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I. Introduction and the role of self-evaluation 
1. IFAD’s self-evaluation system is part of an IFAD-wide evaluation 

architecture. The self-evaluation system enables Management to (i) fulfil its 

responsibility to report performance and results to the Executive Board; and  

(ii) provide necessary inputs to the Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD (IOE) 

to help it validate IFAD’s self-evaluations. Beyond providing robust measurement of 

results for accountability, the self-evaluation system is also the basis for operational 

performance management as well as learning and sharing knowledge.  

2. This document responds to a recommendation of the independent External 

Peer Review (EPR) authorized by the Executive Board. It reviews the status of 

existing self-evaluation products and suggests enhancements to these, before 

turning to new evaluation products to capture the results of IFAD’s evolving 

business model. The document considers ways in which IFAD can become 

increasingly driven by learning; willing to embrace innovation through incentives for 

informed risk-taking and candour; and prepared to adopt a culture of adaptive 

management to quickly adjust to changing circumstances, including COVID-19.  

3. Development Effectiveness Framework. At the core of IFAD’s 2016–2025 

Strategic Framework is the use of evidence as the basis for decisions on the design 

and implementation of projects, programmes, and strategies. Accordingly, the 

Development Effectiveness Framework (DEF) was developed in 2016. It comprises 

five sets of activities providing a comprehensive and coherent approach to measure 

results, including impact, underpinned by a theory of change. DEF’s focus is on 

ensuring that evidence-based decision-making is embedded in country strategies 

and project cycles.  

4. The evaluation function. IFAD’s evaluation function is a critical complement to 

the DEF in gauging the relevance and fulfilment of IFAD’s overall Strategic 

Framework. Evaluation has three main objectives — (i) to promote accountability 

by documenting results; (ii) to encourage performance management, using 

evidenced-based decisions; and (iii) to enhance learning and feedback mechanisms. 

5. As in other international financial institutions (IFIs), the Executive Board, IOE and 

Management each have critical, but specific, roles to play in evaluation. The Board 

has institutional oversight and accountability. Management has overall responsibility 

for conducting self-evaluations, which systematically measure and assess 

performance, results and impacts of strategies and projects, and reports these to 

the Board. Independent evaluation, including validations conducted by IOE, 

provides a critical review of the evidence, results and assessments of self-

evaluation. It is independent from those responsible for the design and 

implementation of activities. Together, these elements are mutually reinforcing, 

with evaluation promoting improved evidence-based decision-making, supporting 

strengthened accountability, enhancing learning and promoting a stronger,  

results-focused culture, which is at the heart of the DEF.  

6. The 2019 EPR Report found “the overall structure and functioning of the evaluation 

system in IFAD…generally on par with comparator IFI institutions”. It also 

highlighted areas where the IFAD-wide evaluation system needs to adapt to keep 

pace with changing evaluation practices in other IFIs (see appendix I) and the 

United Nations. A key finding, shared by others, is that learning and feedback from 

evaluation has not been fully realized. Recommended is “a strategic shift [to] make 

maximizing results through learning a core purpose of evaluation at IFAD”.  

7. Regarding Management’s self-evaluation function, the EPR found that, while the 

building blocks were in place as a result of the IFAD11 replenishment, there was 

substantial scope for improvement.  
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II. Evolution of IFAD’s self-evaluation system 
8. Since the endorsement of the Evaluation Policy in 2011, IFAD’s self-evaluation 

system has matured, with Management systematically improving the measurement 

of the impact of its operations. IFAD’s self-evaluation architecture is unique 

compared to most other IFIs because it is embedded in the DEF, which in turn 

stems from the Strategic Framework.  

9. The DEF aims to ensure that: (i) country strategies identify projects and  

non-lending activities that address key underlying development issues;  

(ii) individual projects are designed at entry with a carefully articulated theory of 

change setting out how inputs and activities are expected to achieve impact;  

(iii) projects are evaluable to allow for later assessments of project impacts;  

(iv) monitoring & evaluation (M&E) and data collection systems are sufficiently 

planned at design and implemented along with the project to ensure that 

information is adequately collected. The DEF and the accompanying development 

effectiveness matrix also serve as tools to assess project quality at entry.  

10. Since 2016, when the DEF was put in place, IFAD has made significant strides to 

set up the fundamental building blocks of evidenced-based decision-making 

including:  

(a) embedding a results focus throughout country and project cycles, including 

theory of change, logical frameworks and M&E systems;  

(b) improving M&E capacity in the rural sector, e.g. the Programme for Rural 

M&E (PRiME), a training and certification initiative);  

(c) the ability to link project M&E, including core indicators (CIs), to corporate 

results reporting aligned with the Strategic Framework and the SDGs; 

(d) building an operational results management system (ORMS) to capture 

output and outcome data based on agreed CIs; and,  

(e) using real-time evidence in portfolio management at regional, country and 

project levels, employing management dashboards. 

11. Taken together, these building blocks have enabled IFAD’s self-evaluation system to 

become the cornerstone of the organization's results architecture and the 

foundation for IFAD’s entire evaluation function (appendix II).  

III. IFAD’s self-evaluation system and products 

A. The self-evaluation system 

12. According to the OECD/DAC definition, “A self-evaluation system is a combination of 

processes and products for the systematic, empirical, and transparent M&E of an 

ongoing or completed project, programme or strategy, conducted by the operations 

department in charge of the activity.”  

13. IFAD’s self-evaluation system is based on assessments and reviews conducted 

internally by Management to measure IFAD’s corporate impact as part of the 

broader M&E system.  

14. Figure 1 below shows how the self-evaluation system fits into the overall evaluation 

architecture. It also demonstrates how self-evaluation products are integral to 

IFAD’s Country strategic opportunities programme (COSOP) and project cycles. Also 

fundamental are the underlying M&E systems, project designs based on the DEF, 

quality assurance and the continuous tracking of progress using ORMS. The  

self-evaluation mechanism enables IFAD to manage performance, report on results, 

and foster learning and knowledge-sharing. 
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15. Management has two categories of self-evaluation products:  

(i) Completion reports: these consist of project completion reports (PCRs) and 

COSOP completion reviews (CCRs); and 

(ii) Impact assessments (IAs): these are performed on a sample of 15 per cent of 

the portfolio, as requested by the Board. The individual studies are 

aggregated through a rigorous methodology to produce the overall Impact 

Assessment Report at the end of each replenishment period. 

16. As outlined in figure 1, other reviews are carried out as part of the self-evaluation 

system. They are not formal self-evaluation products but management tools and/or 

aggregate reports.  

17. Findings of self-evaluations form the basis for Management’s reports on results to 

the Board. These studies include the annual Report on IFAD’s Development 

Effectiveness (RIDE) and the Impact Assessment Report, which details the 

corporate impact of operations for replenishments. Management also reports to the 

Board on the status of IOE recommendations in the annual President’s Report on 

the Implementation Status of Evaluation Recommendations and Management 

Actions (PRISMA). 

18. IOE’s independent evaluation system and its products draw on data and products 

generated by the self-evaluation system. IOE provides a range of products, four of 

which are directly mapped to self-evaluation products: PCR validations (PCRVs); 

project performance evaluations (PPEs); country strategy programme evaluations 

(CSPEs); and impact evaluations (IEs). IOE also relies on data collected by the  

self-evaluation system to produce its Annual Report of Results and Impact (ARRI). 

