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Resumen  

A. Antecedentes 

1. Esta evaluación a nivel institucional es la primera evaluación independiente y 

exhaustiva del desempeño del FIDA en el cumplimiento de sus compromisos y metas 

de reposición. En esta evaluación, encargada por la Junta Ejecutiva en 

su 140.º período de sesiones, celebrado en 2023, se examinaron los cambios 

organizativos y operacionales introducidos entre 2019 y 2024. Se analizó en qué 

medida los cambios se ajustaban a los compromisos de reposición y reforzaron el 

grado de preparación del FIDA para contribuir a reducir la pobreza rural. La 

evaluación tiene carácter prospectivo y brinda datos empíricos para fundamentar la 

ejecución de la Decimotercera Reposición de los Recursos del FIDA (FIDA13), 

actualmente en curso, así como las negociaciones relativas a la FIDA14. 

2. Durante la FIDA11 y la FIDA12, la organización, rigiéndose por su Marco Estratégico 

y el objetivo general de trabajar “a mayor escala, mejor y de forma más inteligente”, 

puso en marcha una ambiciosa agenda de transformación y sentó las bases para 

lograr un cambio transformador a largo plazo. Este período se caracterizó por la 

realización de reformas internas significativas, la ampliación de la estructura 

financiera, un aumento de los compromisos temáticos y cambios importantes en las 

modalidades operacionales. Todo ello tuvo lugar en un contexto de fragilidad 

mundial, intensificación de la inseguridad alimentaria, incremento de las 

desigualdades rurales y creciente limitación de los recursos públicos.  

3. Habida cuenta de este contexto, la evaluación a nivel institucional abordó una 

pregunta general de evaluación: “¿En qué medida son suficientes los esfuerzos del 

FIDA en materia de organización, operaciones, finanzas y asignación presupuestaria 

para obtener los resultados de desarrollo que se buscaban con las reposiciones en 

apoyo de la Agenda 2030?”. Para responder a esta cuestión, se plantearon otras 

cuatro preguntas de evaluación basadas en los criterios de pertinencia, coherencia, 

eficacia y eficiencia establecidos por el Comité de Ayuda al Desarrollo (CAD) de la 

Organización de Cooperación y Desarrollo Económicos (OCDE). A través de las 

preguntas de evaluación se examinaron los siguientes aspectos: i) la consonancia de 

los compromisos de la FIDA11 y la FIDA12 con el mandato del FIDA; ii) la coherencia 

de las reformas organizativas, la estructura financiera, las disposiciones 

operacionales y la asignación presupuestaria para promover los compromisos de 

reposición; iii) la medida en que el FIDA logró, o podría lograr, las ganancias en 

eficacia previstas en el marco de ambas reposiciones; y iv) la medida en que los 

cambios en el modelo operativo del FIDA mejoraron la ejecución de los programas. 

La evaluación se centró en los compromisos y los cambios institucionales más 

trascendentales para cumplir sus objetivos a mayor escala, mejor y de forma más 

inteligente. 

4. La evaluación se rigió por un enfoque de base teórica y métodos mixtos, en 

consonancia con el Manual de Evaluación del FIDA de 2022. El equipo de evaluación 

elaboró una teoría del cambio que vinculaba los compromisos de reposición y las 

medidas objeto de seguimiento con los efectos directos previstos en materia 

financiera, operacional y organizativa. Los datos empíricos proceden de ocho fuentes 

de información: i) un examen exhaustivo de los datos y los documentos pertinentes; 

ii) el análisis de la cartera; iii) las síntesis de las evaluaciones internas y externas de 

la Oficina Independiente de Evaluación del FIDA (IOE); iv) cuatro análisis en 

profundidad (estructura financiera, gestión presupuestaria, recursos humanos y 

estructura institucional, y desempeño operacional); v) más de 90 entrevistas con 

miembros del personal y de la Junta Ejecutiva del FIDA; vi) 10 estudios de caso de 

países que abarcaron a unas 350 partes interesadas; vii) una encuesta multilingüe 

dirigida a las partes interesadas en la que se obtuvieron 486 respuestas; y viii) una 

evaluación del enfoque del FIDA para la evaluación del impacto. 
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5. A los fines de la evaluación, se aplicó un método de triangulación en capas a todas 

las fuentes de información y se siguieron estrictos procesos de garantía de la 

calidad. Para gestionar esta compleja evaluación multidimensional, se utilizaron 

herramientas de inteligencia artificial (IA) generativa. El equipo de evaluación 

examinó y validó la exactitud y la pertinencia de todos los resultados obtenidos a 

través de las herramientas de IA. La IA no sustituyó el juicio analítico, sino que lo 

complementó; la interpretación y la síntesis de los resultados, como es habitual, se 

confiaron a un equipo de personas. 

6. El consorcio central de aprendizaje, integrado por la Dirección y personal técnico, 

formuló observaciones durante las fases de diseño y análisis. Los asesores 

superiores independientes en materia de evaluación contribuyeron al escrutinio 

metodológico, y los exámenes internos inter pares y los sistemas de garantía de la 

calidad de la IOE garantizaron el rigor y la coherencia. 

7. Algunas limitaciones influyeron en la evaluación, pero no comprometieron los 

hallazgos generales. Como los compromisos de reposición y las medidas objeto de 

seguimiento no siempre se vinculan a los indicadores de resultados en el Marco de 

Gestión de los Resultados (MGR) del FIDA, el equipo de evaluación se vio obligado 

a reconstruir la relación causal a través de una teoría del cambio específica. En 

algunas ocasiones se tardó en acceder a los datos internos, y las incoherencias 

entre las diferentes plataformas de presentación de información complicaron el 

análisis. En el ámbito de los proyectos, las deficiencias en la capacidad de 

seguimiento y evaluación (SyE) limitaron la disponibilidad de datos fiables sobre los 

efectos directos. 

