as well as the DGF
grant), but entered into the partnership without a clear agreement,
understanding, or framework for exercising oversight. Even when the ESSD
VP provided a budget for oversight, the Bank lacked a strategic approach for
exercising oversight.

The Bank has exercised minimal oversight, there being no TOR for the staff
concerned and minimal administrative budget support. The practice of
channeling DGF financial support for one program through another — in this
case, for MMV through the Global Forum on Health Research — has created
some ambiguity in oversight and inhibited transparency. A more proactive
approach by the Bank is needed, and could be considered in connection with
the review of the HNP grant strategy planned by the HNP Department for
FY08 in connection with the Bank’s new HNP strategy.

Risks and risk
management

The original CEPF proposal effectively identified a number of risks to attend to
during program implementation: (a) that CEPF would not adequately enforce
Bank safeguard policies; (b) the conflict of interest inherent in CI implementing
CEPF grants; (c) that the Ecosystem Profiling Process would not be adequately
inclusive of all major stakeholders; and (d) an inadequate demand for grants.

Reputational risks for the Bank were high at the outset, since PD-PPPs were
untried. Current risks appear to be low, but these could increase if the Bank
disengages financially and as MMV increases its country-level work.

Disengagement

The Bank terminated its financial support to the CEPF in FY07 at the end of the
first phase of the program. The Bank continues to chair the Donor Council
during the second phase, and to oversee the GEF contribution (as the
implementing agency for the GEF grant). The Bank might provide DGF funding
to support CEPF in the future, for example, as part of its overall support for the
Global Forest Partnership.

DGF support is through Window 1. Continuing financial engagement is seen
through 2020. The more important issue at the time of the GPR was
redefining the Bank’s role in MMV oversight and fostering country operational
linkages with MMV’s access and delivery work.
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Stop TB Partnership

At the global level

The Bank has played an important role in setting up the institutional framework of the Stop TB Partnership and is a permanent member of the Coordinating
Board. Until the creation of the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria in 2002 the Bank was the largest provider of resources for TB control,
and influenced the direction of TB control jointly with WHO.

At the country level

At the country level, the Bank has provided financial support through lending operations. The Bank has a track record of major investment lending for TB in
Asia, Eastern Europe and Latin America in the last two decades. Large investment operations in China, India and Russia are recognized as having been
instrumental in establishing DOTS in these countries. However, the Bank has few operations with TB components in the Africa Region.
A major constraint on World Bank partnership in Stop TB has been client countries’ inability to use IDA funding for the procurement of anti-TB drugs through
the Global Drug Facility, because the Bank has not yet deemed such procurement to be in accordance with its procurement guidelines.

Oversight

The Partnership is subject to the internal and external audit procedures of WHO.
The HD Network, which sponsors the DGF grant and represents the Bank at the Coordinating Board, has allocated funding for oversight and liaison
activities. Yearly budget allocations have been decreasing in the past years.

Risks and risk
management

Differences in approach to development assistance across the Bank’s Regions — such as the lower level of attention to TB control projects in Africa — need
to be explicitly addressed and explained at the institutional level to avoid damaging the Bank’s reputation among other stakeholders who view the Bank as
having a comparative advantage in addressing health issues in that Region.
Differences in procurement procedures between the GDF and the World Bank that prevents client countries to procure drugs with World Bank funds through
GDF, also poses a reputational risk for the Bank and needs to be dealt with. The resolution of this issue, which has extended over two years, has only
recently been given high priority.

Disengagement

Financially, the Bank has supported the Partnership since its inception with an annual grant through Window One of its DGF facility and the grant amount
has been constant. However, the HD Network’s funding for oversight and liaison activities have decreased.
The Bank’s role in TB related activities at country level is expected to remain high and it is consistent with the views of the Stop TB Partnership of the Bank
as a major source of financing for national control programs.
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Quality Assessment of DGF-Funded Global
Programs and Partnerships (GPP-3): Executive
Summary and Recommendations
Executive Summary
MAIN FINDINGS
1.
The Third Quality Assessment of Development Grand Facility (DGF) Funded Global
Programs and Partnerships (GPP-3) covered 14 programs approved for FY08 and FY09. The
GPPs assessed represent about 70 percent of the number of new programs approved for funding under Window 2 of DGF, and more than 90 percent of the new DGF commitments under
Window 2 for FY08 and FY09. Twelve of the 14 GPPs reviewed are managed by the Central
units and two by the Regions (see table 1). The assessment used the same methodology as in
GPP-2.
2.
The GPPs were generally viewed by the panels as likely to achieve the objectives of the
programs. There were two GPPs which were rated unlikely to meet the stated objectives, due to
poor specification or lack of realism of the objectives. Nonetheless, in these two cases, panels
recommended reformulation of the objectives combined with improvements in program design
to ensure the success of programs.
3.
The overall quality of the GPPs assessed was satisfactory. Twelve of the 14 GPPs reviewed had overall ratings of Moderately Satisfactory or better. The GPPs showed strong performance in three of the five quality dimensions: (a) Relevance of the Program Objectives; (b)
Governance, Management and Financing; and (c) Focus on Development Effectiveness. More
specifically, the GPPs were viewed to have the following strong aspects:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The programs’ objectives reflect international consensus and are aligned with the Bank
mission and sector or thematic strategies;
The governance arrangements were generally well defined with the appropriate location
of the secretariat;
The programs were built on the experience and capacity of the strategic partners; the
choice of partners was also seen to be a strength of the GPPs reviewed;
The resource mobilization strategies were generally satisfactory, with DGF funding acting as “seed money” to jump start the programs;
The GPPs benefit from the Bank’s reputation and convening power in attracting partners, participants/beneficiaries, as well as donor funding; and
Bank TTLs and task teams bring extraordinary dedication and ownership to the GPPs,
despite constraints on their time and lack of budgetary resources for oversight.

4.
However, there has not been much improvement in rectifying weaknesses identified in
GPP-2. Most of the substantive weaknesses identified in GPP-3 have already been flagged in
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GPP-2. This indicates that previous recommendations either have not been implemented or
have not had their desired effects. Among the quality dimensions, two require special attention:
(a) Program Design and Monitoring and Evaluation Arrangements; and (b) Bank’s Performance
as a Partner. The specific areas in need of managerial attention for improvement are the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

Some of the programs’ objectives to be achieved within the time frame of DGF funding
were found to be unrealistic;1
The quality of the results framework is a major weakness; improving this aspect would
help in better program design and formulation of objectives;1
Monitoring and Evaluation arrangements were generally not in place at approval, and in
many cases were not in place one or two years into the program;1
There is scope for improvement in the risk assessment – there were risks that were either
not identified at all or seriously underestimated;1
The disengagement strategy at entry needs to be fleshed out as early as possible during
program implementation;
The period of DGF funding falls short of what is required to achieve results during a
three year period, given the start-up requirements and the emphasis on institution
building and knowledge generation which require time to develop;
Bank resources for effective oversight are inadequate; in some cases this has resulted in
delays in addressing both implementation problems as well as threats to objectives; and
There is a lack of clear procurement guidelines for GPPs with external secretariats –
there is neither a sign-off at entry by a procurement specialist or accredited staff, nor a
review of transactions during implementation. 52

RECOMMENDATIONS
5.
The sponsoring units as well as the DGF Secretariat and Council should take steps to
improve quality-at-entry. Panels conclude that many of the weaknesses identified should have
been picked up during the approval process, both at the sponsoring unit level as well as by the
GPP Secretariat/Council. Panels also found that some important requirements—such as the results framework and M&E arrangements—are often to be defined only after approval, though
these are critical to the decision whether to go ahead with the proposal. Some specific recommendations by panels include the following:
•
•
•
•

The sponsoring units could consider more rigorous reviews of proposals, such as by utilizing of quality enhancement reviews using experts both in the Bank and outside;
The DGF Secretariat could strengthen its review capacity, especially in aspects such as
results framework, monitoring and evaluation, and risk assessment;
The DGF Secretariat could improve guidelines and circulate best practices in the aforementioned areas of weaknesses; and
The DGF Secretariat should work with Operations Policy and Country Services, the
Networks and Regions on establishing the criteria and responsibility for signing off on
procurement arrangements in GPPs. More generally, the Networks may need to develop
capacity in fiduciary aspects.

52. Same weakness was identified in GPP-2.
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6.
The DGF Council may want to review the issue of incentives for staff involved with
GPPs as well as the lack of budgetary resources for oversight. Many staff working on GPPs
raised the issue of recognition of their work. Given the expanding number of and amounts involved in GPPs—in additional to reputational risks to the Bank—work on GPPs can no longer
be viewed as something to be done on staff “spare time” or “in between operational missions.”
The Council may want to work with the Networks and Regions on addressing the incentive and
time issues. With respect to oversight budgets, the Council should require explicit commitments
by the managing units at approval and ensure that this is adhered to during implementation.
7.
The DGF Council may wish to re-consider the three year DGF funding guideline. Given
that the first six to twelve months of the GPP are focused on administrative matters, in most
cases DGF funding is realistically available for only two years. In addition, the current DGF
funding term is too short to enable most GPPs to achieve their institution building and knowledge generation objectives. The result has been programs that overpromise results and focus on
outputs rather than outcomes.
8.
The DGF Council may wish to review the priorities of what GPPs would be funded by
DGF. Panels view the current criteria for DGF funding too broad. While all GPPs reviewed met
the criteria, panels found differences in value added and degree of linkages to sector strategies
or the Bank strategic themes. It may be opportune to perform a strategic review of Window 2 of
DGF to evaluate its value added, including impact on country outcomes and the Bank’s global
objectives, and to determine if its priorities need to be revised.
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Appendix J: Findings on Governance and
Management from IEG Global Program Reviews
and External Evaluations
This appendix consolidates the comments on governance from 10 IEG Global Program Reviews
and 10 external evaluations of GRPPs. The comments are organized by topic.
Global Program Reviews

Association for the Development of Education in
Africa (ADEA), 2008
Cities Alliance (CA), 2007
Consultative Group to Assist the Poor (CGAP),
2008
Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF), 2007
Global Development Network (GDN), 2009
Global Forum for Health Research (GFHR), 2009
Global Water Partnership (GWP), 2010
International Land Coalition (ILC), 2008
Medicines for Malaria Venture (MMV), 2007
Stop Tuberculosis Partnership (Stop TB), 2009

External Evaluations

African Capacity Building Foundation (ACBF), 2006
Consultative Group on International Agricultural
Research (CGIAR), 2008
Education for All—Fast Track Initiative (EFA-FTI),
2009
Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunization
(GAVI), 2008
Global Environment Facility (GEF), 2005
Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and
Malaria (Global Fund), 2009
Joint United Nations Program on HIV/AIDS
(UNAIDS), 2009
Partnership in Statistics for the 21st Century
(PARIS21), 2009
Public Private Infrastructure Advisory Facility
(PPIAF), 2005
Water and Sanitation Project (WSP) 2009

Oversight and Accountability
1. EXCESSIVE INVOLVEMENT OF BOARD IN MANAGEMENT ISSUES AT THE EXPENSE OF PROVIDING OVERSIGHT
AND STRATEGIC DIRECTION
•
•

•
•

Secretariat staff has criticized the excessive involvement of the Executive Board in management
issues ordinarily reserved for the Secretariat. (ACBF)
Board discussions and decisions show a heavy focus on operational issues and policies. This is
partly explained by the great pressures faced during an exceedingly rapid startup and by a desire
for due diligence by the Board; but it has hindered prioritization of longer-term strategic discussions. Criticism that the Board micromanages fund affairs. Both partnerships and monitoring &
evaluation (M&E) are very infrequent topics of discussion. (Global Fund)
The System-level governing units have not provided strategic direction but have focused instead
on matters typically handled at the operational and management level. (CGIAR)
Steering Committee is overstretched, forcing it to focus more on procedural issues than strategic
planning and programming. (ADEA)
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•

•

For much of its existence the Committee of Cosponsoring Organizations has not fulfilled its role
as a forum for joint decision making of cosponsors and Secretariat. This has left a vacuum in
terms of overall program strategic management. (UNAIDS)
It does not appear that Foundation Council and Secretariat personnel have adequately separated
FC members’ work in oversight and as points of contact for the staff. The Executive Director frequently consults the chairs of the FC and STRATEC on issues, and a number of the staff are often
in touch with the FC or STRATEC chairs or members on matters. The several roles played by
board members call for special attention to preserving their independent oversight role. (GFHR)

2. LACK OF CLARITY IN ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES WITHIN THE GOVERNANCE AND MANAGEMENT
FRAMEWORK
Perceived Ambiguity in the Eyes of Program Members
•