Figure 1 

IFAD’s Evaluation Architecture 

 

19. While the self-evaluation system has many parts and draws on underlying 

supervision reporting and project-level M&E systems, there are three core products, 

reviewed in greater depth below: PCRs, COSOP completion reports, and IAs. That is 

because these products map more directly to evaluation products, and provide 

evidence on completed projects and country strategies. Summary self-evaluation 

reports like RIDE and PRISMA are also discussed.  
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B. IFAD’s current self-evaluation products and proposed changes 

Project completion reports 

20. PCRs are best seen in the context of the entire project cycle beginning with the 

project design phase (figure 1). Quality at entry is reviewed to ensure that project 

design reports describe the expected results and the M&E to be used to collect 

results data. Progress is tracked and assessed during implementation and reported 

in project supervision reports and mid-term reviews. Monitoring information 

enables potential course corrections during implementation. 

21. High-quality PCRs are critical to the integrity and effectiveness of the IFAD-wide 

evaluation system. Management reinforces the importance of quality PCRs by 

recognizing the best one each year and giving a monetary award valued at one 

supervision mission, to be used for M&E activities. Every year, between 25-30 PCRs 

are submitted to IFAD by borrowers, as stipulated in IFAD’s General Conditions for 

Agricultural Development Financing. While responsibility rests with governments, 

IFAD teams are closely involved in the preparation of PCRs and provide capacity-

building and technical support. Individual governments bear the costs of PCR 

preparation, which are usually embedded in the project costs, while IFAD 

contributes approximately US$20,000–25,000 for its completion support activities. 

PCRs are normally due six months after project completion date. 

22. The PCR preparation process can begin as soon as 85 per cent of the project 

financing is disbursed. As a successful PCR involves the extensive analysis of impact 

and results data, dedicated surveys may be needed to supplement project M&E 

inputs and collect essential data. IFAD’s Framework for Operational Feedback from 

Stakeholders, approved by the Board in December 2019, requires feedback 

throughout the project cycle. In-country feedback from stakeholders on project 

performance, obtained through wide consultations, is collected at completion. 

Management intends to strengthen the robustness of the stakeholder feedback loop 

in IFAD12 by introducing a specific new core indicator. 

23. IFAD follows the OECD-DAC evaluation methodology to assess the performance of 

projects at completion, using common criteria (i.e. relevance, effectiveness, 

efficiency, sustainability). In addition, IFAD applies other criteria in line with its 

strategies, including: rural poverty impact, environment and natural resource 

management, climate change adaptation and gender equality. These ratings-based 

assessments provide a robust indication of performance during the life of a project. 

The approach is harmonized with IOE’s. 

24. PCR rating assessments are supplemented with quantifiable results, outputs and 

outcomes based on the DEF and captured in ORMS. Increasingly, IFAD is using 

aggregated CIs, which are mapped to IFAD’s strategic objectives and aligned with 

the SDGs. Directly measuring outcomes is an important methodological departure 

from judgements of performance, often without adequate supporting evidence. The 

2017 CI framework effectively mainstreamed results management into project M&E 

systems, while new guidelines in 2020 lay out a mandatory methodology to ensure 

consistency across projects. IFAD has also recently finalized the methodology for 

outcome surveys to be applied to the entire portfolio. Together, these will further 

increase the robustness of the outcome-level results reported for IFAD11 onwards. 

25. Timeliness in governments’ submission of PCRs has improved. Currently, there is an 

average lag of 2.7 months on the six-month deadline for PCR submission, compared 

to three years in 2016. A rigorous review process is in place, and, if approved by 

governments, will be posted on IFAD’s external website, which is accessible by the 

Board. IFAD has committed to publishing 90 per cent of PCRs by the end of IFAD11; 

to date, 74 per cent have been posted. 

26. IOE provides an overall PCR rating based on candour, lessons, scope and quality in 

their validations (PCRVs) of all PCRs. In this regard, IFAD is aligned with other IFIs, 
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which validate 100 per cent of completion reports or a statistically representative 

sample thereof. Since 2014, approximately 90 per cent of PCRs have been rated in 

the satisfactory zone, as shown in the 2020 ARRI. The overall disconnect has been 

narrowing over time and stands at one third of a percentage point.  

Proposed changes to the PCR 

27. IFAD is an outlier compared to other IFIs because in other institutions, 

governments are responsible for preparing PCRs. In contrast, IFAD’s active 

involvement in the process has blurred roles and responsibilities and, at times, has 

affected candour regarding overall project performance. Occasionally, differences in 

ratings and assessments respectively from governments and IFAD occur. 

Furthermore, conflicts of interest may arise when IFAD reviews government ratings 

about IFAD’s performance. Government responsibility for preparing PCRs can 

impact timeliness and the full disclosure of the reports, especially if there are 

disagreements over content. To address these issues, other IFIs have taken 

responsibility for preparing PCRs — in keeping with the definition of self-evaluation 

— while providing a section for government completion reports and/or comments. 

28. Assume responsibility for preparing PCRs. To improve PCR quality, candour, 

timeliness, and transparency, Management proposes following the practice of other 

IFIs and formally transferring responsibility for preparing PCRs to IFAD. 

Governments would still need to provide completion reports, provided these met 

the specifications in IFAD’s General Conditions (though they could be shorter and 

focus on issues where government’s have a strong interest). Because the costs of 

PCRs are currently largely borne by governments, adequate budgets would also 

need to be allocated. 

29. Streamline PCR ratings. Management proposes further streamlining the PCR 

ratings. Similarly to comparable IFIs, PCRs would focus on self-assessing and 

rating: (i) the achievement of development outcomes; (ii) IFAD performance 

(including quality at design and quality of supervision support); and (iii) 

borrower/recipient performance. New guidelines for PCRs would reflect these 

changes. 

30. If this approach is adopted, Management would work with IOE to ensure 

appropriate harmonization with their evolving product mix and rating 

methodologies. The most appropriate place for PCR ratings in the corporate Results 

Management Framework would also need to be determined. Nonetheless, PCRs will 

continue to collect data and evidence about development outcomes and project 

management; these areas will simply not receive subjective ratings.  

31. Update guidelines and systems. Once the shift in responsibility of the PCR to 

IFAD and a joint review of PCR ratings is completed, the PCR guidelines and 

systems will need to be updated. These guidelines should also reflect the changing 

culture of evaluation and evidence within IFAD, and the improvements in systems 

for monitoring and evaluating across the institution.  

COSOP completion reviews 

32. In 2018, country strategies became mandatory for all Members receiving an 

allocation of IFAD’s core funding, either in the form of COSOPs or country strategy 

notes prepared by regional divisions, with input from the Strategy and Knowledge 

Department and other units across IFAD. The revised country strategy guidelines 

also require undertaking CCRs, which are a self-evaluation of a COSOP’s strategic 

objectives and IFAD’s performance in achieving them. CCRs are prepared within six 

months of the end of a COSOP cycle. As agreed with the IOE, they follow a 

standard methodology for evaluating country programmes, including project and 

non-project activities. Results are assessed against indicators in the COSOP results 

framework.  
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33. All CCRs include ratings of the overall effectiveness and relevance of COSOPs as 

well as non-lending activities. CCRs are cleared by the Regional Director and 

approved by the Assistant Vice-President, Programme Management Department 

and submitted to the Executive Board together with a new COSOP. CCRs provide 

practical and real-time lessons from COSOP implementation that inform the design 

of new COSOPs. They are disclosed and contribute to IFAD’s knowledge base. They 

will be aggregated at corporate level and will be reported on in the RIDE at the end 

of IFAD11. 