B. Hallazgos  

8. Los hallazgos de esta evaluación indican que las intenciones estratégicas del FIDA 

eran, a grandes rasgos, pertinentes para las necesidades mundiales y nacionales y 

coherentes con su mandato. Sin embargo, también revelan que el creciente 

número de compromisos y las reformas institucionales han introducido nuevas 

complicaciones y dificultades operacionales que han influido en los resultados de 

toda la cartera.  

Armonización estratégica 

9. Los compromisos formulados en el marco de la FIDA11 y la FIDA12 se 

ajustaron plenamente al Marco Estratégico del FIDA y a su llamamiento en 

favor de la ampliación de escala, la mejora de la calidad, una mayor agilidad 

institucional y una respuesta a los desafíos mundiales para aumentar el impacto del 

Fondo. Estas aspiraciones eran oportunas, habida cuenta del incremento de la 

pobreza en el mundo, la ampliación de las brechas de financiación para los 

pequeños productores rurales y el aumento de la vulnerabilidad derivada de las 

perturbaciones climáticas y políticas. Durante ambas reposiciones, el FIDA 

respondió a estas situaciones de tensión con reformas dirigidas a lo siguiente: 

movilizar más recursos a través de nuevos instrumentos de toma y concesión de 

préstamos; fortalecer la capacidad institucional; optimizar la integración temática; 

y mejorar los sistemas de ejecución. Estas reformas fueron coherentes y pusieron 

de manifiesto la ventaja comparativa del FIDA, en particular su focalización en las 

zonas rurales pobres, remotas y frágiles, reconocida por los Gobiernos y los 

asociados para el desarrollo.  

10. Al mismo tiempo, la proliferación de compromisos sin un claro orden 

prioritario y una evaluación insuficiente de las concesiones realizadas 

introdujeron complicaciones imprevistas. El número de compromisos 

aumentó de la FIDA10 a la FIDA11 (pero se redujo en las reposiciones 

subsiguientes). El alcance de los compromisos, las metas y las reformas, así 

como su naturaleza (por ejemplo, los enfoques transformadores), definieron una 

agenda ambiciosa que debía lograrse en el plazo limitado de un ciclo de 

reposición de tres años. Unos objetivos más ambiciosos con respecto a los temas 
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transversales, la colaboración en el ámbito de las políticas, la colaboración con el 

sector privado y la aplicación de enfoques programáticos más amplios como 

respuesta a los compromisos asumidos coincidieron con restricciones en los 

presupuestos administrativos y crecientes demandas de descentralización. Las 

compensaciones exigidas por la descentralización, la incorporación sistemática de 

los temas transversales y la ampliación del apoyo técnico no se tuvieron 

debidamente en cuenta. Además, el análisis puso de manifiesto la disparidad 

estructural entre los objetivos institucionales y los recursos y sistemas necesarios 

para cumplirlos de manera eficiente. En los documentos sobre las reposiciones 

apenas se examinaba el modo de gestionar las compensaciones o la medida en 

que los compromisos del FIDA permitían optimizar el uso de los recursos. 

11. Debido a que los costos de los compromisos no se calcularon con 

antelación, no fue posible priorizar los compromisos en función de sus 

implicaciones en materia de costos. Los órganos consultivos para la FIDA11 y 

la FIDA12 disponían de poca información sobre los costos de los compromisos 

que habían sido debatidos y acordados. Esta situación persiste a pesar del 

compromiso asumido en el marco de la FIDA11 de “desarrollar un sistema 

adaptado para cuantificar los costos totales que suponen los principales procesos 

operacionales”. Las metas de reposición para temas como la financiación para el 

clima se establecieron sin evaluar suficientemente la capacidad técnica o el 

presupuesto del FIDA. Por consiguiente, se crearon mandatos adicionales sin 

tener en cuenta las implicaciones para los recursos presupuestarios o su 

complejidad. Como consecuencia, el personal del FIDA de primera línea tuvo que 

enfrentarse a dificultades relacionadas con la limitación de los presupuestos y el 

aumento de los mandatos de ejecución. El número de compromisos se redujo 

entre la FIDA11 y la FIDA13. Sin embargo, no queda claro si los costos y la carga 

de trabajo derivados de los compromisos asumidos durante la FIDA11 y la 

FIDA12 pudieron manejarse fácilmente en una institución relativamente pequeña. 

12. La limitada armonización entre los compromisos de reposición y la 

planificación presupuestaria mermaron la coherencia institucional. El 

desfase entre la planificación relacionada con los ciclos de reposición y el proceso 

de presupuestación anual, unida a la falta de una determinación explícita de los 

costos, hizo que la planificación del FIDA se llevara a cabo en torno a un conjunto 

rígido de compromisos previos. Además, los costos tuvieron que considerarse 

como parte de dotaciones anuales inflexibles. Este desfase se acentuó en los 

programas de trabajo plurianuales, ya que la presupuestación anual proporciona 

escasa flexibilidad para planificar la ejecución de los programas en los países a lo 

largo de varios años. El desfase entre los compromisos de reposición, la 

presupuestación y la ejecución limitó la planificación y el uso estratégicos de los 

recursos y socavó las operaciones. Otras instituciones de financiación del 

desarrollo comparables han resuelto este problema utilizando marcos 

presupuestarios plurianuales y procesos de presupuestación basada en los 

resultados. 

13. Algunas labores de reforma acometidas durante el período objeto de 

evaluación generaron beneficios inmediatos, pero otras se 

implementaron de manera aislada, fragmentada y desigual. La FIDA11 y la 

FIDA12 se caracterizaron por reformas extensivas de la estructura financiera e 

institucional. Mientras que algunos cambios generaron beneficios inmediatos, 

otros tuvieron que integrarse más profundamente, priorizarse con mayor claridad 

o dotarse de una mayor cantidad de recursos para lograr los resultados previstos. 