•
•
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Concern with unclear oversight role of the CG-CA over the Sec-CA and the need to reinforce the
latter’s accountability. (CA)
The Alliance lacks an accountability relationship between the Secretariat, Steering Committee
and Board. (CA)
Ambiguity over the authority of the steering committee and disagreement over composition
(EFA FTI)
Uncertainty over the role of the Donor Council in supervising CEPF activities in the context of
CI’s fiduciary role, the supervision responsibility of CI’s Board of Directors, and the World
Bank’s oversight role. (CEPF)
There was lack of clarity about the Fund’s “watchdog” role. On the one hand, it existed primarily
to manage the funds over which the GAVI Alliance had programmatic decision-making authority. On the other hand, it was expected to provide a check on GAVI Alliance decision making, to
ensure that funds were used properly. (2006) (GAVI)
While the exact split of roles between Executive Committee and Secretariat is unclear for preparing topics for Coordinating Board discussions, Board members express satisfaction with the
agendas. Executive committee in general was not recommended to change. (Stop TB)
The committee structure is complex and the relationship between the Steering Committee and
Technical Committee is not clear to some members of both of these bodies as well as across the
regions. (GWP)
Ambiguity as to what exactly is the role of the cosponsor’s organization today. It is difficult to
appreciate the committee’s practical importance in ensuring the coherence of the overall UNAIDS
program and their individual agency contributions. (UNAIDS)
When asked about the role of the UNAIDS Secretariat, cosponsors show a fair amount of variation in their views. This ambiguity has persisted throughout the life of UNAIDS while the Secretariat staff has quadrupled in size. (UNAIDS)
There is an apparent lack of clarity across the regions as to the roles of the Steering Group, the
TEC and the Partners Meetings. (GWP)

Written Ambiguity within the Charter and/or Founding Documents
•
•

•

The initial MOU made no particular effort to differentiate between functions of the program, the
Secretariat and the cosponsors. (UNAIDS)
The 2001 WSP Charter defines the governance with the words “…directed by its participating
partners and administered by and within the World Bank on behalf of its donors,” where the
“participating partners” are presumably intended to be represented by the WSP Council. However, ambiguity exists in the meaning of “directed” and “administered.” This Charter sentence
could be thought to mean that WSP answers to its Council and is only administered by the Bank,
but the clause fails to make that clear. (WSP)
Need to clarify the roles and responsibilities of the governing body, which have yet to be formalized in the Charter, in particular the steering committee. (CA)
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•

•

•

•

•

The Constitution and Governance Framework does not define the responsibilities of the CoChairs and does not identify consequences if CC members do not fulfill their responsibilities, or
the process for taking them off the Council. These should be clarified in a subsequent version of
the framework. (ILC)
Committee roles are clear and differentiated, although potential areas of overlap have been identified. These areas include (a) identification and evaluation of risk, which is a shared responsibility of all Committees; (b) resource mobilization, with overlaps between the FAC and the PSC; (c)
performance monitoring, with overlaps between the PC and the PSC. In addition, the TORs of the
PSC give it a broad mandate in policy and strategic planning “in areas not explicitly covered by
the FAC and PC,” a formulation which might lend itself to possible duplication. (Global Fund)
No documents could be identified clearly spelling out the roles and responsibilities of partners,
except for the Memorandum of Understanding between GAVI and UNICEF relating of the hosting arrangements. (GAVI)
Ambiguity over working group status: Its scope was rather vague and there seemed to be continual reassessment of its role. The initial “Guiding Principles” (2001) named the WG as one of four
key structures of the Alliance and made it independent of the Secretariat. By the end of 2005, the
WG was no longer even considered “part of the overall governance structure.”(2006) (GAVI)
The sub grant system has created ambiguities regarding responsibilities among the GFHR, the
Bank, and the sub-grantees. In the DGF budget submission for FY08, the Global Forum is described as an “umbrella program” including sub-grants, even though the Forum bears no responsibility for oversight of sub-grantee activities and serves only as a channel used by the Bank to direct funds to activities and organizations chosen and overseen by the Bank. The sub-grantees are
directly accountable to the Bank. As was noted in IEG’s GPR on MMV (IEG 2007d), This confusion contributed to the lack of respect for the Bank’s requirement that the DGF contribute finance
a maximum of 15% of donor funding. (GFHR)

3. INSUFFICIENT DECISION-MAKING AUTHORITY IN THE GOVERNING BODY
•

The Executive Council is widely considered a “lost opportunity” because it has not assumed
enough qualities of a decision-making body. Meeting records confirm that the Executive Council
has focused on processes, taking almost no decisions. Most decisions then default to mechanisms
which either lack authority or comparative expertise. (CGIAR)

4. WORLD BANK ENTERED THE PARTNERSHIP WITHOUT CLEAR FRAMEWORK FOR EXERCISING OVERSIGHT
•

•

•
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The Bank entered into the partnership without a clear agreement or framework for exercising
oversight over programmatic contributions. Even though the Bank eventually provided a budget
allocation for oversight, it was less than 1% percent of total commitments over the six-year period. A review of Bank spending associated with the allocation revealed a lack of targeted and
systematic oversight across hotspots. (CEPF)
The Bank’s role in IFFim was approved without a formal Bank review of implications for the governance of GAVI and the Bank’s other partnership roles in GAVI. There was no existing process
in the Bank to deal with the complex and innovative issues raised by this special purpose vehicle.
The lack of strategic context resulted in a recommendation from the Bank’s Trust Fund Operations Department that a Financial Management review of GAVI should be conducted by the Bank
before granting clearance of the second IFFim-related trust fund. (GAVI)
The Charter is not entirely clear about the World Bank’s role in directing the thematic & technical
work of the Program. Many people do not know that WSP’s Business Plans and other strategic
documents are approved and given authority by the Council. WSP says it is under the ‘oversight’
of the Council, but this is not anchored in the Charter. (WSP)
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5. WORLD BANK INTERNAL ACCOUNTABILITY TO THE PROGRAM IS WEAK
•

•

•

•

•

The Bank’s internal accountability systems have been weak in regard to MMV. The Bank has
been largely disengaged from performing any oversight of MMV, there being no terms of reference for the staff concerned and minimal administrative budget support. The HNP Sector Board
has tended to focus on the Global Forum rather than on MMV. (MMV)
Accountability within the Bank for the GDN has been weak. PREM served as the first sponsoring
unit even though the initiation, design, and primary interest in GDN came from DEC. Having
two overseers/champions did not work well. The two units differed on the rationale for the
Bank’s interest in GDN and this led to differing views on the effectiveness of GDN activities and
on the case for continuing support. In 2004 DEC became the responsible VPU, a change that
helped, but other weaknesses in oversight have persisted. (GDN)
Lack of guidance for Bank managers working in global programs. Bank supervisory functions
differed from regular line supervision within the Bank itself. Such guidance might include separating the Bank supervision of global program managers from supervision of normal Bank line
managers. It might also advise that global program managers recuse themselves from participating in Bank management team discussions of internal Bank matters concerning personnel, budgeting and strategy. (CA)
Financial risk exposure tends to persist for a long time. When a crisis occurs, the Bank tends to be
the funder of last resort. There is also some risk to the Bank’s reputation. The Centers’ compliance
with Bank safeguard policies is not actively monitored, and ethical reviewing of research projects
varies by Center. (CGIAR)
Recent assessment of the alignment between the Bank’s urban strategy and the Alliance was a
good example of the Bank exercising its oversight responsibilities toward the Alliance. (CA)

6. LACK OF ACCOUNTABILITY FOR IMPLEMENTING BOARD DECISIONS
•

•

There needs to be clear accountability for priority tasks assigned by the board. Even though
GAVI is thought to have a light structure, the organogram is actually quite complex, with task
forces, regional working groups, and so forth that must be managed accordingly (2001 Board
Meeting) (GAVI)
Decisions are not strongly binding on either shareholders or the centers, and there is no mechanism for following up decisions, hence no clear accountability for success or failure. Past efforts
have tended mainly to establish an ever-increasing array of structures, based on ad hoc relationships that have further blurred lines of responsibility and accountability. (CGIAR)

7. BLURRED ACCOUNTABILITY BETWEEN THE HOST ORGANIZATION AND GOVERNING BODY IN PROGRAM
GOVERNANCE
•

•

The accountability of the various parties does not appear to have been very clearly defined at the
outset, particularly the accountability of members. Some stakeholders have felt that the ILC has
been excessively centralized and to have had a rather paternalistic Secretariat. The Secretariat is
aware that this has to change, but this will pose new and different accountability issues that will
call for agreement and guidance. (ILC)
WSP’s headquarters staff, especially the Program Manager, have to tread a fine line between trying to impose too much uniformity and central control on the one hand, or on the other hand allowing healthy autonomy and diversity to merge into a counter-productive lack of accountability
and consistency. Planning procedures is one area where headquarters has struggled, over the last
five or six years of changing methods, to maintain the necessary minimum of control over the regions. (WSP)
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8. AMBIGUITY IN FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITIES AND ACCOUNTABILITY
•

•

•

The fiduciary responsibility for CIAT’s financial woes lies with CIAT’s Board of Trustees and executive management. But when CIAT melted, the CGIAR Secretariat had flagged CIAT’s poor financial state year after year, but took no further action to correct the CIAT business model’s
problems. (CGIAR)
Working groups receive about half of the ADEA budget each year, but it is not clear how accountable the WGs are for the funds they receive, an issue raised in the 2005 external evaluation. Whereas their annual plans and budget requests are reviewed by the Steering Committee each year,
their performance, in terms of how well they have met their goals, has not been carefully monitored. Recently there has been a move to require annual WG reporting on performance indicators, but this has not received prominent attention in the latest. This has resulted in the continuation of unproductive working groups and the slow pace of “graduating” productive ones. (2005
& 2008) (ADEA)
Its DGF financing, at 45 percent of total donor support, has significantly exceeded the DGF guideline of 15 percent. The HNP Hub and the DGF staff appear to share responsibility for this violation of Bank DGF guidelines. (GFHR)

9. DISAGREEMENT OVER WHETHER EXPERTISE OF BOARD MEMBERS IS RELEVANT TO GOVERNING BODY
RESPONSIBILITIES
•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Some stakeholders criticize the continuing predominance of economists on the Board, there are
now some directors from other social science disciplines. There was also past concern that GDN’s
president had strong research but only limited experience in the policy and fundraising realms.
This was remedied in the 2007 president, who had research, policy, and fundraising experience.
Need more processes to guarantee Board member experience in managing organizations and
boards. (GDN)
MMV may want broader engagement with NGOs and others in the design/execution of its access
and delivery work program as MMV shifts towards wider issues. The present members of the
ADAC tend to have a more technical background and orientation to its work. (MMV)
The governance structure has remained that of a pressure group for statisticians. Members of the
Steering Committee recognize the need to add broad policymakers to their organization to increase the weight, given to the interests of statistics users in guiding the program. (PARIS21)
Board members appear to have an appropriate mix of technical and managerial backgrounds and
expertise. The process for nominating new constituencies appears appropriate, and is positively
viewed (Stop TB 2008) .The Bank has been viewed as a major institutional player and has acquired institutional legitimacy and positive reputation due to its effective engagement with other
Partners during the creation of the Stop TB Partnership and due to its country-level operations on
tuberculosis and other infectious diseases. (Stop TB )
Two-thirds of respondents rate their experience with the Board and its committees as generally
more efficient and productive than other boards on which they sit. They attribute much of this effectiveness to the individual skills and know-how of the Board chair, vice-chair and the committee heads. (Global Fund)
At the global level, the Bank has had more than thirty years of experience in financing urban development programs worldwide, both their infrastructure investment needs and their institutional development TA needs. It is therefore a highly qualified partner of the Alliance that has
made valuable operational and intellectual inputs into the Alliance. (CA)
To date, three senior Bank staff have served on the Board, and each has received high praise from
other Board members and GDN management for their significant input and, often, leadership of
strategic deliberations. (GDN)
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10. INSUFFICIENT INSTITUTIONAL OWNERSHIP OF PARTNERSHIP BY THE BOARD
•
•

Board collective ownership of issues seems low: many “you must” few “we must” and VERY few
“my organization will.” (Stop TB)
Since the World Bank VP left as GWP chair, the partnership has suffered from insufficient institutional ownership and the commitment of the necessary budgetary resources from the Network
for greater involvement. The Bank now attends governance meetings infrequently. (GWP)

11. INSUFFICIENT ENGAGEMENT OF THE WORLD BANK IN THE PROGRAM BOARD
•

•

The Bank has been a relatively silent partner: it has not served on any of the governing bodies or
advisory committees of MMV, and has only inconsistently attended its annual stakeholders’
meetings. MMV would welcome greater involvement of the Bank in its work at both the global
and country levels, but specific terms of reference and clear definitions of roles would be needed.
(MMV)
GDN ambiguity on priorities and strategies is largely tied to the degree of Bank engagement in
the program. The Bank is a donor and a member of the Board, and it has a responsibility to push
for strategic clarity and direction, which is has been very weak in doing. The Bank is also not an
active member of the GDN’s donor advisory council and has been described as not a “team player” in fostering coordinated and coherent support for GDN. (GDN)

12. LACK OF A BANK EXIT STRATEGY
•

Seems to focus mainly on the Bank withdrawal rather than on how the Bank should assist GDN
in implementing a resource mobilization strategy. Although the Bank may not choose to play this
role in all partnerships in which it participates, certainly for a global partnership of its “invention” it needs to commit itself to a major engagement in securing the initiative’s financial sustainability. Setting and then ignoring guidelines for continued funding is not an adequate approach.
(GDN)

Efficiency
1. SECRETARIAT AND MANAGEMENT RESOURCES ARE OVER-EXTENDED IN THE FACE OF PROGRAM EXPANSION
•
•
•
•
•

•

•

Concern Secretariat is too small: resources over-extended and too limited field staff for expanding programs. (PPIAF)
Concern Secretariat resources will soon be over-extended for expanding programs. (EFA FTI)
2006 evaluation stated that the current allocation of corporate authorities within the Alliance under-resources key activities. (CA)
Complaints that GWP is trying to take on too many issues at too many levels for its resources.
(GWP)
Secretariat staff is very diligent in its work but ultimately understaffed and overloaded—a problem that will probably get worse. We also think that the program has sufficiently proved its value
to warrant a somewhat less restrictive attitude towards the staffing of the Secretariat than was
appropriate during the first experimental phase. (PARIS21)
The Secretariat is overloaded, given dramatic increases in ADEA’s scope and programs, suggesting the need for improved managerial resources and efficiency. The Steering Committee is overloaded as well (2005 & 2008). (ADEA)
The demanding work programs and tight timelines for producing the work and considering the
results in committee have increased workloads significantly for some units within the Global
Fund Secretariat, often leaving little time for critical non-committee work. The overall size of the
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Secretariat has itself been constrained by fears about its absolute size, although it operates within
a budget that is below half of the authorized ceiling. (Global Fund)

2. DELAYS IN THE PROPOSAL APPROVAL AND DISBURSEMENT PROCESS
•

•

Delays between grant approval and disbursement have slowly moved toward the Global Fund
target of eight months. The Performance Update and Disbursement Review (PUDR) process has
become overly complicated and time-consuming. (Global Fund)
The centralized role of the Secretariat was appropriate in the early years but may be contributing
to inefficiencies as staff await the Director’s approval.