34. Unlike PCRs, CCRs are not validated by IOE. Instead, the Office carries out CSPEs in 

selected countries, usually covering a 10-year period spanning more than one 

COSOP cycle. If available, the CSPEs and their recommendations can inform new 

COSOPs. Frequently, however, the timing of CCRs and CSPEs is not aligned. The 

CSPE’s agreement at completion point (ACP) is signed by the client government and 

Management, even though the COSOPs themselves are not. IFAD is the only IFI 

with an ACP which, if available, is included as an appendix to a COSOP.  

Proposed changes to COSOPs/CCRs 

35. Changes to COSOPs. In preparing new COSOPs, feedback loops and lessons 

learned from prior country engagements will be strengthened, including findings 

from IAs. In this regard, Management believes that better alignment in the timing 

of CCRs, IOE CSPEs and new COSOPs will strengthen learning and feedback loops. 

Management proposes that the in-country discussions at the completion of a 

COSOP with government and other stakeholders, and IOE’s CSPE workshop, should, 

if possible, coincide.  

36. With respect to IOE’s evolving product mix, Management looks forward to a 

discussion on the appropriateness and relevance of the ACP as part of a CSPE; and 

on whether a product akin to a PCRV for COSOPs might be appropriate, utilizing 

and validating the data available in the COSOP completion review. 

37. Management also expects to roll out a more complete ORMS module for the COSOP 

lifecycle in 2021, which will facilitate better tracking of the timing and delivery of 

COSOP products, including alignment with IOE reporting. This tool will also allow 

Management to better assess country programme performance in real time and, in 

particular, track contributions to policy engagement at country level. 

Impact assessments 

38. Addressing recommendations from the DEF, IFAD takes a rigorous approach to 

generate high-quality evidence of the impact that can be attributed to its 

investments. Project-level IAs, conducted by the Research and Impact Assessment 

division, serve a twin function: to learn from projects to inform new project designs 

and PCRs, and to provide an estimate of aggregate impact for the corporate 

indicators laid out in the Strategic Framework. 

39. As a result, the Executive Board requested IFAD to carry out IAs on a selection of 

projects representing 15 per cent of the Fund’s portfolio. IAs are designed in close 

collaboration with local stakeholders and government counterparts to ensure a 

thorough understanding of the project and relevant lessons. This is a uniquely 

systematic and rigorous approach that allows IFAD to effectively learn and 

communicate its results, and so contribute to achieving the SDGs.  

40. As suggested by IOE and the Evaluation Committee, the IA methodology was 

validated through a sensitivity analysis. IFAD11 impact assessment was conceived 

drawing on lessons learned from IFAD10: it was designed to produce 24 studies, or 

21 per cent of closing projects, a sample large enough to account for potential 

attrition and, more recently, to take account of projects being abandoned due to 

COVID-19 restrictions and other factors. Finally, for IFAD12 it is foreseen that 

Management and IOE will work together to set up the background framework and 

the general approach to conducting the IA. 
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41. IFAD is the only IFI that is able to report on the aggregate impact of its operations 

during a replenishment; others report on a project-by-project basis. The 

methodology for estimating aggregate development effectiveness involves two 

steps. First, aggregation through a systematic meta-analysis of individual project-

level IA estimates is conducted to compute aggregate corporate impacts. Then, a 

projection is made to extrapolate impacts to the rest of the portfolio and estimate 

the number of people benefiting from each strategic objective (i.e. increased 

production, market access or participation and resilience), and reaching IFAD’s 

overarching goal of increased economic mobility. In IFAD11, Management will 

expand impact analysis of IFAD’s mainstreaming themes.  

42. IAs are not validated by IOE. Instead, IOE reviews the synthesis reports prepared 

by Management on the IAs conducted for every replenishment. During IFAD10, IOE 

noted that the projects that underwent an IA tended to have better PCRs. This is 

not surprising because the PCRs incorporated evidence from the IAs, resulting in 

higher quality reports and hence, higher ratings. To facilitate the incorporation of 

the IA findings within the PCR, projects selected for IAs were given an extra six 

months to prepare reports.  

Proposed or future changes to impact assessments 

43. The IA approach mostly focuses on ex-post IAs due to the need to report results 

and provide an estimate of corporate impacts for each replenishment. To increase 

learning from IAs, Management intends to introduce measures to bridge the gap 

between IAs and other self-evaluation products in IFAD12. Management will 

enhance the learning opportunities of ex-post IAs, which take place near project 

completion, by better integrating their findings into other parts of the project cycle. 

Lessons learned from IAs will be systematically examined during strategically 

selected reviews of project design and implementation, especially mid-term 

reviews. Finally, future IAs could be carried out to evaluate the impact of innovative 

interventions (e.g. results-based lending, private sector strategy, Rural Poor 

Stimulus Facility). 

44. To build capacity, Management is finalizing IA guidelines and e-learning materials 

for stakeholders and plans for the more systematic and strategic dissemination of 

IA findings.  

45. Lastly, to enhance transparency, Management will promote open data by publicly 

making available datasets collected during IAs. A data governance policy will need 

to be developed first to guarantee ethical and privacy standards regarding the data 

of IFAD beneficiaries’. 

Report on IFAD's Development Effectiveness 

46. The annual RIDE is IFAD's main instrument for reporting on IFAD’s operational and 

institutional performance against the agreed corporate Results Management 

Framework. As such, it is not designed to be a self-evaluation product but to 

provide a current and comprehensive overview of IFAD’s performance, using a 

broad range of data drawn from both quantitative and qualitative sources. As noted 

by the EPR, Management's advances in results management and performance 

reporting are expected to feed into the RIDE. Thus, as the self-evaluation products 

are being strengthened, the RIDE itself is also becoming more robust. In the 2019 

RIDE, Management also included data from the ongoing portfolio to ensure that 

reporting is current and holistic. 

47. Streamline the RIDE. RIDE, in its present format, reports on a plethora of IFAD 

commitments and activities. Management intends to streamline the RIDE to focus 

on development effectiveness and results. It is proposed that commitments  

(e.g. progress on mainstreaming) should be submitted to the Board in a separate 

document.  
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President’s Report on the Implementation Status of Evaluation 

Recommendations and Management Actions (PRISMA) 

48. The 2015 Evaluation Policy established that in order to assure appropriate feedback 

loops, the IFAD President should ensure that evaluation recommendations made by 

IOE were adopted at operational, strategic and policy levels. The annual PRISMA, 

prepared by Management and shared with the Board, comes in two parts: Volume I 

provides a summary and lists the consolidated follow-up to recurrent 

recommendations; Volume II includes detailed responses to every recommendation. 

IOE prepares written comments on the PRISMA, which are also shared with the 

Evaluation Committee and the Executive Board. In its current format, the PRISMA is 

more focused on accountability than on learning, further adding to the imbalance 

between these two functions of evaluation.  

49. Right-size the PRISMA. The PRISMA is key instrument for tracking accountability 

at the corporate level. Other IFIs are exploring ways in which independent 

evaluation recommendations, management response, and status are tracked and 

geared more to learning, while still recognizing the accountability function. 

Management believes that Volume I could be much more impactful and strategic if 

it tracked and reported on the status of a more limited number of key IOE 

recommendations. Volume II of the present PRISMA could be discontinued or 

published entirely online, with accountability for following up on agreed IOE 

recommendations remaining with relevant operational divisions and tracked in real 

time. 