La capacidad para acometer las reformas de manera secuencial, armonizar las 

estructuras de ejecución y adaptar las respuestas fue insuficiente para cumplir las 

expectativas de las reposiciones. La evaluación puso de manifiesto el importante 

riesgo de que las limitaciones institucionales puedan impedir que el FIDA traduzca 

sus esfuerzos internos en resultados externos. Sin una planificación integrada y 
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una cohesión operacional, la organización corre el riesgo de incumplir las metas y 

los objetivos que respaldan los compromisos mundiales en materia de desarrollo 

bajo la Agenda 2030. 

Estructura institucional y reformas organizativas 

14. La FIDA11 y la FIDA12 se caracterizaron por la reforma y la modernización 

sustanciales de la estructura financiera institucional, que fueron 

coherentes con los objetivos estratégicos y sirvieron de base para la 

ampliación de los programas. Un incremento considerable de las contribuciones 

a las reposiciones, que dio cuenta de las tendencias mundiales en la asistencia 

oficial para el desarrollo (AOD), favoreció esta situación, pero el cambio más 

determinante fue la diversificación de las fuentes de financiación. El logro de la 

calificación crediticia AA+, la introducción del Marco Integrado para la Obtención de 

Préstamos, la reforma del Marco de Sostenibilidad de la Deuda (MSD) y la puesta 

en marcha del Mecanismo de Acceso a Recursos Ajenos (BRAM) hicieron posible 

conjuntamente que el FIDA pudiera acceder a los mercados de capitales y 

concediera préstamos en función de la demanda por primera vez en su historia. 

Estas reformas fueron sumamente pertinentes para lograr el objetivo institucional 

de trabajar “a mayor escala”. El énfasis en la suficiencia de capital y la gestión del 

riesgo institucional constituyeron importantes salvaguardias y se avanzó en favor 

de una cultura que tiene en cuenta los riesgos con el establecimiento de una oficina 

de riesgos independiente. 

15. Con todo, la existencia de una cultura institucional cautelosa limitó la 

plena efectividad de estas reformas. Los techos conservadores de 

apalancamiento financiero, la limitación de los volúmenes del BRAM y los topes 

para la concesión de préstamos a los países de ingreso mediano alto evitaron que 

el FIDA pudiera aprovechar al máximo su balance a pesar de la fuerte demanda 

existente de los países que cumplen las condiciones pertinentes. Dada la excelente 

calificación crediticia del FIDA, se podrían haber recaudado montos más elevados a 

través de la emisión de bonos públicos. Estos montos podrían haber proporcionado 

la base financiera necesaria para ampliar las operaciones del FIDA y armonizar su 

modus operandi con el de otras instituciones de financiación del desarrollo. 

Además, visto que los préstamos dirigidos a los países de ingreso mediano alto se 

financiarían a través de recursos tomados en préstamo, la cantidad de recursos 

básicos disponibles para los países de ingreso bajo o ingreso mediano bajo no se 

habría reducido significativamente. Si bien estas limitaciones pusieron de 

manifiesto inquietudes relacionadas con el desvío de la misión y la exposición al 

riesgo (no confirmada en los marcos de riesgo en vigor), también mermaron la 

capacidad del FIDA para desempeñarse como una institución de financiación del 

desarrollo agrícola moderna y capaz de ampliar rápidamente sus operaciones en 

respuesta a las necesidades de cada país. 

16. La FIDA11 y la FIDA12 se caracterizaron por la introducción de reformas 

organizativas extensivas, que se ajustaron a los objetivos estratégicos 

más amplios, pero carecieron de un enfoque integrado. Las reformas 

abarcaron la segunda fase del proceso de descentralización, el reajuste de las 

estructuras de la Sede, la creación de divisiones nuevas, el perfeccionamiento de 

los procesos operacionales y la introducción de nuevas herramientas de 

planificación de la fuerza de trabajo y gestión del desempeño. Sin embargo, las 

reformas en materia de recursos humanos carecieron de una estrategia y un 

enfoque integrados. Algunas reformas se implementaron de manera fragmentada e 

impidieron que el FIDA pudiera optimizar su impacto. Se produjo una desconexión 

entre la planificación dinámica de la fuerza de trabajo, el ejercicio de reasignación 

y la gestión de las vacantes. Los sistemas internos como el Sistema de Gestión de 

los Resultados Operacionales (ORMS), la segunda edición del Marco relativo a la 

Eficacia de la Labor de Desarrollo del FIDA y la Academia de Operaciones 

introdujeron mejoras importantes, pero no se integraron plenamente en todas las 
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oficinas en los países. Esta fragmentación limitó su potencial para remediar la 

continua presión derivada de la carga de trabajo, subsanar la falta de competencias 

y corregir las ineficiencias relacionadas con los procesos. 

17. La descentralización mejoró la proximidad a los clientes, pero no siempre 

se tradujo en una ejecución más eficiente de los programas en los países. 

Aunque el porcentaje de personal descentralizado aumentó de manera significativa, 

cuestiones persistentes como la disparidad de los perfiles del personal, la falta de 

conocimientos especializados y la elevada rotación de los directores en los países 

limitaron los beneficios. La descentralización es ampliamente reconocida por los 

miembros del personal y los asociados como una reforma positiva que ha mejorado 

la proximidad, la capacidad de respuesta y el establecimiento de asociaciones. Sin 

embargo, el proceso avanzó más rápido que el aumento de los presupuestos 

operacionales y la capacidad de la fuerza de trabajo. Muchas oficinas en los países 

siguieron careciendo de personal suficiente pese a contar con carteras más amplias 

y cada vez más complejas. Además, muchos puestos permanecieron vacantes, lo 

que contribuyó a generar una gran carga de trabajo y a restar prioridad a las 

actividades no crediticias. 