3. DUPLICATION OF MANAGEMENT ROLES BETWEEN DIFFERENT ENTITIES
•

•

•

Duplication of effort between the grant directors and the coordination units. While the quality of
work and leadership being provided by the grant directors has generally been high, this raises
the question of whether both Units are essential over the long term. Given the nature of CEPF’s
work, a more decentralized approach might deliver more effective technical assistance (despite
incurring higher administration costs). (CEPF)
Both the Alliance Secretariat and the Fund management unit had to grow as the size and complexity of GAVI’s assets and programs grew. Over time, it became apparent that there were areas
of duplication and disconnect and that there were efficiencies to be gained in converging the two
entities into one. The merging of the Fund management unit with the GAVI Secretariat took place
in 2005. (GAVI)
Management bottlenecks have duplication of efforts within units, the historical switching back
and forth between in-house development and outsourcing for application development, application development staff being unable to keep up with the increased workload demands, and the
upkeep and maintenance of current systems. (Global Fund)

4. OVERHEAD AND TRANSACTION COSTS ARE TOO HIGH
•

•

High expenditures on administration costs relative to SMTP projection despite lower levels of total program expenditure may leave the ACBF vulnerable to criticism that the overhead costs are
too high and that the ACBF should sharpen its focus. (ACBF)
There is some evidence that the UBW has enhanced coordination and compatibility of activities,
but the transaction costs have been high. (UNAIDS)

5. INEFFICIENCIES IN COMMUNICATION
Between the Secretariat and Management and Governance Entities
•

•
•

•
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ILC should become more effective in connecting members and partners directly with each other,
thus moving from centralized coordination (Secretariat has contact with everyone, but members
hardly link to each other directly) to decentralized. (ILC)
The lack of sufficient dialogue between the centre and the regions has been raised by interviewees in all regions visited. (GWP)
The Secretariat should work with the implementing and executing agencies to clarify roles and
responsibilities and work through the competition and collaboration challenge. Because there are
already disincentives to collaborate, including competition for resources and projects, and there
is still poor transparency and less than perfect trust in the system, the Secretariat must take more
of a leadership role in communication. (GEF)
Philosophy of “risk mitigation” has reached an unhealthy level, leading to a climate of poor
communication and coordination, staff feeling overworked and lacking a cohesive vision for the
long-term objectives of their positions, and even adversarial relations between units. (Global
Fund)
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•

High level of frustration with the system office over what the centers view as unnecessary demands for information and unrealistic time deadlines. These negative assessments are highly correlated with failures of trust and communication. (CGIAR)

In Advocacy and Outreach
•
•
•

Some complaints by CG-CA members that the Sec-CA does not do enough to explain to them
how to raise the profile of urban development issues within the agencies they represent. (CA)
Major shortcomings in outreach, i.e. making ADEA processes and products known to others
beyond those directly involved (2008). (ADEA)
Need to increase the amount of follow up support from the donors. Secretariat cannot do this
alone due to staff limitations, but has made and can continue to make informal arrangements
with statistics advisers and partner organization staff in different regions. (PARIS21)

6. LARGE DEGREE OF SUPPORT TO MAINTAIN “HOSTED” SECRETARIAT ARRANGEMENTS THAT CURRENTLY EXIST
•
•

•

•

Strong level of support for Bank-hosted Secretariat and drawing on Bank task managers for implementation. (EFA FTI)
The close relationship with IFAD was beneficial for a new and small global program in the earlier
years and is still recommended now (stability, less overhead, easier recruitment) but has risks of
excessive paternalism and perhaps reduced motivation to fund (has not materialized so far).
(ILC)
We do not recommend purely independent arrangement. An organization of WSP’s size needs to
be logistically hosted somewhere, as it could not cost-effectively set up a completely independent
system for fiduciary control and accountability that would command the confidence of donors.
However, We the Council should take a more active part in directing its work to make the WSP
more clearly distinct from the World Bank. (WSP)
More advantage could be taken of OECD Secretariat location to enhance coordination in the specialized area of statistics. Need more effective consensus building at the policy level than has
been attained by the Steering Committee, and stronger support and follow-up from this level to
the Secretariat for application of the policy. (PARIS21)

7. GOVERNANCE AND MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE NOT KEEPING PACE WITH THE EVOLVING ROLE OF THE
PROGRAM
•

•

•

•

•

GAVI faces a transition from its initial emphasis on development of policies and procedures at
the global level to a focus on implementation at the country level. While a looser approach initially was key to achieving consensus building, the implementation stage requires more active management (2002). (GAVI)
The three founding principles of the CGIAR—donor sovereignty, center independence, and consensus decision-making—have been outdated since the Paris Declaration and are root causes of
dysfunctional CGIAR governance. (CGIAR)
The speed at which the organization has developed, in combination with its commitment to flexibility and responsiveness, has resulted in the development of ad-hoc systems and processes that
are often duplicative and decrease efficiency. Early on, constant changes in guidelines, procedures, and methods were responded to quickly but led to confusion at the country level and inconsistent application by Secretariat staff. (Global Fund)
Despite the efforts of the STAP in trying to refine and focus the work of the STAP and coordinate
more closely with GEF entities, OPS3 found a general perception among stakeholders that the
STAP is still not nearly as responsive as it needs to be to provide consistent value to the GEF. The
STAP mandate still needs to be clarified and its mission redefined (GEF)
The lack of a clear resolution to the Global Fund’s direction regarding the Administrative Service
Agreement with the WHO is preventing the organization from making decisions that would contribute to resolving many of its issues. (Global Fund)
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8. MIXED REVIEWS ON THE PERFORMANCE OF TECHNICAL ADVISORY PANELS
•

•

Technical advisory group recommended that its review and engagement with the trust funds requires reform. Sought the endorsement of the CG to engage in a formal set of interviews with the
CG members, to clarify their views and improve the efficiency of engagement. (GWP)
Through the Technical Review Panel, the Global Fund has established a robust mechanism for
carrying out its principle to “solicit (but not shape) proposals and make decisions on funding
with independent review processes according to transparent criteria.” (Global Fund)

9. WELL-FUNCTIONING SECRETARIATS HAVE BENEFITED FROM AN APPROPRIATE SIZE, STRUCTURE, AND
MAINTAINING PROCESS FLEXIBILITY
•
•

•

•

•

The Sec-CA is itself well managed. The team is appropriately structured into two sub-groups, one
for CDS and one for slum upgrading. (CA)
2007 IEG evaluation stated that the efficiency of the Alliance has been helped thus far by keeping
the Sec-CA staff complement small, even as the governance arrangements have expanded. The
IEG does not see a trade-off between size and efficiency. (CA)
FTI had benefited from an informal, light, and flexible structure: those surveyed want this to be
maintained. Downside to flexibility: no structured strategy, no legally mandated oversight body
for disputes. (EFA FTI)
The WG was at times seen as too all-powerful and non-transparent, and at times seen as an essential element of the partnership. Task forces tended to take on lives of their own, with limited
oversight from an overburdened Board. (GAVI)
Some Board members enthusiastically support the PF and see tremendous value in how it brings
new stakeholders to the table and influences the institution. A number of other Board members,
however, tend to dismiss the value of the PF, seeing duplication with the role of the CSO and
Communities’ delegations, and therefore as too large an investment by the Global Fund. (Global
Fund)

10. LOSS IN INSTITUTIONAL MEMORY FROM BOARD MEMBER TURNOVER
•
•
•
•

Board members rotate after two-year terms—which has posed problems in the past of high turnover resulting in limited institutional memory. (GDN)
Endemic problem of frequent turnover among ministry representatives, which needs to be addressed. (2005 & 2008). (ADEA)
The Board of Governors suffers from a lack of continuity and loss of institutional memory
through the changes in country reps on the Board. (ACBF)
The loss of institutional memory resulting from high turnover of GEF Council members threatens
the stability of countries’ capacity. (GEF)

11. POOR BOARD MEMBER COMMUNICATION BEYOND THE ANNUAL MEETING
•

•
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Size and turnover of the delegations, linguistic differences, telecommunications problems, and
lack of adequate financial resources constrain communication within constituencies. About half
of the Board respondents (mostly from the recipient constituencies) indicated their overall dissatisfaction with intra-constituency communication. (Global Fund)
Board not well suited to provide strategic direction: too large (20 members) and too few meetings. (PPIAF)
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12. BOARD MEETING CONDUCT IS INEFFICIENT
•

•
•
•

•

•

•

Given the Steering Committee’s consensus approach to decision making, it is often not able to
make difficult decisions quickly, if at all. Many important decisions, such as what to do with underperforming working groups, or how to streamline the SC itself, have been deferred for
months or years. (ADEA)
The consensus model of decision making is not adequate for a network enterprise of this importance, scale, and complexity. (CGIAR)
Lacks a smaller oversight steering committee, which was cited to potentially help cover governance issues. (PPIAF)
Board meetings are extremely well prepared and have a high level of engagement and good discussion but the format allows for relatively little structured debate. Recommend establishment of
board subgroups. (Stop TB)
The Board cannot cover all issues in the allotted meeting time. The information processing capacity of Board members has reached a point of saturation, calling into question the distribution of
responsibilities between the Board, its Committees, and the Secretariat and the prioritization of
issues. (Global Fund)
Board respondents indicated their appreciation for the distribution of power, the openness of debates, the flexibility of the suggestions and recommendations, and the possibility to discuss and
convince others on the Board. Equal participation and voice are protected by the by-laws and
Board Operating Procedures among the constituencies. (Global Fund)
Board supports implementation by Secretariat and it is generally regarded as efficient and transparent. (PPIAF)

13. INSUFFICIENT ENGAGEMENT OF BOARD MEMBERS IN PARTNERSHIP ACTIVITIES AND ISSUES (DUE TO LACK OF
TIME OR MEMBER RANK)
•

•

•
•

•

The Heads of Agencies of the Cosponsors are increasingly disengaged from the work of UNAIDS
and the CCO does not perform the function for which it was created. Neither ECOSOC nor the
PCB has authority over the Cosponsors, so the influence by the PCB depends on the extent to
which Cosponsor boards act on PCB decisions. (UNAIDS)
Members are concerned about Secretariat-led operations and paternalism but few say they have
enough time to take on more responsibility. To this end, they either continue deferring to the Secretariat (who leads communications presently), or they take on the issue. If they can’t make the
time, it may be more pragmatic for ILC to become identified and managed as an NGO. (ILC)
Board of Governors reps agendas are very busy and Secretariat staff have voiced complaints on
their lack of accessibility. (ACBF)
Members of Donor Council were unlikely to have sufficient time to ensure that accountability is
being exercised down the chain of command. When this task falls to the working group, it makes
it difficult to ensure objectivity when the high ranking officials of their organizations are on the
Council. (CEPF)
Though attendance rates are impressive, it is also true that more than half of the constituencies
were not represented by a Board Member or Alternate at one or more meetings, while two constituencies were not represented by a Board Member or Alternate at three or more meetings. Same
pattern in committee meetings. (Global Fund)