C. Proposed new products 

Self-evaluation of NSO activities 

50. The approval of the Private Sector Strategy and of a framework for non-sovereign 

operations (NSOs) will enable IFAD to leverage the private sector as part of its 

programme of work. The procedures governing NSOs from design to completion are 

based on sovereign operations. However, private sector operations have particular 

characteristics, including the need for confidentiality, where a standard PCR is not 

feasible. Given that it will be important for IFAD to learn from NSOs over IFAD11 

and into IFAD12, modified self-evaluation products, including IAs for NSOs, will 

need to be developed. These should draw on the experience of other IFIs (notably 

International Finance Corporation [IFC], European Bank for Reconstruction and 

Development [EBRD], Inter-American Development Bank [IDB] and the Asian 

Development Bank [ADB]) but should be tailored to IFAD’s specific mandate.  

Cluster project reviews 

51. Project self-evaluation has so far been concentrated on single sovereign 

investments operations. To help foster learning and address questions of strategic 

relevance, IFAD will pilot grouping project completion reviews and IAs around 

clusters of similar projects (e.g. mainstreaming themes, project types). To capture 

lessons in real time, such reviews could also cover ongoing operations. This would 

offer synergies with new IOE project cluster evaluations (see section IV).  

Post-completion sustainability review 

52. The sustainability of IFAD’s projects after completion is a key factor in securing 

deeper development impact. According to IFAD’s self-evaluations, IOE independent 

evaluations and the 2018 Multilateral Organization Performance Assessment 

Network (MOPAN) review of IFAD, sustainability is an area in which the Fund has 

not performed well. In order to better understand why, IFAD will explore with IOE 

the possibility of undertaking ex-post evaluations some 3-5 years after project 

completion. These would focus on sustainability and examine whether the evidence 

found at the time of project closure was maintained. 
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D. System enhancements 

Monitoring and Evaluation 

53. High-quality self-evaluation products are critical for effective IFAD-wide evaluation. 

M&E systems, and the information they generate, underpin all these products. In 

order to enhance results-based management and reporting, more systematic efforts 

are required to help governments strengthen and use their M&E resources, and 

optimize how they relate to IFAD’s. As an IFAD12 commitment, Management is 

preparing a coherent and comprehensive action plan to further strengthen  

project-level M&E capacity both in-house and for clients. This will build on the 

capacity-building PRiME initiative and the roll-out of the Results-based Management 

for Rural Transformation (RESOLVE) programme. An online e-learning curriculum on 

IA methodologies to build country-level IA capacity is also under development. 

Operational Results Management System 

54. As described above, ORMS is a well-developed and functioning results management 

platform. In order to complete the suite of applications, a full module across the 

COSOP cycle will be developed and rolled out by the end of IFAD11; additional 

models to cover NSO operations and supplementary funded operations (e.g. climate 

financing partners) are also under discussion. To facilitate learning and  

knowledge-sharing, a tagging function is also under development (see section IV). 

IV. From products to practice: promoting learning 
through evaluation 

A. Harnessing knowledge to become a learning organization 

55. IFAD’s self-evaluation system enables Management to be held accountable through 

systematic reporting on results and effective performance management. However, 

IFAD can further improve results and impact by better leveraging its deep store of 

knowledge and learning, including from both self- and independent evaluations.  

56. While the systems are in place, the changes in behaviour and culture needed for 

IFAD to become a learning institution lag behind. Various factors help explain this, 

including misaligned incentives. As in other IFIs, mandatory self-evaluation 

products are frequently perceived by operational staff as a burden There is 

excessive focus on ratings and validation processes, which may inhibit candour as 

well as learning. A delicate balance in assigning ratings should be sought between 

realism (to reduce potential disconnect with IOE) and achieving positive outcomes 

(even though failure can also offer fruitful lessons). In addition, teams also face 

pressure to deliver lending volumes and meet delivery performance targets, leaving 

limited time for in-depth knowledge discovery and transfer.  

57. Looking forward to IFAD12, the current business model sets the tone and the 

direction for IFAD to harness learning. Importantly, Management has committed to 

updating the overarching DEF umbrella, especially given the significant changes 

introduced in IFAD11. The upgraded DEF will include measures to strengthen the 

self-evaluation architecture, especially those initiatives that enhance learning and 

knowledge-sharing. 

58. Behavioural and organizational culture changes will also be needed. These changes 

— accompanied by informed risk-taking, incentives to learn from failure, and a 

culture of adaptive management to make course adjustments — will foster more 

innovation and wider impact. Self-evaluation will play a critical role. 

59. Championing learning. Signals from Management are already reorienting the 

corporate culture to encourage innovation and learning, beginning with the 

establishment of the Change, Delivery and Innovation Unit. Management has also 

committed to increased learning for greater development effectiveness, as laid out 

in the Knowledge Management Strategy and Action Plan, to encourage more 

evidence-based decisions. The knowledge strategy positions IFAD to be more 
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proactive in effectively integrating knowledge generation with knowledge 

documentation and utilization.  

B. Collaborating with IOE to enhance learning 

60. Creating a virtuous learning circle. The draft Evaluation Policy notes, “Self-

evaluation and independent evaluation are mutually reinforcing and complementary 

and, through products, processes and systems, lead to improved outputs at the 

operational and organizational levels.” Leveraging the strategic alignment of all 

components of the evaluation system can generate a virtuous learning circle for 

IFAD and its clients. For example, IOE’s proposed project cluster evaluations (PCEs) 

could help generate learning and knowledge feedback loops in the project cycle 

(figure 3). This loop begins with IOE and Management selecting a cluster topic with 

projects to be determined jointly, including from ongoing and closed projects. 

Clusters could even include projects in the pipeline —with extra attention on 

strengthening M&E systems — and, possibly, even set up an ex-ante impact 

assessment. Cluster debriefs following supervision visits of ongoing projects, 

including mid-term reviews (MTRs) potentially, could provide real-time evidence 

(e.g. results framework updates) and opportunities for adaptive management.  

Ex-post IAs could also be clustered.  

61. Both Management and IOE recognize that there are several areas where 

collaborating on processes can enhance synergies across independent and self-

evaluations and facilitate learning. Some of these include: (i) design of evaluation 

products (e.g. PPEs to incorporate older projects in order to investigate 

sustainability; (ii) new subregional evaluations); (iii) enhanced evaluation planning 

(e.g. improved alignment of timing between COSOPs, CCRs and CSPEs);  

(iv) opportunities for quasi real-time evaluations (e.g. selection of projects in 

PCEs); (v) ex-ante technical discussions without mention of ratings (e.g. PCR 

reviews on lessons learned); and (vi) continued harmonization of approaches as 

products evolve (e.g. PCR responsibility). 

Figure 2 

Project cluster evaluation -- a virtuous learning circle 
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C. Leveraging technology to learn from evaluation 

62. Tagging lessons learned. PCRs, CCRs and IAs are rich in embedded or tacit 

knowledge, but extracting it is difficult. Although there are “lessons learned” 

segments throughout the design, implementation and completion stages, the 

knowledge strategy noted that, “Documentation of robust lessons is not yet 

systematic, especially at country level, and lessons and information available 

through IFAD systems is not always consistent or kept up to date.” Use of ICT can 

help systematize and extract these lessons to design more impactful development 

interventions. Efforts are currently under way to enhance ORMS to enable the 

tagging of lessons learned and link them to intelligent search tools.  