18. Aunque la revisión general de la delegación de facultades mejoró la 

capacidad de respuesta y la toma de decisiones sobre el terreno, persistió 

la centralización. El modelo operativo de la FIDA11 tenía por finalidad delegar 

más facultades en el personal sobre el terreno, a fin de acelerar la ejecución de 

determinadas tareas. La delegación de facultades agilizó estos procesos, pero no 

siempre se tradujo en una mayor autonomía o eficiencia. Esto se debió a la 

centralización continuada de funciones básicas como las adquisiciones y las 

contrataciones, el examen jurídico y la aprobación financiera. En algunos casos, las 

responsabilidades delegadas no se acompañaron plenamente de apoyo técnico o 

formación fiduciaria, lo que limitó su eficacia. Si bien las reformas en materia de 

delegación de facultades fueron pertinentes, su implementación desigual y la 

aversión al riesgo residual continuaron ralentizando la toma de decisiones en 

muchas regiones y, como consecuencia, socavaron las posibles ganancias en 

eficiencia. 

19. El proceso de reasignación, concebido para promover la movilidad, la 

diversidad y las operaciones descentralizadas, arrojó resultados dispares. 

Aunque la movilidad se ajustó a los objetivos de descentralización del FIDA, la 

frecuente rotación del personal directivo incidió en la continuidad de los programas, 

en particular en los contextos de fragilidad donde la estabilidad es crucial. En el 

marco del proceso de reasignación, con frecuencia se asignaron puestos a 

miembros del personal que no contaban con las cualificaciones exigidas, lo que 

generó ineficiencias operacionales y una mayor carga para otros miembros del 

personal y sus superiores. Dadas las reducidas dimensiones del FIDA, este 

problema es inevitable. Como consecuencia, el personal tuvo que dedicar un 

tiempo considerable a adquirir nuevas competencias y al mismo tiempo continuar 

cumpliendo las metas de ejecución. Estas prácticas pueden incidir negativamente 

en el desempeño y la moral. Asimismo, la reducción de la categoría de los 

directores en los países y el personal técnico generó preocupación en cuanto a la 

credibilidad institucional y la capacidad de los directores para gestionar carteras 

complejas.  

20. El FIDA amplió considerablemente su plantilla y se centró sobre todo en 

aumentar la presencia del personal sobre el terreno. Sin embargo, el 

despliegue sobre el terreno reveló un desajuste entre la dotación de 

personal y las necesidades operacionales. A fin de avanzar en el proceso de 

descentralización, durante la FIDA11 se procuró contratar más personal para las 

oficinas descentralizadas, como resultado de lo cual el personal sobre el terreno 

aumentó un 60 %. Sin embargo, la dotación media de las oficinas en los países 

siguió siendo inferior a la de los bancos multilaterales de desarrollo (BMD) 
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homólogos. Estaba previsto que el personal de estas oficinas asumiera una mayor 

carga de trabajo, pero el resultado fue una persistente falta de recursos a pesar del 

aumento significativo en el número de personal. Una sola vacante de personal 

podía aumentar considerablemente la carga de trabajo del resto del personal e 

interferir en las operaciones. 

21. A pesar de la reducción de las vacantes y la planificación dinámica de la 

fuerza de trabajo, no fue posible subsanar las deficiencias en el 

desempeño del personal desplegado. El ejercicio de recalibración de 2024 

reorientó las funciones técnicas y operacionales. Sin embargo, a falta de marcos de 

dotación de personal que tengan en cuenta la carga de trabajo, es probable que 

esta siga siendo alta. Para lograr eficiencias y una distribución equitativa de la 

carga de trabajo, es fundamental adaptar los modelos de despliegue de personal a 

la complejidad del contexto y establecer criterios claros para planificar la fuerza de 

trabajo. 

22. Las capacitaciones obtuvieron buenos resultados en esferas obligatorias 

como la gestión del riesgo, la integridad y el cumplimiento institucional. 

Sin embargo, la participación en las capacitaciones relacionadas con los 

temas transversales, en particular la nutrición, el clima y la inclusión social, fue 

limitada. Debido a la falta de una evaluación sistemática posterior a las 

capacitaciones, el hecho de completarlas no siempre se tradujo en una mejora de 

las competencias. A pesar de que los asociados tienen en gran consideración las 

competencias del personal del FIDA, las evaluaciones internas destacaron la 

existencia de lagunas persistentes en los conocimientos temáticos y técnicos, en 

particular con respecto a temas transversales de creciente complejidad. 

23. En general, las reformas emprendidas en el marco de la FIDA11 y la 

FIDA12 fortalecieron los cimientos del Fondo, pero el efecto combinado 

del establecimiento de mandatos ambiciosos, las limitaciones de recursos 

y la ejecución fragmentada redujo las posibilidades de lograr un impacto 

sistémico. Aunque el FIDA salió fortalecido en lo referente a la estructura 

financiera, la cofinanciación, la gestión del riesgo y el posicionamiento estratégico, 

la falta de correspondencia entre los objetivos y la capacidad institucional limitó los 

resultados previstos. En los futuros ciclos de reposición se exigirán un 

establecimiento de prioridades más explícito, una determinación de los costos más 

clara, una planificación integrada de la fuerza de trabajo y de los presupuestos, y 

una actitud más realista a la hora de traducir los objetivos estratégicos en 

resultados operacionales.  

Eficiencia institucional y gestión presupuestaria  

24. Se ha avanzado progresivamente hacia el uso óptimo de los recursos. Las 

recientes mejoras del FIDA en lo referente a la relación costo-eficacia fueron el 

resultado del significativo progreso realizado en la utilización de los recursos y el 

logro de economías de escala en los sistemas de ejecución y la gestión de los 

proyectos. Entre la FIDA9 y la FIDA10 y entre la FIDA11 y la FIDA12, determinados 

coeficientes institucionales como el desembolso por dólar administrativo y el valor 

de la cartera por dólar administrativo mostraron ganancias en eficiencia que fueron 

estadísticamente significativas. El tamaño medio de los proyectos aprobados 

aumentó de USD 32 millones a USD 47 millones. Esto indica que los procesos de 

ampliación de escala son costo-eficaces, ya que los costos de diseño y supervisión 

de los proyectos del FIDA —similares a los de otras instituciones financieras 

internacionales (IFI)— no aumentan de manera proporcional al tamaño del 

proyecto. Estas tendencias demuestran que el mayor alcance de las operaciones 

del FIDA no condujo a un incremento proporcional de los costos básicos, y además 

confirman una mayor optimización de los recursos y el logro de eficiencias de 

escala. El coeficiente entre los gastos administrativos y la cartera activa 

permaneció dentro de unos límites aceptables, lo que indica que la gestión de la 

cartera siguió siendo eficiente pese a la ampliación de las operaciones. A pesar de 
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que la cartera del FIDA aumentó en complejidad y valor financiero, y del impacto 

de los costos de la descentralización, los indicadores muestran que la disciplina 

presupuestaria evolucionó a la par. 