14. OTHER
•

Secretariat staff turnover has decreased efficiency: Staff members report frequently feeling overwhelmed and undervalued, even when they share a sense of excitement for the mission of the
Global Fund. Given the poor communication, coordination, and relations, the influx of new staff
to the organization that has occurred and will continue to take place, puts the organization at risk
of preserving continuity in institutional memory and consistency in key processes that are critical
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•

to carrying out its Mission. The Global Fund’s historical reliance on short-term staffing arrangements (38 percent in 2007) has negatively contributed overall to the staff efficiency in carrying out
activities that require information sharing. (Global Fund)
Secretariat not capable of performing necessary functions: Perceived lack of competency in the
GAVI secretariat to manage the flows of funds from special purpose vehicles and the absence of
an independent evaluation of GAVI since its creation in 1999. (GAVI)

Transparency
1. AMBIGUITY IN PROGRAM STRATEGY AND OBJECTIVES
•

•

•

•

•

•

Underlying lack of clarity about objectives and activities in early WSP years, especially in written
statements, and subsequent formulations have not effectively replaced those statements. At a
practical level, this was not a large problem because staff understood the Program’s implied objectives. (WSP)
Communications of ILC vision and mission are inconsistent leading to different stakeholders
viewing ILC differently and having different (and sometimes competing) expectations. That is,
the Coalition’s objectives as stated in the Strategic Framework and posted on the website are not
the same as the objectives stated in the Governance Framework. (ILC)
Discussions with Board members, partners, and preliminary results from Country Partnership
Assessments, suggest that there are very different interpretations of the guiding principles, and
hence the role and purpose of the Global Fund, at many different levels. This may in part be attributed to inconsistent articulation of the guiding principles which, from its inception, drove the
manner in which the Fund’s vision and mission were communicated through partners to countries. (Global Fund)
The Strategy recently approved by the Board provides a useful framework for setting policies
and addressing the questions of “how” and “how much” the Global Fund will disburse, but it
does not effectively establish long-term goals for global disease control, nor resolve the conditions of applicability of the seven founding principles based on a strategy for achieving these
goals. (Global Fund)
The CGIAR lacks a strategy and clear objective indicators. At the system level, centers and funders have no compass to guide difficult decisions and to align behavior with priorities in a way
that can be easily communicated internationally. The CGIAR’s current priorities are too numerous and unaligned. (CGIAR)
The inherent tensions between competing principles have not been resolved to give consistent
practical programmatic guidance. This has led to the creation of ad hoc arrangements and constant concerns about violating principles—especially the financing only and country ownership
principles (calling for restraint in interference with countries)—without a pro-active approach to
the organization’s stated purpose of making a significant contribution to impact against the three
diseases on a global scale (which calls for more proactive steps, in line with the responsibilities of
a development agency). (Global Fund)

2. PROGRAM LACKS A COHERENT FRAMEWORK FOR EVALUATING PERFORMANCE AT THE PROGRAM,
MANAGEMENT AND/OR INDIVIDUAL PROJECT LEVELS
Overall Program Performance

•

•
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CA lacks an evaluation framework to track how the Alliance itself performs. Even knowing that
individual Slum Upgrading and CDS TA may have done very well tells us little about the overall
performance of the Alliance as a global program trying to meet its objectives. (CA)
It is unclear how or if members review ILC performance during these semi-annual meetings.
While the Secretariat prepares and provides progress reports to members, reviewed meeting
agendas do not reflect that there is any specific time set aside for discussing these reports. (ILC)

APPENDIX J
•
•
•

The Secretariat staff has criticized the Governors board on a lack of common principals when it
comes to ACBF evaluation. (ACBF)
Under-emphasis on evidence-based self-evaluation (2008). (ADEA)
Too little synthesis and evaluation of PARIS21 experience. (PARIS21)

Management Performance
•

•

The Coordinating Board does not have a systematic approach to reviewing Secretariat/WG performance. The Board also does not have a systematic approach for reviewing progress against
MDGs and Global Plan objectives (there are plans in place to address this). (Stop TB)
There is no formal provision to track performance of either the UNAIDS Secretariat or the Executive Director. (UNAIDS)

Individual Project Performance
•
•

Numerous studies have shown the need for the Secretariat to develop a capability to assess the
performance and impact of individual projects, including written guidelines. (ACBF)
ADEA had never formulated a well defined strategic plan nor established a clear framework for
monitoring and evaluation. Also, on some points the evaluation simply reports stakeholders’
perceptions of Associations’ organizational effectiveness instead of contextualizing such inputs
and using them together with other evidence to draw conclusions (triangulation) (2005). (ADEA)

3. NO SYSTEM TO TRACK AND EVALUATE DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS
•

•

•
•

CA tracks outputs and deliveries of its TA, but not development results. Stakeholders and the
public will want to know what difference Alliance-funded TA work has made to the conditions
of people living in slums in developing country cities and to the management of the cities themselves. (CA)
There is no basis for comparing ILC investments and results: We have not seen any ILC reports
which attempt to integrate the qualitative and financial aspects of its performance. This makes it
exceedingly difficult for ILC stakeholders to begin to assess its cost-effectiveness. (ILC)
CGAP does not have an overall and systematic M&E system to assess the outcomes and impact
of its activities on the microfinance sector. (CGAP)
Standardized “results” information was available for only 3 of the 10 key service indicators for its
portfolio of grants. There appears to be no standardized data on anti-malarial distribution, compliance with treatment, quality of services, population-based and service-based results, per capita
expenditures, cost per unit of service, or any information about what takes place at the SubRecipient (SR) level. (Global Fund)

4. INCOMPLETE PROGRAM DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING
Inadequate Information Presented in Financial and Annual Reports
•

•

•

•

At present, the Annual Report provides data on Alliance incomes only in the form of accumulated figures for all years, but should provide values for the reporting year in question as is normal practice for annual reports. In addition, they could show different breakdowns of grant expenditures, such as by city size or by Bank executed and other recipient executed TA. (CA)
The 2007 Annual Report contained only one page of financial highlights, with little detail and no
comparative data from year to year. The annual operations reports and audited financial statements are thorough and professional but are not available on the Web site. (GFHR)
The PMS Annual Report (a document used to determine center funding allocations) should recount the performance of all components of the CGIAR System, individually and as a whole, not
simply one-way accountability from the centers to the donors. (CGIAR)
Neither the CGIAR financial report for 2006 nor 2007 discussed the CIAT crisis at significant
length. (CGIAR)
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•

Because the unified budget mainly includes global and regional activities, not cosponsors' regular
budgets, there is a major part of multilateral funding for HIV/AIDS at the country level is not included and reflected. Need greater clarity on what the UBW is used for and a means to bring
country level spending into the picture. (UNAIDS)

Gaps and Inconsistencies in Data Collection
•

•

While the numerator, the number of grants approved is known and reported, the denominator,
the number of applications received is not. This may be through lack of clarity of what actually
constitutes an application. There is scope for the Alliance to make application procedures more
formalized and transparent, starting with a clear recognition of how an application is counted.
(CA)
The definition of “operational’” versus “management” costs varies across the agencies that implement small-grant schemes of this kind. The most problematic lack of consensus is about how
to consider the costs for monitoring ecosystem level outcomes. (CEPF)

Lack of Financial Auditing
•

•

•

The financial statements of the Alliance are in need of auditing. They need to meet the financial
management standards of other programs and projects supported by the Bank. All Alliance financial data reported by the Alliance to date has been unaudited. (CA)
The Bank does not audit Centers’ compliance with MDTF agreements. In 2006, the EC asked the
Bank to provide assurance that the funds were used as agreed—but the question of who should
provide such assurance remained unresolved. (CGIAR)
Weaknesses have emerged in the oversight exercised by the Executive Board, which has largely
relied on external audit reports to ascertain that fiduciary practices are adequate and these appear to have not picked up on the problems that have now come into view. (ACBF)

5. POOR REPORTING OF WORLD BANK EXPENDITURES ON PROGRAM
•

•

Poor reporting of the Bank’s internal expenditures associated with GDN. Unable to find any reporting for GDN from 2002–08 in the Bank’s cost accounting system, or a formal record of the
$2.0 million which the Bank provided from its admin budget. It was difficult for IEG to obtain internal records regarding Bank participation and GDN activities. Unable to retrieve most annual
progress reports and funding requests to the DGF from GDN, DEC, or the DGF—each unit explaining that they should be available from one of the other units. (GDN)
The Bank’s performance in the Global Forum partnership was well regarded. However, its budget and expenditures for oversight have been substantially less than what is reflected in the very
substantial staff time devoted to work on the Global Forum. Other Bank work program tasks appear to have cross-subsidized work on the Forum. (GFHR)

6. PLANNING DOCUMENTS NOT ADEQUATELY LINKED TO PAST PERFORMANCE
•

•

•
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The Strategic Framework is not directly linked to other important managerial processes within
ILC such as work-budgeting, M&E and planning. It has not been used as the basis for analytical
self-assessment or formal reporting by ILC to its Coalition Council or members over time. (ILC)
WSP’s work was defined over the five-year evaluation period in a series of Business Plans, whose
nature and format changed every year. Projects or activities seem often to have been planned for
several successive years, but since subsequent Business Plans did not follow on from their predecessors at the project level, monitoring projects against those plans over the years was seldom
possible. This appears to have hampered WSP’s internal monitoring, which was reported in midyear and end-of-year reviews. (WSP)
The PCB concentrates on policies and priorities for future action rather than reviewing past performance and linking that to future plans. (UNAIDS)
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7. EXTERNAL TRANSPARENCY REVIEWS ARE VERY MIXED
High Marks

•

•
•

•
•
•
•

Publications are available on website, and also available in hard copy in multiple languages.
(CGAP)
Information is available on the website but users may get lost in the wealth of detail provided
about PARIS21’s activities and workshops. (PARIS21)
The Global Fund tracks and makes available to the public, through its web site and publications,
data on a large number of indicators, including its Key Performance Indicators, grant scores and
performance ratings, and disbursement delays. (Global Fund)
The program’s public Web site contains the external evaluation, mid-term review, individual
grant reports, meeting minutes, and financial summaries. Seen as transparent. (CEPF)
Logistical information and content available on the website, and useful pre-read materials with
summaries sent sufficiently in advance. (Stop TB)
The ILC has made material widely available and meetings have been open to all members. (ILC)
MMV is seen as very transparent. (MMV)

Criticisms

•
•

•

Charter is not available on the Web site. (CGAP)
While Global Forum makes major efforts at communications, its own external transparency could
be regarded as inadequate. Extensive minutes on the debates and decisions are prepared and
made available on the private portion of the Global Forum Web site accessible only to FC members. The Annual Reports are on the website. While the Foundation Council has frequently discussed governance issues, it is not known whether the FC has considered possibilities for increasing external transparency. It has not adopted a disclosure policy. (GFHR)
GEF coordination has increased, although the improvements are somewhat mixed depending on
the country. Stakeholders at all levels in a range of countries still identify the lack of basic infrastructure capacity, including communication technology, as a major challenge. Although OPS1
and OPS2 noted that documentation should be provided in all UN languages, this has not yet
transpired. As noted before, the capacity of focal points is still uneven; with some not in sync
with GEF activities in their countries or not well integrated into other ministries. (GEF)

8. CRITERIA FOR SECURING AND ALLOCATING FUNDS ARE NOT TRANSPARENT
•

•

•
•

•

The unified budget and workplan (UBW) process lacks transparency and does not influence the
programming intentions of the cosponsors. Resource allocation of UBW funding is also not based
on a transparent set of criteria, including past performance and results delivered. (UNAIDS)
The GWP budgeting, approval and fund allocation process was seen by respondents to be complicated and is not fully transparent to RTAC, RWP and CWP members. The budgeting and fund
allocation process to the regions has led to frustration at regional and country level. (GWP)
The CU selection process should be opened up further and use a more open bidding processes
for coordination grants. (CEPF)
CGAP Charter unclear with respect to fundraising. States funding sources as:“core funding in
cash through flexible mechanisms.” Language gives fundraising flexibility but the adoption of
additional transparent guidelines could strengthen negotiating position. (CGAP)
Non-Bank donor pledges will are often not followed with actual “contractor” commitments
based on Memoranda of Understanding. Represents a structural risk in the current system if the
Executive Board continues to base annual grant commitment ceilings on pledges rather than
commitments as expressed in signed Memoranda of Understanding. (ACBF)
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9. AMBIGUITY ON AUTONOMY OF SECRETARIAT IN PROGRAM DOCUMENTS
•

•
•

ILC is not a legal entity this differentiation is not always clear in materials. i.e. despite the existence of documents such as the President’s Bulletin which states that ILC is independent of IFAD,
ILC’s administrative practices and Constitution and Governance Framework suggest otherwise.
(ILC)
If grant-making is to be decentralized further, the CI-CEPF lines must be clearer and the autonomy of the CEPF Coordinating Unit made clear. (CEPF)
The Secretariat has tended to dominate until recently and the confusion among some members
and partners about what the ILC’s role should be may be indicative of some lack of internal
transparency that needs to be addressed. (ILC)

10. UNCLEAR ASSIGNMENT OF ROLES IN IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING
•

•

The CUs do not perceive their performance monitoring roles clearly, mainly emphasizing conservation actions and management of grant funds. The overall responsibility for project monitoring as a support function as well as monitoring of progress towards outcomes requires further
clarification. (CEPF)
Task Teams are useful but would benefit from a more formal relationship with institutions that
have clear mandate in the specific areas of statistics that P21 is branching into. (PARIS21)