63. Create a repository of evaluation findings and systematically disseminate 

them. Beyond tacit knowledge, it is often difficult to find self-evaluation reports 

easily, especially in the context of enhanced decentralization. Here too, leveraging 

the application of cutting-edge ICT systems can help facilitate learning and 

knowledge-sharing, and increase transparency. Having a comprehensive portal, 

both internally and on IFAD’s external website, would enable all self-evaluation 

products (i.e. PCRs, CCRs and IAs) to be more easily accessible. Finally, to further 

facilitate the virtuous learning cycle described above, independent IOE products 

could be integrated with related self-evaluations, with options for more systematic 

dissemination.  

V. Way forward and next steps 

64. A strong evaluation function is essential to an institution’s credibility, transparency 

and learning and, most importantly, to its development effectiveness. In order to 

consolidate this institution-wide approach, Management looks forward to jointly 

working with IOE to revise the Evaluation Policy and related Evaluation Manual as 

well as to look for synergies between respective product mixes. The policy will 

clarify the roles of the Board, Management and IOE in the evaluation function, and 

lay down the core principles of evaluation. Reflecting this IFAD-wide approach, the 

Evaluation Manual will provide consolidated guidance for both independent and self-

evaluation. To do so, consultations with all stakeholders will be needed.  

65. More specifically, Management expects that three areas will be appropriately 

embedded in either the Evaluation Policy and/or the Evaluation Manual. The first is 

an articulation of the modes of strengthening the complementarities between  

self- and independent evaluation to enhance the learning dimension and improve 

development effectiveness. 

66. Second, IFAD’s ratings system and methodologies will need to be refined and 

harmonized as the evaluation product mixes of both IOE and Management evolve. 

For example, in IFAD12’s vision of the Fund as an innovative, learning and agile 

institution, ratings will need to be able to capture the benefits of adaptive 

management. 

67. Third, the improvements to the self-evaluation system described in this document 

should also be reflected, beginning with the planned update of a forward-looking 

DEF that champions knowledge and learning. 
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International Financial Institutions Comparators 
  

1. IFAD shares many characteristics of self-evaluation systems with other comparable 

international financial institutions (IFIs). IFAD is also not alone in the present 

challenges of other IFIs’ self-evaluation functions. This appendix reviews the key 

characteristics, products and challenges of the evaluation systems of five IFIs: the 

World Bank Group (WBG); the Asian Development Bank (ADB); the African 

Development Bank (AfDB); the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB); and, the 

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD). Key practices of IFIs 

in the following aspects are summarized: rating approaches; management reporting 

using evaluation data; validation by independent evaluation functions; and, 

reporting on management accountability for implementing independent evaluation 

recommendations. 

 

A. Self-evaluation systems and key challenges 

 

2. Of the five IFIs considered here, four have had recent assessments of self-

evaluation systems, beginning with the World Bank Group’s “Behind the Mirror” 

(2016), followed by African Development Bank and the EBRD (both in 2019) and 

the Asian Development Bank (2020).1 These assessments have shown that IFI self-

evaluation systems have many common characteristics.  

3. Functions. Across all IFIs, including IFAD, self-evaluation systems support three 

functions: results reporting and accountability; performance management; and 

learning. Information produced by self-evaluation systems is regularly used for 

performance management, including early detection of poorly performing projects 

or country strategies needing course correction. Aggregated, this information also 

provides the basis for high-level corporate results reporting to Boards.  

4. Key challenges. Across IFIs, a common feature of self-evaluation systems is that 

their primary focus has been on performance management and accountability using 

results reporting. The third function, that of learning and knowledge sharing, has 

received less attention. Hence, a common theme among IFI self-evaluation systems 

is that the potential use of self-evaluations for learning and knowledge sharing is 

not being maximized. As summarized by one IFI: “Learning has taken the backseat 

to accountability…[with] little effort to extract and synthesize evidence and lessons 

or to inform operations.” 

5. To help explain the imbalance between accountability and results reporting versus 

learning, the assessment of self-evaluation systems point to disincentives for 

writing and using self-evaluations. These disincentives include: excessive focus on 

ratings and the potential for disconnect with later independent validations; 

attention to meeting volume delivery targets; and, the low perceived value of the 

knowledge created and/or difficulty in easily retrieving it. Finally, despite having the 

systems in place and various initiatives to strengthen M&E systems and capacity, 

weaknesses in underlying data generated by such systems, undermine the 

credibility of the self-evaluation system. 

                                           
1 Independent Evaluation Group. “Behind the Mirror. A Report on the Self-Evaluation 

Systems of the World Bank Group”. Washington: World Bank, 2016. Asian Development 

Bank. “2020 Annual Evaluation Review”, Special Topic on Project Self-Evaluation System, 
ADB Independent Evaluation Department, March 2020. EBRD. “Independent external 
evaluation of EBRD’s evaluation system”, C. Kirk, EBRD consultant, July 2019. African 
Development Bank. “Evaluation of the African Development Bank’s self-evaluation systems 

and processes”, IDEV Corporate Evaluations, December 2019. 
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B. Self-evaluation products 

 

6. All IFIs share a common mix of self-evaluation products using the OECD DAC and 

ECG definition of “the formal, written assessment of a project, program, or policy 

by an entity engaged in that activity”. Self-evaluation products are typically 

characterized as mandatory (i.e. project completion reports and country strategy 

completion reports) and voluntary (e.g. impact evaluations/assessments). The self-

evaluation systems of the IFIs cover most lending products and country strategies; 

few evaluate non-lending analytical and advisory activities. The underlying M&E 

systems and data, and their capture in implementation status and mid-term review 

reports, support the self-evaluation systems but are not considered formal self-

evaluation products. Compliance with requirements of reporting using these 

systems is generally strong. 

7. Projects. It is commonplace now for all IFI projects to have project objectives and 

results frameworks. Only the World Bank and IFAD require a theory of change at 

the project approval stage. The IDB and IFAD are the only two IFIs to base project 

quality assurance and results measurement on a development effectiveness 

framework, which also enables later evaluability. Baselines for results frameworks 

may be included at design but they are usually completed during the first year of 

project implementation. During project implementation, all IFIs have a standardized 

online project supervision systems, regular supervision missions, and a midterm 

review.  

8. Project completion reports are required by all IFIs. For all IFIs, except IFAD, the 

preparation of the PCR is the responsibility of operational management, although 

the PCR is usually done by junior staff or consultants. Governments’ contribution to 

the completion process varies. For the World Bank, the government or borrower 

normally provides comments. Occasionally, the government prepares a separate 

completion report that is included in an annex to the PCR. For IDB, governments 

prepare inputs to the PCRs, while for the AfDB, governments are expected to be 

consulted for the PCR preparation. IFAD is an outlier in the sense that the PCR is 

still formally the responsibility of government, prepared with IFAD support. For all 

IFIs, PCRs are sent to the Board of Directors. PCRs are normally publicly disclosed 

for sovereign projects. IFAD is again an outlier because the PCR is a government 

document and hence government (completion and) approval is required.  

9. Country strategies. All IFIs, with the exception of EBRD, have self-evaluations at 

completion of country strategy periods. Except for EBRD, there are independent 

evaluation of country strategies, but these like IFAD’s, cover period longer than a 

single country strategy period. 

10. Impact evaluations are done by operational staff, frequently in research divisions. 

The longest established impact evaluation program is that of the World Bank. Over 

the last 15 years, the Development Impact Evaluation Initiative (DIME) has 

expanded and deepened its impact evaluation work. Most DIME impact evaluations 

are financed by trust funds with project selection done by operational teams and 

influenced by the interests of trust fund donors. Because of this, impact evaluations 

are not suitable for corporate accountability purposes. And, unlike IFAD, they are 

not used for aggregated reporting. The WB assessment recommended embedding 

more impact evaluations in projects which would help for measuring results, and in 

doing so, would help to strengthen M&E systems. Most other IFIs (except EBRD) 

also conduct impact evaluations. 