25. La productividad de la fuerza de trabajo disminuyó, aunque el aumento de 

los gastos de personal se compensó en parte mediante una reducción de 

las categorías. La proporción de la plantilla por unidad de producto aumentó 

de 7,1 a 10,2 puestos equivalentes a tiempo completo por unidad de producto. A 

pesar de este notable incremento en el número de funcionarios a tiempo completo 

por unidad de producto, el impacto en materia de gastos se compensó en parte 

mediante la reducción de las categorías correspondientes, lo que indica que se 

realizó un esfuerzo deliberado por contener los gastos. La disminución de la 

productividad puede deberse al aumento de la complejidad de la cartera, incluidos 

los temas transversales y las situaciones de fragilidad, que exigen una mayor 

cantidad de insumos humanos. También puede obedecer a ineficiencias en la 

asignación de los recursos humanos y la composición de los equipos. Estas 

ineficiencias se abordan más adelante en el informe.  

26. La eficiencia institucional es comparable en términos generales a la de los 

BMD de mayor tamaño pese a que las oportunidades para lograr 

economías de escala son menores. Al reajustar según el menor monto medio 

de los préstamos del FIDA, los costos unitarios por proyecto aprobado y por 

proyecto supervisado coincidieron en general con los del Banco Asiático de 

Desarrollo (BAsD) y el Banco Mundial, ajustados según el monto de los préstamos. 

27. La gestión presupuestaria del FIDA ha mejorado, pero aún no es adecuada 

para poner en práctica una gestión orientada a los resultados, como lo han 

hecho las organizaciones utilizadas como referencia. Los procesos, las 

normas y la capacidad de gestión presupuestaria del FIDA no están preparados 

para promover “la medición de los resultados y la gestión orientada a los 

resultados” previstas en el Sistema de Puntuación del Uso Óptimo de los Recursos, 

que se incluyó en el informe de la Consulta sobre la FIDA11. Se puede afirmar en 

términos generales que el FIDA se encuentra en una fase inicial de la 

presupuestación basada en los resultados, en la que los documentos 

presupuestarios no incluyen productos, efectos directos u otros indicadores del 

desempeño. El próximo paso —la presupuestación basada en los resultados, que es 

la práctica actual en las IFI de mayores dimensiones— consistirá en establecer 

entregables obligatorios para todos los departamentos. Este empeño se inició con 

el presupuesto de 2025 y prosiguió con el proceso de planificación presupuestaria 

para 2026; sus resultados están por verse. Con todo, el FIDA debe abordar dos 

factores facilitadores fundamentales: i) los costos totales de los principales 

procesos operacionales, que deberá cuantificar, y ii) la práctica de presupuestación 

plurianual. 

28. El considerable aumento de las exigencias con respecto a los recursos 

humanos y al presupuesto administrativo no fue proporcional al 

incremento del presupuesto ordinario del FIDA. Durante la FIDA11 y la 

FIDA12, las exigencias con respecto a los recursos humanos y al presupuesto 

administrativo fueron cada vez mayores. Entre estas se incluyen las siguientes: 

i) una cartera más compleja y exigencias operacionales en las situaciones de 

fragilidad; ii) el aumento de los costos de la descentralización, en particular la 

contratación y reubicación de personal y el establecimiento de nuevas oficinas del 

FIDA en los países, y iii) los gastos vinculados al redimensionamiento de la plantilla 

de personal, así como la actualización de los servicios de tecnologías de la 

información y las comunicaciones (TIC). Asimismo, el FIDA amplió sus objetivos 

con respecto a las esferas transversales e introdujo nuevas prioridades, como la 

colaboración con el sector privado, que, como suele ocurrir, requerirán recursos 

para una ejecución eficaz. 
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29. Si bien la parte del presupuesto general del FIDA correspondiente a las 

divisiones operacionales es comparable a la de los BMD homólogos, las 

asignaciones internas revelan un desajuste entre los objetivos 

estratégicos y la capacidad de ejecución. La asignación del presupuesto 

ordinario del FIDA a las divisiones operacionales en 2024 fue similar a la de 

algunos BMD. Sin embargo, el considerable aumento de las exigencias con 

respecto a los recursos humanos y al presupuesto administrativo no fue 

proporcional al incremento del presupuesto ordinario del FIDA, que solo registró 

un crecimiento moderado. Durante la FIDA11, el presupuesto ordinario registró 

un crecimiento real nulo, mientras que durante la FIDA12 se produjo un 

incremento real del 7,9 %. Aunque el FIDA se mostró flexible al reasignar los 

ahorros en eficiencia y los fondos redistribuibles, la reforma institucional absorbió 

una parte considerable del presupuesto adicional durante la FIDA12. La reforma 

comprendió una costosa descentralización, que restringió el presupuesto 

administrativo. Como resultado, se redujeron los presupuestos para la ejecución 

de los programas en los países, en particular para el diseño, la supervisión y el 

apoyo a la ejecución de los programas. Los hallazgos de la evaluación a nivel 

institucional evidenciaron lo siguiente: i) los presupuestos de diseño fijo no 

tuvieron en cuenta el tamaño o la complejidad de los proyectos, lo que dio lugar 

a un déficit de recursos en las operaciones de mayor envergadura; ii) las 

funciones técnicas esenciales y las metas temáticas (por ejemplo, las 

relacionadas con el clima) dependieron de los fondos suplementarios; iii) pese al 

incremento de la financiación, los proyectos llevados a cabo en contextos de 

fragilidad y conflicto incurrieron en gastos ocultos y no se dispuso de recursos 

suficientes para adoptar medidas de mitigación del riesgo; iv) el FIDA se 

comprometió a poner en marcha un programa especial sobre la fragilidad durante 

la FIDA11, pero no aclaró ni su alcance ni sus implicaciones en materia de costos; 

y v) los temas transversales incrementaron las necesidades en materia de 

creación de capacidad y a menudo requirieron consultores especializados, a pesar 

de las restricciones presupuestarias.  