11. LACK OF WRITTEN PROCEDURES ON SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT TOPICS
•

•

•

Alongside its vaccine programs, which are implemented through UNICEF and WHO, GAVI’s
operations involve significant cash transfers to the Ministries of Health in the developing countries in which it operates. Yet no procedure existed to respond to allegations of misuse of funds,
especially as regards the ISS window. ISS was an experimental window. According to the 2008
Abt Associates Evaluation, it encouraged inequitable fund usage, emphasized absolute growth,
allowed circumvention of systemic problems, and had data accuracy problems. (GAVI)
The procurement subunit is relatively small and plays a role that has not always been clearly understood or supported within the Secretariat. Official Terms of Reference (TORs) for the subunit
are forthcoming and will finally clarify its role and performance measures. (Global Fund)
A Quality Assurance (QA) policy and a Compliance List were developed, and—at the Secretariat
level—are generally considered adequate. However, Secretariat respondents reported that countries still struggle to understand the Global Fund’s procurement policies, particularly regarding
QA. (Global Fund)

12. INSUFFICIENT TRANSPARENCY IN BOARD MEMBERSHIP AND ACCOUNTABILITY CRITERIA
•

•
•
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The present membership criteria laid out in the Charter have neither been complied with nor enforced. The evaluators recommended that membership criteria be revised and that members hold
each other accountable for enforcement. (CGAP)
2007 Evaluation posed a need for greater transparency in Board member selection. (GDN)
In view of the importance given to the Annual Partners Meeting to provide the direction and
strategy for GWP, there needs to be a clearer indication of the role and some means of reviewing
and updating the membership. (GWP)
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Conflicts of Interest
1. OVERSIGHT CONFLICT WHEN THE SECRETARIAT IS HOUSED IN AN EXISTING INSTITUTION (“TWO MASTERS
PROBLEM”)
•

•

•

•

•

The manager of the Secretariat has a direct reporting relationship to the Bank’s Director of FEU.
Sec-CA staff are on the Bank’s payroll, and their contracts are administered by the Bank’s Human
Resource Department, even to the point of participating in the Bank’s overall performance evaluation for staff. At the same time, theoretically at least, the Sec-CA receives instructions from the
Bank via the governing body of which the Bank is a member and cochair. (CA)
The Executive Secretary of the Secretariat is an employee of WHO and has WHO reporting requirements in addition to the governing body. MITIGATION: the Executive Secretary’s terms of
reference state that his role is to manage the Secretariat for the purpose of furthering the goals of
the Stop TB Partnership, and include no mention of ensuring that the Partnership’s work is in
line with WHO policy or direction. (Stop TB)
Reporting relationships for both the CGIAR Secretariat and the Bank involve real or potential
conflicts of interest. Bank management agreed on the importance of separating the Bank’s management and oversight functions and indicated that the Bank’s Chief Economist would be responsible for the oversight function. The Bank is both a major donor to the CGIAR and its dominant manager. The weaknesses identified in the evaluation remain basically unchanged after five
years. Two choices: (a) Bank VP chairs a consultative body to mobilize resources and to encourage strategic allocation of those resources, or (b) Bank VP chairs a joint organization of Centers,
taking substantial responsibility for Center operations. Chairing a consultative body seems a better fit than chairing a joint organization of Centers. (CGIAR)
Various ILC governance responsibilities are seen to being assumed by IFAD, rather than ILC’s
Coalition Council with blurred accountability lines. Some documents imply that the CC reports
to IFAD’s President rather than to the ILC’s AoM, several CC members were under the impression that IFAD is accountable for ILC Secretariat staff and resources while the CC is accountable
for ILC programs. (ILC)
Some criticism of conflict of interest concerns in Secretariat, but most said it was not an issue in
practice. (EFA FTI)

2. CONFLICTING JUDGE AND ADVOCACY ROLE FOR WORLD BANK BOARD MEMBERS
•

•

•
•

Bank VP cochair plays both judge and advocacy role. Has to make the case, as advocate, for continued Bank support for the Alliance while at the same time, as judge, finding shortcomings in its
performance. (CA)
Bank representative is both advocate and judge. The Bank’s representative to the Global Forum
serves as interim Chair of STRATEC, and as such has assumed the role of an advocate for the
Global Forum. But, at the same time he also has responsibility for independent oversight of the
Global Forum as the member of the HNP Sector Board with special responsibility for HNP research. (GFHR)
Bank’s multiple partnership roles have also created a tension for the Bank’s representative on
GDN’s Board between responsibility to the organization and to the Bank as donor. (GDN)
The unprecedented situation in 2005–2007, when a Bank Sector Manager for education in Africa
was also the co-chair of ADEA, put the Bank in a possible conflict of interest position, when he
was called upon both to judge ADEAs’ performance (as Sector Manager) and advocate for continued funding for ADEA (as cochair). In this case, it should have been acknowledged (and if it
happens in the future, should be acknowledged) so that steps to address it can be taken. One way
to mitigate the such a risk would be for the Sector Manager to recuse himself from Sector Board
discussions of ADEA performance and budget decisions (2005 & 2008). (ADEA)
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3. BLURRED LINES BETWEEN THE WORLD BANK AND THE PROGRAM (MAY NOT MAINTAIN “ARM’S LENGTH”)
•
•

•
•

•

•

•

Sometimes difficult to distinguish the Alliance from the Bank. (Cities Alliance)
Often difficult to distinguish the Alliance from the Bank from an outside perspective. The Bank
urban strategy is not specific about how the Bank: Alliance relationship should work. Bank management may need to keep reminding itself and staff that the Alliance is not an operational part
of the Bank itself. (CA)
EPDF Fund criticized as Bank “pocket money” because the Bank chairs committee and implements all projects. (EFA FTI)
The fact that the CGIAR Director is a World Bank staff member gives the CGIAR system more
access to Bank resources but makes it difficult to distinguish where the CGIAR Secretariat ends
and the Bank begins. (CGIAR)
Difficult to distinguish program from Bank because Bank is permanent chair. The Chair
“represents the WSPC in interactions with other WSP stakeholders…” means that interactions
with the Bank. Recommendation: Chair elected by the Council for suitable periods of time.
Would enable the Bank rep to speak more freely to the Council, Bank reduce misunderstandings,
improve the perceptions of outsiders, and enable other stakeholders to approach the Chair more
easily on matters concerning the World Bank. (WSP)
The Bank’s central position in GFHR governance, and the conflicts to which the Bank is exposed,
were recently underscored by the FC decision that STRATEC should serve as Nominating Committee for future FC members. As a result the Bank has been unable to exercise an independent
arms-length oversight role in the Global Forum partnership. (GFHR)
Worry that a regular involvement of CGAP in the internal management of the World Bank could
generate a perception in other CGAP members that the Bank is trying to preempt CGAP resources. Given Bank’s fiduciary role, there is a risk that CGAP will be asked to play some of the
anchor functions for Bank’s own microfinance operations. Has been tossed around as an idea on
a cost-reimbursable basis. (CGAP)

4. CONFLICT FOR BOARD MEMBERS IN REPRESENTING THE PROGRAM AND THEIR CONSTITUENCY INTERESTS
•

•

•

•

•
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A developing country member might experience a conflict of interest when considering an application for a TA grant (that comes directly before the CG-CA) in his or her own country. The proceedings of CG-CA meetings could also become more complicated. (CA)
Potential conflict of interest posed by the Board members who are nominated by Regional Network Partners. Placed in an ambiguous position of representing the interests of their specific regions as well as exercising rigorous oversight of the performance of GDN overall. (GDN)
When dual fund board existed, the Alliance Board members represented their different constituencies, whereas the Fund board members acted in their individual capacity. Some thought that
Alliance directors were furthering the interests of their institutions not the partnership (2006).
(GAVI)
Despite their formal recognition in the founding documents of the Global Forum, its nine constituencies have no organized role in the governance of the organization. FC members serve in an
individual capacity without a mandate to represent their constituencies of origin. While the
GFHR bylaws provide that each constituency will “normally be represented by at least one
member,” the FC members do not appear to consider themselves accountable to their constituencies. Thus the Global Forum appears to have no oversight and accountability mechanism, such as
an active broad base of members, beyond the FC itself and periodic external evaluations. (GFHR)
Constituency representatives have also been varied in the degree to which they involve their constituencies, and there does not appear to be a standard Partnership process for this. (Stop TB)
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5. ABSENCE OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST POLICIES
•

•

•
•

No policies existed to address potential conflicts of interest arising from the multiple roles of the
GAVI Alliance partners as Board members and technical implementation partners. Disagreement
between partners whether it was okay to sit on the Board and be a recipient of GAVI funding.
(GAVI)
Need to develop a conduct for executive committee members and post on website. Should state
that EXCOM members cannot be grant recipients of CGAP and that any advisory work directly
benefiting an EXCOM member must be cleared with EXCOM. Help mitigate potential COI and
reputational risks. (CGAP)
On the whole, MMV seems to have handled the conflict of interest issue reasonably well (that is,
all members must sign COI/confidentiality agreements). (MMV)
No case of conflict of interest between an FC member’s external activities and the member’s engagement in the Global Forum appears to have arisen, perhaps in part because of the existence of
a sound conflict of interest policy. Prior to each FC and each STRATEC meeting, each member is
required to sign a conflict of interest statement to confirm that she or he is not aware of any conflict of interest or has disclosed such a conflict. (GFHR)

6. CONFLICT OF INTEREST OF AN ENTITY THAT IS A GRANTS MANAGER AND A POTENTIAL GRANTEE/
IMPLEMENTER
•

•
•

•

CI’s dual role as manager of the grants program and as a potential grantee presents a potential
conflict of interest. CI is the largest grantee of CEPF and the disclosure requirements governing
CEPF grants to CI have not overcome the potential conflict of interest when a grantee is competing with other organizations for grants from a fund which it manages. CEPF has taken steps to
resolve this issue by limiting grants to CI to 50 percent of the total available and requiring them
to undergo the same Council approval process as any other grant .(CEPF)
In the case of UNICEF a potential conflict arose from its role as a host of the GAVI Secretariat and
program implementer. (GAVI)
The multiplicity and complexity of health research partnerships in which the Bank is engaged
give rise to conflicts of interest in the roles played by Bank staff. This is not because the partnerships lack value but because their very multiplicity and complexity require multiple roles and
demand a level of oversight and liaison that exceeds the small oversight budgets made available
by HNP sector management. Since the oversight work has little internal audience, staff incentives
to carry it out are weak. (GFHR)
World Bank TMs are sometimes less diligent in post-delivery follow up where there is no immediate prospect of a World Bank lending operation or government action. (PPIAF)

7. CONFLICT OF INTEREST BETWEEN COMMITTEE MEMBERS AND CORPORATE/CONSTITUENCY INTERESTS
(PRIMARILY IN THE HEALTH SECTOR)
•

Private sector partners had conflicts of interest by virtue of their dual roles as partners in GAVI
and suppliers of vaccines. (GAVI)
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Appendix K. DGF Grant Allocations, by Responsible VPU and
Department ($ millions)
Sector
Board

FY02

FY03

FY04

FY05

FY06

FY07

FY08

FY09

FY10

FY11

Social Development

68.33

65.13

67.10

68.08

68.22

66.98

69.20

71.43

72.23

20.20

Agriculture and Rural Development

50.75

51.10

51.06

51.80

52.20

53.10

53.00

55.35

54.90

5.25

50.00

50.00

50.00

50.00

50.00

50.00

50.00

50.00
3.80
0.40
0.25

50.00
3.50
0.40
0.25
0.75

3.00
0.40
0.25
0.75

Consultative Group on Int’l Agr. Research
Growing Forest Partnership (GFP) - Phase II
Alliance for Responsible Fisheries
Trade Standards Practitioners Network
Support for High Level Task Force on Food Security
Brazilian Experience for African Development Partnerships
Land Governance Monitoring and Implementation
Mob. Res. Stew.: Comm., Cons. & Markets
Global Animal Health Initiative
The Global Prog. on Fisheries (PROFISH)
Global Donor Platform for Rural Dev.
Developing the 2015 Global Forest Alliance Gov. Model
Int'l Assess. of Agr. Science & Tech. for Dev.
Forest Partnerships Program
- Forest Trends
- World Wide Fund for Nature
- Amazon Network
- World Business Council for Sustainable Development
- PROFOR Secretariat
Standards and Trade Development Facility
Millennium Project Hunger Task Force

ARD
ARD
ARD
ARD
ARD
ARD
ARD
ARD
ARD
ARD
ARD
ARD
ARD
ARD
ARD
ARD
ARD
ARD
ARD
ARD
ARD

Environment
Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund
Threatened Species Partnership