11. Private Sector Operations. Self-evaluation completion reports are done for 

private sector investments and are usually prepared at early operating maturity 

rather than at closing. As they are considered a self-evaluation, they are done by 

operational management and not the investee. IDB Invest and the AfDB self-
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evaluate all private sector projects, but IFC, ADB and EBRD select a sample. All IFIs 

use ratings with the criteria usually following the standard OECD or ECG criteria. At 

the IFC and AfDB, self-evaluation completion reports are not shared with the Board 

of Directors (due to confidentiality), while IDB Invest provides a heavily redacted 

PCR to its Board. 

C. Rating practices 

 

12. The use of ratings in self and independent evaluation of projects helps to provide 

structure and consistency. International standards generally regard the use of 

ratings as good practice. The Evaluation Cooperation Group’s2 Big Book on 

Evaluation Good Practice Standards (2012) sets out standard definitions and 

elements across standard dimensions (i.e., outcome assessed against relevance, 

efficacy, efficiency and sustainability; and performance of the institution and the 

recipient).  

13. The advantages of ratings are that they: enable aggregation of overall 

performance, can help to compare projects, including over time, and can identify 

areas that did not work well and those that performed well. Ratings. The 

harmonization between self-evaluation and independent evaluation is important to 

ensure consistency in evaluation scope, criteria, and rating scales. 

14. However, disadvantages have also arisen as noted in the several assessments of 

self-evaluation systems. Here, the key question is whether the focus of attention on 

ratings has come at the expense of the learning function of evaluation. As noted by 

one IFI: “Ratings can also become a straitjacket, particularly in self-evaluation, 

transforming what should be an objective and reflective process into a litigious and 

defensive one. A predictable effort to present the project in the most favourable 

light possible will come to the detriment of real accountability and learning.”3 In 

addition to the focus on potential disagreement of ratings between self and 

independent evaluations, the so-called “disconnect”, there is also the potential that 

ratings are seen as threatening or reflective of staff performance.  

15. Many IFIs use a six point rating scale (i.e. HS, S, MS, MU, U, HU), while the AfDB 

and the ADB use a four point scale. There are pros and cons of each: a six point 

scale helps to provide more nuance and mitigates against a stark satisfactory or 

unsatisfactory rating. A six point scale may be too broad but can still have a 

tendency to rate performance as moderately satisfactory which can be aggregated 

as being “above the bar”. To assign overall ratings based on sub-criteria ratings, 

most IFIs use an averaging methodology or (because this generates decimals) the 

ratings range system, while the WBG and IFAD use a judgment-based approach. 

16. Finally, the adoption by most IFIs of the standard rating dimensions put forward by 

the ECG may facilitate comparisons between performance of these institutions. 

However, there are questions of whether the standardized definitions accurately 

reflect dimensions of importance to the institution and are as meaningful to staff 

(and therefore have more potential to increase learning) as compared to more 

tailored rating regimes. For example, the EBRD has replaced what were EBRD-

specific ratings with standard ECG one. While IFAD has used many of the standard 

rating dimensions, it has retained a rural poverty outcome rating as well as ratings 

of key elements of its strategic framework (i.e. gender, innovation, scaling up, 

environmental and resource management, and climate change).  

17. World Bank. Implementation Completion Reports (ICRs) are required for all 

investment projects. The WB’s Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) conducts ICR 

                                           
2 The ECG consists of: AfDB, ADB, EBRD, IDB, WBG, IFAD, EIB, IMF, and IsDB. There are three 

observers: OECD-DAC, UN, and GEF. 
3 “Project Self-evaluation in EBRD”, EvD Discussion Paper for Board of Directors, January 2020.  
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Reviews (ICRRs) on all ICRs in order to independently validate the findings using 

desk-review. IEG uses the same rating scales as the ICR. There are three main 

ratings done by both Management and IEG: outcome (with three dimensions of 

relevance, efficacy and efficiency); Bank performance (with IEG rating constituent 

elements of quality at entry and quality of supervision); and, quality of M&E. In 

addition, IEG provides an overall quality of ICR rating. There is a six point scale: 

highly satisfactory, satisfactory, moderately satisfactory, moderately unsatisfactory, 

unsatisfactory, and highly unsatisfactory. 

18. IEG carries out Project Performance Assessment Report (PPARs) on 20-25 per cent 

of the projects that close, which involves a field visit. There are four main ratings in 

the PPAR with an additional rating on monitoring and evaluation (M&E). Outcome: 

defined as the extent to which the operation’s major relevant objectives were 

achieved, or are expected to be achieved. It has three dimensions: relevance, 

efficacy, and efficiency. Risk to development outcome: defined as the risk, at the 

time of evaluation, that development outcomes (or expected outcomes) will not be 

maintained (or realized). Bank performance: defined as the extent to which 

services provided by the World Bank ensured quality at entry of the operation and 

supported effective implementation through appropriate supervision. The rating has 

two dimensions: quality at entry and quality of supervision. Borrower performance: 

defined as the extent to which the borrower (including the government and 

implementing agency or agencies) ensured quality of preparation and 

implementation, and complied with covenants and agreements, toward the 

achievement of development outcomes. The rating has two dimensions: 

government performance and implementing agency(ies) performance. Monitoring & 

Evaluation (M&E) quality is rated on three dimensions: design; implementation; and 

utilization. The WB mostly uses a six point scale (highly satisfactory, satisfactory, 

moderately satisfactory, moderately unsatisfactory, unsatisfactory, and highly 

unsatisfactory). Possible ratings for risk to development outcome: high, significant, 

moderate, negligible to low, and not evaluable.  

19. IDB also uses standard definitions for project evaluation which are harmonized 

between self-evaluation project completion reports and independent evaluation’s 

validation. Performance ratings measures project performance against the project 

development objectives that were formulated at approval. The ratings are given on 

the four core criteria (relevance, efficacy, efficiency, sustainability) and an overall 

project outcome rating is derived from them. For non-sovereign operations, 

additional dimensions – additionality, work quality, and investment outcome – are 

also evaluated and scored. IDB is the only major IFI that does not assess and rate 

Bank or borrower performance as part of its project completion assessments. 

Project outcomes are rated on a six-point scale ranging from Highly Successful to 

Highly Unsuccessful. 

 

20. AfDB uses a four-point scale to rate performance in self-evaluation PCRs and 

independent validations. Four key criteria of relevance, efficiency, effectiveness and 

sustainability are rated using possible options of: Highly satisfactory (4), 

Satisfactory (3), Unsatisfactory (2) and Highly unsatisfactory (1). The overall score 

of the project is the average of the scores of the four dimensions. Because this 

process generates decimal points, ranges are then used to attribute the final rating 

as an integer number within the current 4-point scale. They also rate AfDB’s and 

the borrower’s performance as well as gender and environmental-social 

sustainability but these are not included in the computation of the overall project 

performance score. 

 

21. ADB requires that all public sector projects have a self-evaluation PCR. Evaluation 

of projects by IED validates approximately 80% of PCRs and reported in project 

completion report validations (PVRs) using desk reviews. In addition, field-based 



Appendix I  EC 2020/111/W.P.6 
 

5 

project performance evaluation reports (PPERs) are done for 10%–20% of projects. 