30. A pesar del incremento progresivo de los presupuestos para el diseño y la 

supervisión de los proyectos, los recursos no aumentaron, en cifras 

acumulativas, al mismo ritmo que la ampliación y la complejidad de la 

cartera. Aunque las asignaciones de recursos para el diseño, la supervisión y el 

apoyo a la ejecución de los proyectos aumentaron en 2023, las tasas compuestas 

de crecimiento anual de las asignaciones presupuestarias para los servicios 

operacionales básicos se mantuvieron bajas durante el período 2019-2024, lo que 

indicó una disminución del apoyo presupuestario en valores reales. Pese a la 

ampliación del programa de trabajo y el aumento de las exigencias operacionales, 

los presupuestos relativos al diseño y la supervisión de los proyectos registraron 

una tasa compuesta de crecimiento anual de apenas del 2,4 % y el 1,7 %, 

respectivamente. En 2024, el FIDA asignó únicamente el 31 % de su presupuesto 

ordinario a los servicios operacionales básicos, una cifra muy inferior al 40 % de 

referencia establecido por otras organizaciones comparables como el BAsD.  

Eficacia en el ámbito de los programas 

31. Durante la FIDA11 y la FIDA12, los objetivos del FIDA aumentaron a la 

par que la complejidad de sus operaciones. La incorporación de múltiples 

temas transversales, los enfoques integrados en materia de cadenas de valor, los 

componentes de resiliencia al clima, la colaboración en el ámbito de las políticas, 

los programas adaptables con distintas fases y la coordinación con diversos 

asociados en la ejecución se tornaron cada vez más habituales. Aunque estos 

elementos reforzaron la pertinencia y la ambición del FIDA, a menudo no se 

ajustaron a las capacidades institucionales de los organismos de ejecución, sobre 

todo en los contextos de fragilidad o los entornos con capacidades limitadas. La 

complejidad temática en ocasiones superó la capacidad de ejecución, lo que se 

tradujo en retrasos, dificultades para mantener la calidad en todos los 
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componentes y una dependencia excesiva de los consultores externos. Las 

mayores dificultades se afrontaron durante la ejecución de proyectos en 

situaciones de fragilidad, en las que las capacidades eran más limitadas.  

32. El compromiso de poner en marcha una gestión adaptativa constituyó un 

elemento central de la FIDA12, pero el optimismo exige cautela. Se 

elaboraron orientaciones operacionales para los programas adaptables con distintas 

fases, a fin de remplazar los proyectos independientes con estructuras más 

flexibles y secuenciales capaces de adaptarse a los continuos cambios en los 

contextos, las necesidades y las oportunidades de financiación. Los hallazgos de la 

evaluación a nivel institucional señalan un optimismo cauteloso a este respecto. 

Los Gobiernos y los equipos en los países ven potencial en la propuesta de 

racionalizar las prórrogas de los proyectos, mejorar el aprendizaje en todas las 

fases y facilitar la movilización de recursos. Sin embargo, la evaluación también 

puso de relieve ciertas limitaciones, en particular: la incertidumbre en torno al 

futuro de la financiación; la existencia de normativas nacionales que limitan el 

diseño de programas con una determinación parcial de los costos; y las inquietudes 

en cuanto a que los programas adaptables con distintas fases podrían introducir 

nuevos riesgos si no se subsanan las deficiencias en materia de capacidades. Todo 

ello sugiere que, aunque los programas adaptables con distintas fases pueden 

fomentar la gestión adaptativa, su éxito dependerá de la armonización de los 

sistemas institucionales, las capacidades en los países y los marcos de recursos del 

FIDA. Estaba previsto que los sistemas de SyE en el ámbito de los proyectos 

promovieran la gestión adaptativa en consonancia con el Marco relativo a la 

Eficacia de la Labor de Desarrollo del FIDA. El Fondo elaboró abundante material de 

orientación e invirtió en iniciativas de capacitación financiadas por donaciones para 

fomentar la capacidad de las unidades de gestión de los proyectos (UGP). A pesar 

de estos esfuerzos, las evaluaciones de la IOE señalaron sistemáticamente 

prácticas deficientes de SyE en el ámbito de los efectos directos. Esta deficiencia 

limita la gestión adaptativa, impide la toma de decisiones de base empírica y 

merma la capacidad del FIDA para informar sobre el desempeño en el ámbito de 

los efectos directos.  

33. Durante la FIDA11 y la FIDA12, el compromiso con la población pobre de 

las zonas rurales y los grupos más vulnerables se reforzó mediante la 

revisión de las políticas de focalización, la utilización de indicadores inclusivos en el 

MGR y los sistemas de puntuación del uso óptimo de los recursos, y el 

fortalecimiento de los procedimientos de garantía de la calidad. La calidad de la 

focalización mejoró y los nuevos proyectos cumplieron o superaron 

sistemáticamente los estándares con respecto a la inclusión de las cuestiones de 

género, el desglose de datos y el reconocimiento de la juventud, los Pueblos 

Indígenas y las personas con discapacidad. Con todo, persistieron dificultades para 

trasladar estos diseños a la práctica. La deficiencia de los sistemas nacionales de 

datos, la limitada capacidad de las UGP, la comprensión insuficiente de los métodos 

de focalización y la elevada rotación de personal socavaron la coherencia de los 

diseños.  