ENV
ENV

0.50

0.50
0.10
0.30
0.20

1.00
0.50
0.20

0.90
1.00
0.50
0.20

0.50

0.50

0.10
0.55
0.10
0.05

0.19
0.49
0.04
0.05

0.20
0.50

0.30

0.30

0.30
0.25

6.40

5.80

4.60

5.90

5.10

1.50

5.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

2.50

0.50

0.15

0.35

0.90
1.00
0.50
0.20
0.40

0.90

0.70

3.70

5.10

5.65

3.00

3.00
1.00

3.00
1.00

0.05
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Support for Global Legislators Organization (GLOBE)
Strategic Initiative on Climate Change Impacts, Adaptation and Development in Mountainous Regions
Climate Finance Knowledge Platform
Global Partnership for Environmental Gov./ Principle 10
Targ. Res. and Cap. Build. for Coral Reef Mgmt
Global Invasive Species Prog. (GISP)
Global Chemicals Management
Global Reporting Initiative (GRI)
UN Convention to Combat Desertification (CCD)
World Resources 2002-2003: Living in Ecosystems

Sector
Board
ENV
ENV
ENV
ENV
ENV
ENV
ENV
ENV
ENV

Global Facility for Disaster Reduc. & Recov.
The Cities Alliance
Arab Finance Facility for Infrastructure
City Indicators Facility

UD
UD
FPD
UD

Subnational Development Tech. Assistance Prog (PPIAF)

FPD

Public-Private Infrastructure Dev. Group (PIDG)
Public-Priv. Infras. Advisory Facility (PPIAF)
ProVention Consortium
Business Partners for Development

FPD
FPD
UD
FPD

Social Development

FY04

FY05

FY06

FY07

FY08

FY09

FY10
0.50

0.50

0.30

1.00
0.60

1.20
0.80
0.60

1.00

0.70

0.70

0.60

0.40

1.25
0.15

0.30
1.25
0.25

0.30

0.30

4.78

4.03

7.40

6.20

4.74

8.00

10.45

10.38

10.23

7.80

1.70

1.70

1.70

1.70

3.00

5.00
3.00

5.00
3.00

5.00
3.00

5.00
3.00

0.45

0.38

0.38

4.25
2.55
1.00

2.00

2.00

1.85

2.00

1.00

1.00

2.00

1.00

1.00

0.00

0.50

0.50

0.50

0.50

2.50
0.33
0.25

2.00
0.33

0.00

0.00

0.00
EMT
EMT
EMT
EMT

FY11

0.75

SDV
SDV
SDV

Sustainable Energy
Extractive Industries Tech. Advisory Facility (EI-TAF)
Extractive Industry Transparency Initiative
Communities and Small-Scale Mining
Global Gas Flaring Reduction Public-Private Partner.

FY03

ENV

Finance, Economics and Urban

Global PPP & Multi-Donor TF for Youth Invest.
Global Fund for Community Foundations
Global Fund for Indigenous Peoples (GFIP)

FY02

0.00

3.70
2.00

3.00
1.50

1.74

0.60

0.60

1.35

0.55

0.55

0.60

0.60

0.55
0.80

0.55

0.55

0.29

1.08

1.33

0.83

0.00

0.29

0.50
0.28
0.30

0.50
0.33
0.50

0.50
0.33
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Sector
Board
Transport, Water and ICT
Global Road Safety Facility
Information for Development (infoDev)
Solar Development Corporation
The Global Water Partnership
The World Commission on Dams
Global Initiative on Transport Emissions
Int’l Program on Highway Development & Mgmt.

FY05

FY06

FY07

FY08

FY09

3.50

3.00

4.50

4.00
2.00
0.40

3.00
1.20

2.65
0.50

2.50

1.00
2.50

1.00
2.00

3.00
1.50

26.89

29.88

28.34

24.92

26.60

25.28

25.20

20.20

21.78

20.47

3.83

7.53

7.49

4.05

6.60

6.80

7.58

3.80

5.08

4.25

0.39
1.07

1.39
1.43

1.38
1.43

1.50
1.20

2.00
1.60

2.00
1.80

2.00
1.80

1.62

2.09

2.08

1.60
1.50
1.15

0.75

1.42
1.18

2.50
0.50

2.00
1.80
1.28

1.43
1.19

2.50
0.50

2.00
1.80
1.28
2.50

22.56

22.05

20.75

20.48

20.00

18.18

17.27

15.05

15.55

14.62

HNP

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

3.50

HNP
HNP
HNP
HNP
HNP
HNP
HNP
HNP
HNP
HNP
HNP

4.13
0.70
0.50
0.50
0.25
0.85
2.50
2.00
1.50
2.00
0.70

3.02
0.70
1.50
0.75
0.33
0.85
2.50
2.00
1.50
2.00
0.70

3.23
0.70
1.50
0.75
0.25
0.83
2.50
2.00
1.50
2.20
0.70

3.23
1.00
1.50
0.75

3.23
1.00
1.00
0.75

2.73
1.00
0.50
0.75

2.59
1.00

2.59
0.50

2.59
0.50

2.26

0.71

0.50

0.50

0.44

2.00
2.00
1.00
2.20
0.70

2.50
2.00
1.00
1.42
0.70

2.00
2.00
1.00
1.20
0.70

1.90
2.00
0.98
1.20
0.70

1.90
1.50
1.16
1.20
0.70

1.90
1.85
1.31
1.20
0.70

1.66
1.62
1.14
1.05
0.61

EDU
EDU
EDU
EDU
EDU
EDU
EDU

0.35
1.00

0.50

FY11

2.50

TR
GIC
EMT
WAT
WAT
TR
TR

0.00

FY10

3.15

Health, Nutrition & Population
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FY04

4.20

Education

UNAIDS & Regional Initiatives
Global Forum for Health Research
- GFHR Core Functions & Networks
- Int'l AIDS Vaccine Initiative (IAVI)
- Global Alliance for Vaccines & Immunization (GAVI)
- Medicines for Malaria Venture (MMV)
- Multilateral Initiative on Malaria (MIM)
- INDEPTH
Research and Training in Tropical Diseases
Research & Development in Human Reproduction
Roll Back Malaria
Pop. & Reproductive Health Capacity Building Prog.
Stop TB Initiative

FY03

6.40

Human Development

Partnership for Child Development
Program for Education Statistics (PES)
GIQAC - Global Init. For Quality Assurance Cap.
Global Prog. for the Assess. of Student Achieve.
Early Child Dev. Capa.-Building Init. (ECDCI)
Capacity Building for Edu. Plan. & Mgmt (IIEP)
GDN - Education Research Component in GDN

FY02

0.00

0.50

APPENDIX K

Strength. Health Statistics thru the Health Metrics Ntwk.
Bridging the Knowledge Gap for Results in MNC Health
South-South Cooperation: Strengthening Health Systems
in Lusophone Countries
Mainstreaming Nutrition in MCH Prog.
International Program for Lung Health
UN Standing Committee on Nutrition
Health Equity Fund
Nutrition and Gender
Onchocerciasis Control Programme (OCP)
Global Micronutrient Initiative

Sector
Board
HNP
HNP
HNP
HNP
HNP
HNP
HNP
HNP
HNP

FY04

FY05

FY06

FY07

FY08

FY09
1.00

FY10
1.00

SP
SP
SP
SP
SP
SP
SP

FY11
0.87
1.20
0.27

0.10
1.73
1.20
0.50

0.50
1.70

0.50

0.10
1.50
0.50

0.30

0.10

0.39

0.10

0.10

1.30
1.00
0.10
0.00

1.30
1.00

1.24
0.95

0.00

0.30

0.35

1.35

1.15

0.35

0.25
0.50
0.25
0.35

0.25
0.50
0.25
0.15

0.20

0.29

0.10

1.60
1.60
???
???
???

0.50

0.30

5.20

5.70

5.45

5.00

9.40

9.20

9.20

10.00

9.50

7.43

EP

4.70

4.70

4.45

4.00

3.50

3.50

3.50

3.50

3.00

OS
OS

0.50

1.50
2.00
0.90

1.30
2.00
0.75

1.30
2.00
0.75

1.00
2.20
1.00

0.70
2.20
1.00

2.55
4.20
???
???
???

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

???

0.18
0.20

0.20
0.25
0.10

0.10
0.20
0.20

0.20

0.15

0.15

0.25

???
???
???

0.25

???

0.15
0.80

???
0.68

Development Economics
Global Development Network - Core Program
Marrakech Action Plan for Statistics
- PARIS21
- OECD - Accelerated Data Program
- OECD - International Household Survey Network
- UN Statistics Division - Population and Housing
Censuses
- UN Statistics Division - Gender Statistics
- UN Human Settlements
- UN Economic Commission for Europe
- Interstate Statistical Committee of the Commonwealth
of Independent States
- MAPS Advisory Board
Strengthening Bank's Support to the Arab World

FY03

HNP

Social Protection
Promoting Youth Employment & Employability
- Understanding Children's Work
- International Youth Foundation
- ILO Youth Employment Network
Global Partnership for Disability and Dev.
Private Pension Research Partnership
Autonomia Foundation

FY02

EP

0.12

0.10

0.15

0.15
0.80
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International Comparison Programme

Sector
Board
PO

Finance and Private Sector Development
Consultative Group to Assist the Poorest
Toronto Leadership Ctr. for Financial Sector Superv.
Int'l Org. of Pension Supervisors (IOPS)
Supporting Insurance Supervision
Fin. Sector Reform & Strengthening Init. (FIRST)
Strengthening Grassroots Businesses Init. (SGBI)
Global Corporate Governance Forum (GCGF)

FPD
FPD
FPD
FPD
FPD
FPD
FPD

Legal
Legal Capa. Build. Init. for Int'l Trade & Inv. in Afr.
International Development Law Institute (IDLI)

OS
OS
OS

Poverty Reduction and Economic Management
Global Governance and Strength. Dev. Country Voice
- International Tax Dialogue
- OECD Global Forums
- G24
Good Gov.: Commu. Mob. To Combat Corrup.
The Growth Dialogue
Gender Innovation Fund (GIF)
Trade Data for Low Income Countries
Forg. Partner. for Good Gov. in Pub. Exp. & Rec. Mgmt
Integrated Framework for Trade
Gender & the Rural Travel and Transp. Policy (RTTP)

PSG
PSG
PSG
PSG
PSG
GE
PO
PSG
EP
GE

World Bank Institute
Global Tiger Initiative
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FY03

FY04

FY05

ENV

FY06

FY07

FY08

FY09

FY10

FY11

1.00

1.00

1.00

8.13

6.98

6.93

7.90

0.77

0.57

0.50

4.33

4.35

3.70

7.13

6.73

6.33

5.53

0.50

0.50

0.50

4.33

0.07
0.20

0.07

3.32
0.38

0.20
0.40

0.07
0.20
0.60
1.50

3.90
0.45

0.00

0.00

0.20

0.20

0.20

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.20

0.20

0.20

0.50
0.50

0.25

0.00

0.00

???
???

Operations Policy and Country Services
Global Financial Management Partnership
Small States Network for Economic Development
Development Gateway Foundation

FY02

1.65

2.65

2.65

1.55

2.55

1.30

1.65

0.60

0.60

0.35

0.65

0.65

0.65

0.55

0.55

0.30

2.00

2.00

1.00

2.00

1.00

0.35
0.25

0.35
0.25

0.35

1.00

0.40
0.25
1.00

1.73

1.46

2.12

0.83

0.60

1.40

2.18

2.60

2.10

1.20

0.47

0.60

0.60

0.075
0.075

0.10
0.10
0.38

1.00

1.00
0.60

1.00
0.60

0.15
0.15
0.15
0.40
0.35
0.30
0.60

0.15

0.25

0.15
0.15
0.15
0.55

1.13

1.14

5.00

2.75

1.28

1.00

1.00

0.23

0.90
0.50
0.33

0.83
0.63

0.85
0.80

0.75

5.52

3.51

0.00

1.63

0.15
0.40
0.50

APPENDIX K

Affiliated Network for Social Accountability (ANSA) - SAR
Affiliated Network for Social Accountability (ANSA) - EAP
Affiliated Network for Social Accountability (ANSA) - AFR
Global Org. of Parlia. Agst Corrup. (GOPAC)
The Nelson Mandela Institution (NMI)--AIST
African Virtual University (AVU) g/
World Links for Development

Sector
Board
SDV
SDV
SDV
PSG
EDU
EDU
EDU

Africa Region
Partnership for African Capacity Building (PACT)
African Programme for Oncho Control (APOC)
Development of Education in Africa (ADEA)
- Forum for Afr. Women Educationalists (FAWE)
African Center for Economic Transformation (ACET)
Uwezo
Support to Agriculture Value Chain Dev. & Diversification
Partnership for Env. Assessment in Africa
Afr. Agr. Water Investment Partnership
Sustainable Land Mgmt Prog - TerrAfrica
Africa Stockpiles Program
West African Multidisease Surveillance Center
AAU-QA Support for Afr. Higher Educ.
Investment Climate Facility for Africa h/
Zambezi Forum on Higher Education (ZFHE)
The Nile Basin Initiative
ATMS/AMSCO Capacity Building Program

???
HNP
EDU
EDU
PSG
EDU
ARD
ENV
WAT
ARD
ENV
HNP
EDU
FPD
EDU
ENV
FPD

East Asia and Pacific Region
Knowl. Partner. for Measur. Air Poll. & GHG Emiss. in
Asia
Tertiary Edu. Quality Assurance Network
- The Asia-Pacific Quality Network
East Timor

FY02

FY03

FY04

FY05

FY06

0.13

0.50
0.13
0.50

0.50
0.50
0.14

FY09
1.50
1.50
1.50

FY10

FY11

1.50
1.25

1.28

0.50

0.75

2.00
1.51

33.46

5.50

32.32

31.32

28.60

34.12

35.76

30.21

3.91

5.55

2.85
0.35
0.40

28.00
3.27
0.35
0.40

26.00
3.27
0.35

22.00
3.00
0.75
0.25

26.00
2.72
0.75
0.25

30.00
2.58
0.75
0.25

26.00
2.58
0.75
0.25

2.58
0.75
0.25

0.20
0.13
0.15
1.70

0.20
0.13
0.30

0.20
0.13

2.25
0.80
???
1.50
1.00

0.00

0.00

0.15

0.15

0.15

0.15

0.30

5.00

1.50

0.20

0.70
1.20
0.00

0.00

0.36

0.00

0.30
1.70
1.50
0.40
0.50
0.00

0.36

0.36

1.00
1.20
0.40

ENV
EDU
???