PCRs assesses core criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability 

that contribute to the overall project performance assessment and the project’s 

success rating. Non-core criteria of development impacts (i.e., ADB, borrower and 

cofinancier performances) are also rated. ADB uses a four point scale. The 

assessments and ratings standards used in self-evaluations and independent 

evaluations by Independent Evaluation Department (IED) are consistent. 

22. EBRD. In 2016, EBRD replaced EBRD-specific ratings with internationally 

comparable OECD-DAC ratings. 

 

23. IFAD. PCRs include ratings on project performance on standard dimensions of 

relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability. IFAD and government’s 

performance are also assessed and rated. In addition, IFAD provides a rating for 

overall rural poverty impact as well as: gender equality and women’s 

empowerment; innovation, scaling up, environment and natural resource 

management, adaptation to climate change; targeting and outreach; and access to 

markets. An overall project achievement rating is also provided. All ratings use a six 

point scale (highly satisfactory, satisfactory, moderately satisfactory, moderately 

unsatisfactory, unsatisfactory, and highly unsatisfactory). Final aggregate scores 

reflect the best, informed judgement of the project completion review team and are 

not averages of the sub-criteria. IOE conducts desk-based validation reviews of all 

PCRs (PCRVs) and selects a rates the same criteria using the same six point scale. 

In addition, IOE rates the quality of the PCR on dimensions of candour, lessons, 

quality and scope. IOE conducts more in-depth project performance evaluations 

(PPEs) on about 10 completed projects each year using field visits. 

 

D. Use of self-evaluation data (reporting)  

 

24. One of the key functions of self-evaluation systems is accountability and the 

reporting of results to executive boards and, more broadly, stakeholders. All IFIs, 

including IFAD, use this information and report using corporate results scorecards 

as well as management dashboards which are populated with information collected 

from supervision reports to manage performance of ongoing operations and 

completion reports on results. Only the IDB and IFAD, however, produce a 

management development effectiveness report for regular annual reporting on 

results. This includes both corporate performance targets and implementation 

progress from the active portfolio as well as recently closed projects.  

E. Validation practices of independent evaluation offices  

 

25. The range and diversity of types of independent evaluation report varies across the 

different IFIs. However, almost all IFIs’ independent evaluation products mirror the 

two major self-evaluation products for project and country strategy completion 

reports. Validations of PCRs by independent evaluation offices are now common 

practice and are done to ensure consistency and credibility of self-evaluations. PCRs 

are usually sent to the independent evaluation offices within 6 months of project 

closing. The World Bank, ADB and IDB validate 100 per cent of available PCRs for 

sovereign operations. The ECG good practice guidance indicates that if the sample 

is less than 100 per cent of PCRs, then a statistically representative sample should 

be selected. The AfDB validates a representative sample of PCRs up to a maximum 

of 65 a year. EBRD conducts 10-15 validations reports each year. 

26. For private sector operations, the ADB and AfDB validate all completion reports for 

non-sovereign operations which are prepared at the time of maturity. The 

independent evaluation group of the World Bank validates a random sample of 40% 

of IFC’s mature investments 
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27. These independent offices also conduct further in-depth evaluations of projects. In 

recent years, there has been a shift from many single operation evaluations to 

those focussing on higher level products such as clusters of project evaluations 

(e.g. by AfDB and EBRD) to further their enhance relevance and value. 

 

28. All IFIs except EBRD conduct country strategy evaluations usually covering a period 

of 10 years. 

29. Voluntary or demand driven impact assessments or evaluations are not validated by 

independent evaluators. 

F. Management accountability reports 

 

30. In 2016, the Evaluation Cooperation Group (ECG) constituted a working group to 

review “Evaluation Recommendations, Management Responses and Feedback 

Loops”. All IFIs have a formal requirement for management to respond to all 

recommendations put forward by the evaluation function. Their report found that 

across IFIs there is a systematic process of following up and reporting on the 

implementation of accepted independent evaluation recommendations. The process 

covers: (i) a compilation of recommendations to be implemented by management; 

(ii) monitoring and assessment of their implementation; and, finally (iii) reporting 

on the implementation. Some IFIs (e.g. ADB, IDB and WBG) require an additional 

step, namely, the formulation of action plans for the implementation of 

recommendations. 

31. Institutions differ in how roles and responsibilities are defined for different phases 

of the process. For monitoring, it is usually Management which self-assesses the 

status of implementation. However, in some cases (ADB, IDB, WBG), the evaluation 

functions validate this self-assessment; for IFAD, the evaluation function prepares a 

response to Management’s report. The preparation of action plans usually is 

Management’s responsibility. For reporting on the implementation status of 

recommendations, either Management (IFAD) or the evaluation function (ADB, IDB) 

may be prepare the reports. The content can either be stand-alone (e.g. IFAD’s 

PRISMA) or can be integrated into broader reports. Technology helps compile 

recommendations and monitor the implementation of follow up actions in many IFIs 

(ADB, IDB, WBG, EBRD). IFAD relies on standardised excel files. 

32. Discussions among the ECG members are taking place on how to best strengthen 

feedback loops for capturing lessons learned and to extract extra value added of 

higher-level strategic issues. Options to do this include thematic or summative 

evaluation that pick up recurring recommendations on a given theme.  

 

G. Individual IFI Self-Evaluation Highlights 

 

33. World Bank Group. In 2016, the IEG conducted a major review of the self-

evaluations systems of the entire Group (i.e. IBRD/IDA, MIGA and IFC). Coming out 

of this, a landmark document “Evaluation Principles” (2019) setting out a wider set 

of ‘evaluation principles’ has recently been issued by the World Bank. This was 

issued jointly by Management at the World Bank Group and the Bank’s Independent 

Evaluation Group (IEG). It is recognized by others as ‘state of the art’ good 

practice. Utility, credibility and independence as key principles and uses the 

OECD/DAC evaluation principles as core evaluation criteria. Self-evaluation forms 

the nexus of oversight, monitoring and research. 

34. Self-evaluation in the World Bank (IDA/IBRD) includes mandatory self-evaluation of 

Implementation Completion Reports (ICRs) for projects at closing and Country 

Partnership Framework Completion and Learning Reviews (CLRs). Approximately 

300 ICRs are done each year at an average cost of $40-50,000 while for CLRs, the 
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average is about $45,000. Voluntary self-evaluations include impact evaluations 

overseen by the Development Impact Measurement Initiative (DIME). Of the impact 

evaluations conducted by the WB, 62% are not related to a parent project, while 

32% of investments projects completed during 2011-2015 had impact evaluations 

embedded. All evaluation products of the World Bank (i.e. not including IFC or 

MIGA) are presumed to be publicly disclosed. 

35. IEG validates and rates all ICRs on outcomes against relevance, effectiveness and 

efficiency criteria as well as Bank and borrower performance, project M&E and the 

quality of the self-evaluation. The ICRs and their validation feed into WB corporate 

scorecards and IDA results measurement systems. It does not validate impact 

evaluations. IEG purposively selects a sub-set of projects (about 15%) and 

conducts Project Performance Assessment Reports. The Management Action Record 

tracks follow-up to all IEG recommendations and is updated annually. IEG’s 

evaluative notes are circulated to the Board. 

36. African Development Bank. The AfDB’s self-evaluation system was found by its 

independent evaluation department in 2019 to be largely relevant and aligned with 

comparators’ best practices. While the existing guidance tools and procedures are 

clear, the main weakness is the low level of compliance, lack of candour and overly 

optimistic performance ratings. This has resulted in a lack of credibility of the 

system and hence of its value added. Overall, the evaluation found that the three 

main functions of a self-evaluation system (i.e. performance management, 

accountability and learning) need strengthening. 