34. La esfera de la sostenibilidad siguió presentando deficiencias sistemáticas 

en toda la cartera del FIDA a pesar de los esfuerzos encaminados a reforzar las 

orientaciones, los marcos y los diálogos sobre políticas. Algunas dificultades en 

esta esfera fueron la limitada consolidación institucional, la aplicación de 

estrategias de salida inadecuadas y la falta de financiación y la escasa capacidad 

para dar continuidad a los esfuerzos al término de los proyectos. Hubo ejemplos 

positivos en los contextos caracterizados por un firme sentido de apropiación 

comunitario, una colaboración a largo plazo y una programación flexible. Los 

proyectos llevados a cabo en situaciones de fragilidad a menudo demostraron que 

la resiliencia era posible si se empoderaba a las instituciones locales y se adaptaba 

la programación a los continuos cambios en los riesgos. Sin embargo, los riesgos 
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en materia de sostenibilidad fueron considerables y no se abordaron plenamente 

mediante reformas en la FIDA11 y la FIDA12. Por el contrario, los resultados 

relativos a la ampliación de escala mejoraron ligeramente.  

35. Los objetivos transversales excedieron la capacidad disponible en la Sede 

y en los países, lo que contribuyó a que la complejidad de los diseños 

aumentara y se produjeran retrasos en la ejecución. Durante la FIDA11 y la 

FIDA12, los compromisos transversales se elevaron a prioridades institucionales 

con metas institucionales y un proceso mejorado de presentación de información. 

Estos compromisos reflejaron los imperativos mundiales de desarrollo y el mandato 

del FIDA, pero ejercieron una creciente presión sobre los equipos de diseño y 

supervisión. En el ámbito institucional, el FIDA elaboró nuevos marcos estratégicos 

sobre los temas transversales o actualizó los existentes. Los programas sobre 

oportunidades estratégicas nacionales (COSOP) aprobados durante el período 

objeto de la evaluación hicieron referencia de manera sistemática a todos los 

temas transversales prioritarios. Sin embargo, la transversalidad se redujo por lo 

general a una cuestión de cumplimiento y no de integración. Los expertos 

temáticos fueron insuficientes o estaban desbordados, y la integración de múltiples 

temas en diseños de proyectos ya complejos de por sí a menudo puso a prueba las 

capacidades existentes. Ante la falta de especialistas en esferas temáticas 

fundamentales, muchas oficinas en los países dependieron de las contribuciones 

intermitentes de expertos o consultores regionales. La complejidad temática 

amenaza con desviar la atención de los efectos directos previstos.  

36. Aunque durante las dos reposiciones se instó a aplicar “enfoques 

transformadores”, el concepto no se definió con claridad. Los compromisos 

de reposición y el ciclo de programación del FIDA no estaban en 

consonancia. En la mayoría de los COSOP de la FIDA11 y la FIDA12 incluyeron 

secciones en las que se describían posibles transformaciones, como un cambio 

sistémico, el fortalecimiento de las cadenas de valor, el desarrollo de mercados 

inclusivos y el aumento de la resiliencia. Sin embargo, pocos COSOP presentaron 

una vía coherente para demostrar que estas intervenciones darían lugar a 

transformaciones. Los COSOP de carácter más transformador se dieron 

principalmente en contextos caracterizados por un entorno institucional más sólido 

y sistemas de gobierno capaces de promover cambios a gran escala. En los 

contextos de fragilidad y con capacidades limitadas, fue difícil lograr objetivos de 

carácter transformador debido a las limitaciones operacionales, la volatilidad y la 

necesidad de estabilizarse a corto plazo y mitigar los riesgos.  

37. Una limitación importante para los programas transformadores fue el desajuste 

entre los compromisos de reposición y el ciclo de programación. Debido a que la 

elaboración de los COSOP y las carteras de proyectos se extiende a lo largo de 

varios años, a menudo no es posible integrar las nuevas prioridades institucionales 

hasta varios años más tarde. Durante la FIDA11 y la FIDA12, aproximadamente un 

tercio de los países no actualizaron sus COSOP, lo que limitó la compatibilidad de 

sus operaciones con los nuevos compromisos. Además, la posibilidad de lograr un 

impacto transformador depende de las sinergias entre las actividades crediticias y 

no crediticias. Los datos empíricos indicaron que las actividades no crediticias 

carecieron de recursos suficientes y mantuvieron su carácter fragmentario. La 

ausencia de cauces de formulación de observaciones sobre las operaciones, los 

conocimientos y los procesos de elaboración de políticas limitaron la capacidad del 

FIDA para promover un cambio sistémico. 

38. Las asociaciones se consideraron fundamentales para que el FIDA logre 

sus objetivos “a mayor escala, mejor y de forma más inteligente”. Durante 

la FIDA11 y la FIDA12, la organización fortaleció su orientación estratégica 

introduciendo un marco de asociaciones institucionales y elaborando estrategias de 

cofinanciación, colaboración con el sector privado y cooperación Sur-Sur y 

triangular. En estos contextos se aclararon los objetivos de las asociaciones y se 
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expusieron las contribuciones previstas. Aunque el FIDA logró elaborar estos 

documentos estratégicos y aplicó la mayoría de las medidas objeto de seguimiento, 

los datos empíricos sobre la eficacia de las asociaciones muestran resultados 

dispares. Las asociaciones para la colaboración en el ámbito de las políticas 

progresaron gracias a las sólidas relaciones con los Gobiernos. Por el contrario, la 

colaboración con agentes no estatales como el sector privado, la sociedad civil, las 

instituciones académicas y las organizaciones de productores fue más limitada. 

39. La agenda del FIDA de colaboración con el sector privado avanzó, pero su 

implementación fue modesta. La colaboración con el sector privado comprendió 

el establecimiento del Programa de Participación del Sector Privado en la 

Financiación (PSFP) y el inicio de operaciones sin garantía soberana con este 

sector. Sin embargo, la implementación fue modesta en comparación con los 

objetivos fijados, y el valor añadido de las primeras inversiones en operaciones sin 

garantía soberana fue limitado. La falta de métodos claros para medir el 

apalancamiento dificultó aún más la evaluación de las asociaciones con el sector 

privado. En el ámbito de los países, las asociaciones con el sector privado siguieron 

estando fragmentadas y se limitaron en gran medida a interacciones en el contexto 

de los proyectos. 