FY08

4.00
1.52

30.00
2.76
0.30
0.40

1.50

FY07

5.00

0.36

0.36

0.36
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Sector
Board
Europe and Central Asia Region
Global Forum for Health Research
- The European Observatory on Health Systems & Policies
Roma Education Fund
Public Expenditure Mgmt & Peer Assisted Learning
Poverty & Soc. Welfare Monitoring in ECA

0.10

EDU
PSG
PO
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0.10

0.10

0.73

0.73

FY05

FY06

FY07

FY08

FY09

GE
GE
GE
SP
WAT
ARD
ENV
SDV
OS
SDV

FY11

1.30

2.30

2.30

1.55

1.45

0.93

0.76

0.20

0.30

0.30

0.30

1.25

0.15

0.25

0.22

1.00

2.00

2.00

0.30

1.00
0.30

0.50
0.18

0.54

0.60

0.62

0.22

0.10

0.30

0.43

0.18

0.30

0.30

0.18

0.73

0.13

FPD
EDU
ENV
ENV
OS

FY10

0.20

ARD

Institutional Grant Programs
SD - Social Development Civil Society Fund
OPCS - Institutional Development Fund (IDF)
OPCS - Post Conflict Program (PCF)

0.10

FY04

PSG

Middle East and North Africa Region
Sust. Advan. of Gender Equa. & Empow. (SAGE)
- MENA Gender Research and Training Network
- Arab Network for Gender and Development
- Persian Gender Network
Promoting Youth Employment & Employability
- MENA Child Protection Initiative (CPI)
Capacity Building for Managing Water Scarcity in MENA
Regional Initiative for Dryland Management
Reg. Env. Capa. Build. in the Mediterranean (METAP)

FY03

HNP

Latin America and Caribbean Region
LAC MIC Gov. and Public Mgmt Partnership Facility
Agr. Insurance Vulner. Reduction & Climate Change
Adapt.
AIOS - WB Partnership
Tertiary Edu. Quality Assurance Network
- Iberoamerican Net. for Qua. Assu. in Higher Edu
Dev. Connect. Betw. Biolo. and Geosp. Info.
Alliance of Comm. for Sust. Dev.
Caribbean Reg. Tech. Assist. Center (CARTAC)

FY02

0.10
0.40
0.20

0.22
0.40

0.22

0.73

0.73

0.73

0.60

0.38

0.96

1.41

1.55

0.80

1.18

1.68

1.68

0.50

0.30

0.18

0.36

0.36

0.44
0.26
0.10

0.44
0.26
0.10

0.44
0.26
0.10

0.44
0.10
0.06

0.44
0.10
0.06

0.50
???
???
???

0.60

1.05

0.75

0.38

0.75
0.33

0.75
0.33

0.00

0.30

0.20

27.91

26.82

26.72

29.80

26.80

26.80

26.80

18.80

2.41
17.50
8.00

2.50
15.00
9.32

2.50
15.00
9.22

2.80
19.00
8.00

2.80
16.00
8.00

2.80
16.00
8.00

2.80
16.00
8.00

2.80
16.00

???

0.00
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Sector
Board
Return to Institution
DGF Administration

FY02

FY03

FY04

FY05

FY06

FY07

FY08

FY09

FY10

FY11

1.40

1.18

1.18

1.18

1.18

1.18

1.18

1.18

1.18

1.00

Global Partnerships

112.68

117.32

116.10

108.28

109.97

106.06

109.27

114.16

113.31

54.63

Regional Partnership

34.89

11.71

34.21

34.99

33.43

37.80

38.59

33.64

7.10

7.14

Budget Total (summed)

176.88

157.03

178.21

174.25

171.38

171.84

175.84

167.78

121.59

62.77

Total in DGF Board Paper

176.86

157.00

178.21

174.22

171.85

171.82

175.82

167.77

123.07

63.76
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Appendix L. Compliance of 16 GRPPs with DGF Eligibility Criteria
Table L-1. Compliance with DGF Eligibility Criteria, Sorted by Chronological Order of Reviews
Program

ProVention

1. Subsidiarity

2. Comparative advantage
3. Multi-country
benefits
Global level
Country level

4. Leverage

5. Managerial
competence

6. Arm’s-length 7. Disengagerelationship
ment strategy

8. Promoting
partnerships

Substantial

Modest

Low

Substantial

Substantial

High

High

Modest

Modest

High

Modest

Modest

High

High

High

High

Low

Modest

DG

Substantial

Modest

Modest

Substantial

Substantial

Modest

Modest

Low

Modest

CA

Modest

High

Substantial

Substantial

High

High

Modest

Low

Substantial

CEPF

Modest

Substantial

Low

Substantial

Substantial

High

Substantial

Modest

Modest

ADEA
PRHCBP
ILC
CGAP

High
Substantial
Modest
Substantial

High
Modest
Modest
High

Modest
Modest
Low
Modest

Substantial
Substantial
Modest
Substantial

Substantial
Low
Substantial
Modest

Substantial
Modest
Substantial
Substantial

Substantial
Low
Substantial
Substantial

Low
Low
Low
Low

High
Modest
Modest
High

GDN

Substantial

Substantial

Low

Substantial

Low

High

Substantial

Low

Modest

GFHR

Substantial

Substantial

Low

High

Low

High

Modest

Modest

Substantial

GISP

Substantial

Low

Low

Substantial

Low

Modest

Modest

Low

Low

Stop TB

Substantial

High

Modest

High

High

High

High

Low

High

IAASTD

Substantial

High

Low

Substantial

Substantial

Substantial

Modest

Substantial

Modest

GWP

Substantial

Modest

Low

Substantial

High

Modest

High

Low

High

EITI

Substantial

High

Substantial

Satisfactory

Satisfactory

Substantial
Moderately
satisfactory

Substantial

Average

High
Highly
unsatisfactory

Substantial
Moderately
satisfactory

Modest
Highly
unsatisfactory

Substantial
Moderately
satisfactory

MMV

Satisfactory

Satisfactory

Average

Moderately
satisfactory
Satisfactory
Moderately
unsatisfactory
Satisfactory
Moderately
satisfactory
Satisfactory
Unsatisfactory
Unsatisfactory
Satisfactory
Moderately
unsatisfactory
Moderately
satisfactory
Highly
unsatisfactory
Highly
satisfactory
Moderately
satisfactory
Moderately
satisfactory
Satisfactory
Moderately
satisfactory

Note: See Appendix B for the definitions of the eligibility criteria. Programs are listed in the order in which IEG completed the reviews from the first program reviewed (ProVention) to
the most recent (EITI). Each cell assesses the compliance of the program with each eligibility criterion on a four-point scale during the time period of the GPR. The overall ratings are
a simple average of the individual ratings. These do not necessarily relate to the effectiveness of each program in achieving its objectives during this time period.
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Table L-2. Compliance with DGF Eligibility Criteria, Sorted by Evaluation Criteria and Degree of Compliance
Relevance

Efficacy

Subsidiarity

Multi-country
benefits

Promoting
partnerships

Stop TB

Substantial

High

EITI
ADEA
MMV
CA

Substantial
High
High
Modest

CGAP

Efficiency

Governance

Bank Performance
Comparative advantage
Global level
Country level

Disengagement strategy

Leverage

Managerial
competence

Arm’s length
relationship

High

High

High

High

High

Modest

Low

Substantial
Substantial
High
Substantial

Substantial
High
Modest
Substantial

Substantial
Substantial
High
High

Substantial
Substantial
High
High

Substantial
Substantial
High
Modest

High
High
Modest
High

High
Modest
Modest
Substantial

Modest
Low
Low
Low

Substantial

Substantial

High

Modest

Substantial

Substantial

High

Modest

Low

GWP

Substantial

Substantial

High

High

Modest

High

Modest

Low

Low

IAASTD

Substantial

Substantial

Modest

Substantial

Substantial

Modest

High

Low

Substantial

CEPF

Modest

Substantial

Modest

Substantial

High

Substantial

Substantial

Low

Modest

GFHR

Substantial

High

Substantial

Low

High

Modest

Substantial

Low

Modest

ProVention

Substantial

Substantial

Modest

Substantial

High

High

Modest

Low

Modest

GDN

Substantial

Substantial

Modest

Low

High

Substantial

Substantial

Low

Low

DG

Substantial

Substantial

Modest

Substantial

Modest

Modest

Modest

Modest

Low

ILC
PRHCBP

Modest
Substantial

Modest
Substantial

Modest
Modest

Substantial
Low

Substantial
Modest

Substantial
Low

Modest
Modest

Low
Modest

Low
Low

GISP

Substantial

Substantial

Low

Low

Modest

Modest

Low

Low

Low

Program

Average

Highly
satisfactory
Satisfactory
Satisfactory
Satisfactory
Satisfactory
Moderately
satisfactory
Moderately
satisfactory
Moderately
satisfactory
Moderately
satisfactory
Moderately
satisfactory
Moderately
satisfactory
Moderately
unsatisfactory
Moderately
unsatisfactory
Unsatisfactory
Unsatisfactory
Highly
unsatisfactory

Moderately
Moderately
Moderately
Highly
Highly
Moderately
Satisfactory
Satisfactory
satisfactory
satisfactory
satisfactory
unsatisfactory unsatisfactory satisfactory
Note: Each cell assesses the compliance of the program with each eligibility criterion during the time period of the GPR review. Programs are listed by their overall degree of
compliance from the most compliant (Stop TB) to the least compliant (GISP).
Average

Satisfactory

Satisfactory
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Appendix M. Persons Consulted
Person

Position

Unit

Shakuntala Gunaratne
Aileen Marshall
Anna Muganda

Senior Operations Officer
Senior Partnership Specialist
Operations Officer

AFRCP
AFRCP
AFRCP

Roberta Tarallo
Anju Sharma

Manager
Senior Program Officer

CFPPM
CFPPM

Christian Rey
Jane Kirby-Zaki
Sophia Drewnowski
David Potten
Nitin Kibe

Manager
Senior Program Officer
Senior Partnership Specialist
Consultant
Consultant

CFPTP
CFPTP
CFPTP
CFPTP
CFPTP

Ann Harrison
Mustapha Nabli
Jimmy Olazo
Ivar Cederholm

Director
Senior Adviser
Chief Admin Officer
Senior Res. Management Officer

DECVP
DEVVP
DECRM
DECRM

Nichola Dyer

Program Manager, Financial
Disclosure and Conflicts of Interest

EBC

Sajjad Ali Shah
Kunthary de Gaiffier

Lead Operations Officer
Operations Analyst

EAPCO
EAPCO

Sally Zeijlon

Manager

ECS01

Joelle Chassard

Manager

ENVCF

Frank Sader
Aravind Seshadri

Head, Client and Partner Relations
Resource Management Officer

FPDVP
FPDCA

Rakesh Nangia
Ekaterina Kan
Bermet Sydygalieva

Director
Senior Res. Management Officer
Trust Fund Coordinator

HDNVP
HDNOP
HDNOP

Talib Esmail
Sachiko N. Gause

Operations Adviser
Operations Analyst

LCSDE
LCSDE

Andrea Stumpf

Lead Counsel

LEGCF

Omer Karasapan

Knowledge Coordinator

MNADE
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Person

Position

Unit

Kyle Peters
Andrina AmbroseGardiner
Funke Oyewole

Director, Strategy and Country
Services, OPCCS
Senior Operations Officer, OPCCS
Special Asst. to Vice President,
OPCVP

OPCSS
OPCCS
OPCVP

Jeffrey Lewis

Senior Adviser

PRMVP

Tom O’Brien
Preeti Arora
Tatyana V. Klimova

Manager
Senior Economist
Senior Resources Management
Officer

SARDE
SARDE
SARRM

Grace Yabrudy
Carol Bonney
Lydia Tietz
Courtney Cease

Adviser, SDNSO
Senior Resources Management
Officer, SDNVP
Senior Resources Management
Officer, SDNRM
E T Consultant, SDNSO

SDNSO
SDNVP
SDNRM
SDNSO

Paul Cadario

Senior Manager, TQC

TQC

Robert L. Floyd
Ellen De Vreede
Julie D. Knowles

Manager, Operations, WBIRP
Operations Officer, WBIRP
Trust Fund Coordinator, WBICA

WBIRP
WBIRP
WBICA
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Endnotes
Chapter 2
1. This issue was discussed more extensively in the Annual Review of Development Effectiveness 2008:
Shared Global Challenges (IEG 2008a).
2. Some have argued that the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria is also an exception to this pattern, because its impacts accrue primarily at the national level. However, the Bank has
chosen to regard controlling the spread of these communicable diseases as one of its five global public goods priorities. A forthcoming IEG Global Program Review of the Global Fund will assess,
among other things, the impact of the Global Fund on the Bank’s lending in the health sector.