37. Country strategy (CSP) and regional programs are all self-evaluated at mid-term 

and completion. A CSP-CR is conducted within 6 months of the closing date of the 

CSP and its findings incorporated into the next country strategy. The CSP-CR does 

not use ratings but a satisfactory or unsatisfactory designation; these are sent to 

the Board for information. CSPs are not validated by the independent evaluation 

group (IDEV) but they do conduct independent country program evaluations 

(CSPEs) that cover one or more CSP periods. 

38. Asian Development Bank. In March 2020, ADB’s Annual Evaluation Review 

contained a special theme chapter on the robustness and credibility of its project 

self-evaluation system. Overall, the architecture of ADB’s project self-evaluation 

system was found to be robust, credible, and useful for accountability and learning. 

Like other IFIs, there were common weaknesses especially data 

reliability/management and capturing and using tacit knowledge embedded in self-

evaluations throughout the project cycle 

39. Inter-American Development Bank. The IDB’s results architecture, like IFAD’s, 

is anchored in a development effectiveness framework. Similar to IFAD’s RIDE, the 

IDB produces an annual development effectiveness report. The Development 

Effectiveness Overview (DEO) presents impact of closing projects and lessons 

learned as well IDB Group corporate performance indicators. Among the IFIs, the 

IDB is a leading edge in developing a unified framework to evaluate sovereign and 

non-sovereign operations.  

40. EBRD conducted an independent external evaluation of their Evaluation System in 

2019. While the major evaluations produced by the EBRD’s Evaluation Department 

are largely relevant, credible and useful, the review found that the self-evaluation 

system needs to be substantially reformed and rebuilt. It recommended the 

development a medium-term plan for strengthening the self-evaluation system and 

integrating it with the EBRD’s results architecture. It also found that valuation 

quality is constrained by the quality of self-evaluation, the evaluability of operations 

and the limitations of EBRD’s results monitoring systems. Although EBRD’s 

Evaluation Policy gives responsibility to management for ensuring an effective self-

evaluation system, in practice it is the independent evaluation department (EvD) 

that runs the system and reports on results. 
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Self-evaluation supporting systems and processes 
 

A. Project Design and essential underpinnings  

1. Although the project design phase and its reports are neither a monitoring nor an 

evaluation product, they are a core building block of the entire evaluation system 

with contributions from across the house. The DEF and the accompanying 

development effectiveness matrix (DEM) form the basis of a project’s theory of 

change. The ensuing results framework, which includes output and outcome 

indicators, helps to improve the later evaluability of the project. Ideally, all 

indicators in the results frameworks contain baselines against which to monitor 

progress and evaluate results at completion. The IFAD11 RMF has committed that 

by the end of IFAD11, 70 per cent of ongoing projects will have baselines by the 

end of the first year of implementation. Key among the indicators are the core 

indicators (CI) which are mapped to the Strategic Framework and the SDGs. To 

help improve the quality and consistency of CIs, Management issued guidelines in 

2020 which include a mandatory methodology to collect timely and reliable data at 

the project baseline, midterm and completion stages. Overall results frameworks 

are reviewed systematically during design phase review meetings, including by the 

Quality Assurance Group (QAG). Equally important, the project implementation 

manuals prepared during the design phase detail the monitoring and evaluation 

(M&E) systems that are needed to track progress against indicators.  

2. Weak borrower capacity regarding M&E is a significant barrier to having a robust 

self-evaluation system. IFAD is recognized as a leader in the development and 

delivery of capacity building for clients in the area of M&E. The Program for Rural 

M&E (PRiME) is a global M&E and impact assessment training and certification 

programme which helps to improve in-country capacities for measurement and 

tracking at the project management unit level. In PRiME’s first phase, 156 PMU staff 

from 147 IFAD projects in 79 countries were trained, with another 100 participants 

scheduled for phase two. In recent years, other IFIs have sent participants to these 

courses and IFAD operational staff jointly attend with project collaborators. AVANTI 

conducts assessments to identify gaps in national institutional M&E systems for the 

rural sector and develops action-plans to fill these gaps. The diagnostics allow IFAD 

government counterparts to implement targeted improvements to their 

management-for-results in the rural sector. A recent program, Results based 

management for rural transformation (RESOLVE), seeks to improve IFAD project 

performance by strengthening the implementation capacities of project 

management units managing IFAD-financed projects through tailored training and 

follow-up support in results-based and adaptive management. 

 

B. Project Supervision Reports and Mid-Term Reviews 

3. Project supervision reports (PSRs) are a critical element of IFAD’s evaluation 

system. Project delivery teams are required to conduct a supervision mission for all 

projects to produce PSRs at least once a year. Problem projects are required to 

have at least two supervision missions a year. PSRs and the data from the 

underlying systems are an important means for reporting and managing the 

performance of ongoing projects. They help with the timely identification of 

potential problem projects and facilitate adaptive management, including course 

corrections, during implementation. In addition to capturing data on results 

frameworks, PSRs also include assessments by teams of key elements of project 

implementation, including the performance of project management and M&E 

systems.  

4. Mid-term reviews (MTRs) are also mandatory and are a key decision point in the 

project life cycle providing opportunities for adaptive management. In fact, timely 

MTRs with project restructuring and other actions can help bring problem projects 
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back into good performance. A revised policy on restructuring was approved in 

2018 to facilitate early corrective action; restructuring is not permitted in the last 

year of project implementation. 

5. Management has been focusing on strengthening the quality, consistency and 

timeliness of supervision reports. Efforts are underway to ensure that PSR ratings 

are consistent with the narrative and evidenced-based. Teams are also giving more 

attention to updating log frames in the ORMS accurately and in a timely fashion 

following supervision missions. Regular portfolio review meetings track the 

timeliness and frequency of PSRs.  

6. The performance of M&E systems are also rated during project supervision 

missions. Evidence in other IFIs has shown that good project M&E can boost 

performance, while poor project monitoring systems hinder project management. 

Management is actively working to strengthen the capacities of both project 

monitoring units as well as IFAD staff through such initiatives as PRiME and 

RESOLVE. 

 
C. COSOPs 

 

7. COSOPs are living strategies with an average duration of six years. COSOP Results 

Reviews (CRRs) are done at the midterm and are a self-assessment of progress 

towards results, lessons learned, risk factors encountered (e.g. exogenous shocks) 

and changes in country demand and priorities. CRRs may entail adjustments to the 

strategy if there are significant changes in the country context.  

 

D. ORMS 

 

8. The well-developed Operational Results Management System (ORMS) is critical part 

of IFAD’s highly integrated technology platform, including financial management, 

procurement and a client portal. ORMS facilitates the tracking of results, project 

performance and aggregate reporting by capturing real-time data from 

decentralized settings, including the core indicators, that is then used for evidence-

based decision-making by country teams. It is also used for performance 

management at regional and corporate levels, including with the use of dashboards 

tracking such things as disbursement targets, risk indices and project cycle 

timelines. Data and results across the project portfolio are openly shared on IFAD’s 

corporate and external websites. Enabled by technology, this immediate level of 

transparency in IFAD's project portfolio is helping to promote accountability, drive 

quality, and increase impact. The platform continues to evolve, building in features 

such as multilingual capability, a risk framework and a stronger focus on the 

management of problem projects. Promoting enhanced learning from IFAD’s 

portfolio with the use of innovative tagging features and use of artificial intelligence 

is also under development. 