Chapter 3
1. There is not yet an internationally agreed rating system for rating the performance of GRPPs. The
three pilot GPRs that IEG completed in FY06 also found that it was premature to do set one up, given
the current state of evaluations of GRPPs, and that attempting to do so also detracted from the more
important lessons arising from these reviews—both for the programs themselves and for other
GRPPs in which the Bank is involved. However, IEG has rated the outcome of one global program—
IAASTD—to meet the requirements of the GEF terminal evaluation guidelines. This also happens to
be the one program reviewed that was initially designed with a fixed end point.
2. The “resource curse” (also known as the paradox of plenty) refers to the paradox that countries
with abundant extractive resources (oil, gas, and mining) tend to register lower economic and social
performance than countries without these natural resources. These countries also tend to experience a
higher than average incidence of social and political unrest and violence. This is hypothesized to
happen for many different reasons, including a decline in the competitiveness of other sectors
(caused by appreciation of the real exchange rate as resource revenues enter the economy—also
known as the “Dutch disease”), the volatility of revenues from resource extraction, government mismanagement of resources, or weak, ineffectual, unstable or corrupt institutions.
3. dgMarket is an online service that posts tenders for government contracts, including those funded
by the World Bank and other aid agencies; it is intended to increase competition and transparency in
public procurement, thereby enabling savings in government spending in developing countries and
helping small companies participate in tenders.
4. The average cost of the 17 GPRs has been $60,000.
5. In the cases of CEPF, IAASTD, and MBC, IEG also circulated the draft report to the Bank’s GEF
Coordination Team and to the GEF Evaluation Office, because the Bank was responsible for overseeing the GEF contribution to these two programs.
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Chapter 4
1. The programs that have posted formal management responses on their Web sites are CEPF,
CGIAR, EFA-FTI, GAVI, Global Fund, GDN, GWP, HMN, IAVI, LCDF, TDR, and UNAIDS. See appendix D for their full names.
2. Task team leaders almost always provide IEG with copies of evaluations when asked—but they
rarely provide copies unless asked. In the process of preparing this report and checking the information in appendix D, table D.4, IEG uncovered about 25 additional evaluations (of 72).
3. The MBC has not had an external evaluation of the partnership as such. This Regional Program
Review was based on the evaluation of two regional projects (implemented by USAID and UNDP)
and the Implementation Completion Reports of five GEF-financed, Bank-implemented projects that
had the objectives of consolidating the MBC in their respective countries.
4. The GFHR Secretariat maintains that the evaluation team remained fully independent even at the
review stage, to the point of ignoring points made by the GFHR, including clear cases of factual error.
5. Chapter 2 of the GRPP Evaluation Sourcebook (IEG and OECF/DAC 2007) provides extensive
guidance to programs on establishing good M&E frameworks at the outset.

Chapter 5
1. IEG assesses the existence of an international consensus based on the origin of the program, and
the extent of agreement on the need for action, on the definition of the problem being addressed, on
priorities, and on strategies for action. In terms of the program’s origin, IEG asks questions along the
following lines:
•
•
•
•
•

Is the program formally responsible for implementing an international convention?
Did the program arise out of an international conference?
Is the program facilitating the implementation of formal standards and approaches?
Is the program primarily donor-driven? Did donors establish the program with little consultation with developing countries?
Is the program primarily Bank-driven? Did the World Bank found the program and then seek
other partners?

Chapter 6
1. This distinction is attributed to Robert Tricker (1998. P. 8): “The role of management is to run the enterprise and that of the board is to see that it is being run well and in the right direction.”
2. These principles are adapted from the OECD Principles of Corporate Governance (2004). Although
there exist other similar statements of such principles at the national level, these are the only set of
corporate governance principles on which there is clear international consensus. Many governance
functions for the for-profit private sector, as laid out in the OECD Principles, translate directly into
equivalent functions for GRPPs (as well as for other public sector organizations, NGOs, and foundations). The key differences for GRPPs are the absence of tradable shares, the need to establish legitimacy on a basis other than shareholder rights, and the greater need for transparency in the use of
public sector resources in achieving public policy goals.
3. IEG does not formally rate the overall development effectiveness of the programs in its GPRs because there is no internationally agreed rating system for doing so. Therefore, this correlation is based
on IEG’s qualitative assessments of the programs’ development effectiveness, as presented in chapter
5 and in appendix I.
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4. The DGF Council indicated that it would apply its arm’s-length criterion to in-house secretariats in
the following way:
The management of the in-house secretariat should be independent from the Bank Group,
and clear policies and procedures should be in place through which this independence can be
verified. Secretariat management reports to an external governing body, and the Bank does
not dominate its decision making. The governing body of the program approves the secretariat’s work program and the manager’s terms of reference. It is also responsible for monitoring the manager’s time reporting and carrying out his or her performance evaluation. If other
partners request Bank management to chair this body, that should be agreed only on a rotating basis. If Bank management chairs that governing body, key decisions should be endorsed
not only by the chairperson but by the partner organizations on the governing body. The
terms of reference for managers of such in-house secretariats should require that managers
pay particular attention to preventing any cross-subsidization between the secretariat and the
Bank, and ensure that any work done by the secretariat for the Bank—or vice versa—is carried out on a full cost recovery basis, facilitated by maintaining separate accounts and monitoring procedures. Managers would sign yearly representation letters that funds have been
used for their intended purpose.
5. The note to the GPP Group provided a definition and discussion of “shared governance” in relation to GRPPs located in the Bank or other partner organizations, as summarized here:
Shared governance involves the establishment of a governing body around financing and
program activities that are shared, with a secretariat located either inside or outside the Bank.
The Bank may play one or more roles in the program. Partners tend to see the benefits as
pooling resources and comparative advantages of different institutions and bringing in
stakeholders to create broader legitimacy around issues.
For Bank, the risks of shared governance differ, according to factors such as whether the secretariat and key implementation roles are within the Bank. When the program secretariat is
in the Bank, program managers are Bank staff but report dually to the Bank and to the program governing body, which raises concern about conflicts of interest and loyalty. A partnership program secretariat that is located in the Bank is not a separate legal entity may develop
an external identity apart from the Bank and thus cause confusion. The Bank’s representatives may serve as advocates of the program to the Bank while providing oversight on behalf
of the Bank. When program secretariats are located outside the Bank, the Bank may play a
limited role although reputationally it may be seen as responsible for the actions of other
program participants.
Another risk is when the Bank’s multiple roles in a shared governance program are not internally aligned. For example, the Bank may take fiduciary responsibility for program funding
as a trustee, but this role may not be aligned with its overall level of control (for example, its
ability to choose recipients and activities), and its own fiduciary policies and procedures may
not always apply. Again, clear guidelines are needed for the staff involved in governance of
these programs.

Chapter 7
1. IEG’s 2004 evaluation specifically identified the following reputational risks to the Bank resulting
from undermanaged partnerships: (a) growing confusion between global program activities, Bank
activities, and borrower activities; (b) unclear policies regarding NGO and private sector participation
on governing bodies; (c) unclear role of Bank safeguards in relation to partnership activities; (d) the
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Bank's bearing an undue share of program risks for some in-house programs; (e) conflicts of interest
that limit the Bank’s capacity to look at programs objectively; (f) inconsistent application of DGF eligibility criteria; and (g) consultants and secondees who are paid through trust funds representing the
Bank on some global program boards.
2. The Bank has distinguished the provision of global public goods from national and local public
goods at least since the Strategic Directions Paper FY02–FY04 in March 2001. This paper referred to
national and local public goods as “corporate advocacy” priorities and constituted the Bank’s twopillar poverty reduction strategy of (a) building the climate for investment, jobs, and sustainable
growth and (b) empowering poor people to participate in development and investing in them. But
this paper envisaged that GRPPs would focus mostly on the provision of global public goods. IEG’s
Phase 1 Report on the Bank’s involvement in global programs found, however, that many GRPPs are
in fact multicountry programs that focus on the national and local public goods, which the Bank’s
March 2003 Update on Global Programs and Partnerships and the 2005 GPP Strategy also acknowledged.
3. World Bank Kiosk Announcement, “Restructuring of the Concessional Finance and Global Partnerships Vice-Presidency,” September 23, 2008.
4. IEG was never consulted before the change was made, even though IEG is a direct stakeholder, and
the Legal Department was not meaningfully consulted. It is not evident, as asserted, that this new
definition can be derived from the new Trust Fund Management Framework. On the contrary, paragraph 19 of BP 14.40 on trust funds explicitly distinguishes GRPPs from other programmatic trust
funds.
5. IEG pointed out in its 2004 evaluation that in-house programs are often more valuable to the Bank
when they are not strictly aligned with the Bank’s own priorities and approaches. They would serve
the Bank and its clients better if they were somewhat independent of the Bank and if they mobilized
global knowledge and ground-level experience so as to inform, not simply reflect the Bank’s priorities and approaches. Insisting on strict alignment may prevent client countries from developing alternative viewpoints and reduce the program’s value in terms of marshalling independent thinking
and knowledge (IEG 2004, p. 27). The extent to which in-house programs should be aligned with
Bank priorities and approaches should be clarified in the recommended policy framework on host
arrangements.

Chapter 8
1. IEG does not formally rate the overall development effectiveness of the programs in its GPRs because there is no internationally agreed rating system for doing so. Therefore, this correlation is based
on IEG’s qualitative assessments of the programs’ development effectiveness, as presented in chapter
5 and in appendix I. IEG found CGAP and CEPF to be more effective programs than indicated by
their degree of compliance with the DGF eligibility criteria, and IAASTD to be less effective.
2. The World Bank Managing Director responsible for the DGF at the time also confirmed this when
IEG was conducting its two-phase evaluation of the Bank’s involvement in global programs.
3. The World Bank’s task team leader has asserted that the program’s partners and associates contributed considerable in-kind and cash cofunding for capacity building, outreach, and on-the-ground
GISP activities, but under their own brand programs, which were therefore not recorded among the
program’s expenditures.
4. Even before March 2007, the 1997 proposal to establish the DGF expected some supervision of DGF
grants.
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5. Nor should the “Rules for Sources of Funding for Global Programs and Partnerships,” issued by
SFRVP in December 2003, imply that DGF grants cannot flow to external recipients in a two-step
process. See IEG 2004, p. 99.
6. The Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery acknowledges the fact that DGF funding
provided to its United Nations partner—the International Strategy for Disaster Reduction—does not
flow through the GFDRR Secretariat. However, the DGF funds are not released until GFDRR agrees
to a joint work program with the UNISDR. This work program is divided into regional components
and discussed directly between the Regional disaster risk management coordinators in the World
Bank and their corresponding UNISDR Regional Coordinators, which is then approved by the Secretariat.
7. Such a policy framework does exist for Bank-administered trust funds. Therefore, this issue could
be addressed by depositing the DGF grants into the multidonor trust funds that support these programs, as is currently the case for CGAP and was the case for the Institutional Development Fund
and the Post-Conflict Fund when these were under the DGF umbrella. But then the Bank would have
to accept at least a limited amount of comingling of DGF and trust fund resources in the context of
these programs.
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Bank Group’s work, and to provide accountability in the
achievement of its objectives. It also improves Bank Group
work by identifying and disseminating the lessons learned
from experience and by framing recommendations drawn
from evaluation findings.

World Bank Group Guarantee Instruments 1990–2007: An Independent Evaluation

Small States: Making the Most of Development Assistance—A Synthesis of World Bank Findings
Social Funds: Assessing Effectiveness
Sourcebook for Evaluating Global and Regional Partnership Programs
Using Knowledge to Improve Development Effectiveness: An Evaluation of World Bank
Economic and Sector Work and Technical Assistance, 2000–2006
Using Training to Build Capacity for Development: An Evaluation of the World Bank’s Project-Based and WBI Training
The Welfare Impact of Rural Electrification: A Reassessment of the Costs and Benefits—An IEG Impact Evaluation
World Bank Assistance to the Financial Sector: A Synthesis of IEG Evaluations
The World Bank in Turkey: 1993–2004—An IEG Country Assistance Evaluation
World Bank Engagement at the State Level: The Cases of Brazil, India, Nigeria, and Russia
All IEG evaluations are available, in whole or in part, in languages other than English.
For our multilingual section, please visit http://www.worldbank.org/ieg.
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