40. Durante la FIDA11 y la FIDA12, el Fondo continuó utilizando sistemas 

generales de presentación de información institucional, pero su aplicación 

presentó limitaciones. Entre estos documentos se encuentran el Informe sobre 

la eficacia del FIDA en términos de desarrollo (RIDE), de periodicidad anual, un 

seguimiento periódico de las medidas objeto de seguimiento e información sobre 

los temas transversales y el seguimiento de las evaluaciones. El MGR siguió 

evolucionando e incorporó mejoras en cuanto a la cobertura de los indicadores y su 

integración en todos los niveles. La evaluación constató que, si bien la calidad de la 

información presentada siguió siendo adecuada, la capacidad del FIDA para aplicar 

métodos de gestión basada en los resultados en los ciclos de reposición fue 

limitada. Las teorías del cambio en las que se sustentaron los compromisos 

asumidos en el marco de la FIDA11 y la FIDA12 no se formularon con suficiente 

claridad, lo que debilitó los vínculos entre los compromisos, los efectos directos 

previstos y los indicadores del MGR. A efectos de realizar un seguimiento de los 

compromisos, se utilizaron herramientas de seguimiento interno como el sistema 

de seguimiento de las reposiciones y posteriormente un documento consolidado. 

Estas herramientas fueron útiles, pero siguieron estando desvinculadas de los 

resultados más amplios y los sistemas basados en el desempeño. Durante la 

FIDA12, se lograron progresos considerables en relación con el sistema de 

evaluación del impacto del FIDA, tomando como base las enseñanzas extraídas de 

la FIDA11. El giro hacia un enfoque orientado al aprendizaje en las futuras 

evaluaciones del impacto se ajusta plenamente a las necesidades institucionales. 

Sin embargo, las deficiencias metodológicas influyeron en la fiabilidad de los datos 

empíricos sobre el impacto obtenidos durante la FIDA11. Se corrió el riesgo de 

sobrevalorar el desempeño institucional al agregar los datos. Es preciso prestar 

más atención a la representatividad de los datos y al rigor metodológico para lograr 

un aprendizaje institucional fiable. 

C. Recomendaciones 

41. Las recomendaciones propuestas son aplicables a diversos contextos operacionales.  

42. Recomendación 1: Mejorar el establecimiento de prioridades durante las 

consultas sobre las reposiciones, a fin de salvaguardar el enfoque 

estratégico. El FIDA, en colaboración con sus Estados Miembros, debe 

limitarse a asumir compromisos que posean un alto valor estratégico y 

sean viables y al mismo tiempo debe considerar de manera explícita las 

compensaciones y la complejidad. A fin de mitigar los riesgos relativos a una 

ejecución fragmentada y salvaguardar el enfoque estratégico, el FIDA debe: 



EB 2026/147/R.7 
EC 2026/132/W.P.7 

xiv 

1 a) Continuar la tendencia actual de limitar el número de compromisos por 

reposición. 

1 b) Priorizar mejor los posibles compromisos durante los procesos de consulta 

sobre las reposiciones, haciendo especial hincapié en la evaluación del valor 

estratégico frente a la viabilidad operacional y la capacidad de absorción. 

1 c) Asegurarse de que las posibles compensaciones y las consecuencias 

imprevistas se consideren de manera explícita durante las consultas, en 

particular las derivadas de una mayor complejidad en los objetivos que se 

espera que cumpla el FIDA, y el modo de cumplirlos, sobre todo en 

situaciones de fragilidad y contextos con capacidades limitadas. 

43. Recomendación 2: Con el apoyo de los Estados Miembros del FIDA, 

incorporar la determinación de los costos y la armonización 

presupuestaria en el proceso de reposición. A fin de que los compromisos de 

reposición sean realistas, posean un enfoque estratégico y sean viables desde el 

punto de vista financiero, el FIDA debe institucionalizar un enfoque más integrado 

y metódico con respecto a la formulación de los compromisos y la planificación de 

los recursos: 

2 a) Realizar un cálculo indicativo de los costos para todos los compromisos 

propuestos y las esferas transversales antes de su validación, en particular 

estimaciones sobre las implicaciones para el presupuesto ordinario y los 

fondos suplementarios, las modalidades de ejecución y las necesidades de 

personal. 

2 b) Promover mejoras en la función de supervisión de la Junta Ejecutiva 

mediante anexos con estimaciones de costos y la planificación de hipótesis 

presupuestarias en tiempo real, lo que fomentará la toma de decisiones 

fundamentadas y las deliberaciones estratégicas sobre las compensaciones. 

44. Recomendación 3: Continuar modernizando los sistemas presupuestarios 

del FIDA en apoyo de la ejecución basada en el desempeño y la 

armonización estratégica. 

3 a) Implementar la presupuestación basada en los resultados con vínculos claros 

entre entregables y parámetros de resultados, teniendo en cuenta las 

observaciones sobre la planificación presupuestaria formuladas por el 

personal de los departamentos en sentido ascendente. 

3 b) Establecer un marco presupuestario trienal móvil que esté sincronizado con 

los ciclos operacionales y de reposición. Además, sincronizar los plazos de los 

compromisos con la planificación presupuestaria a mediano plazo, de modo 

que las decisiones finales sobre los compromisos coincidan con el comienzo 

de la formulación del presupuesto para ajustar los recursos en una fase 

temprana y evitar la rigidez ulterior. 

3 c) Ampliar la delegación de facultades en materia presupuestaria, en particular 

con respecto a los gastos de personal, a fin de ajustarse al proceso de 

descentralización y propiciar la flexibilidad y la agilidad operacionales. 

3 d) Acelerar la determinación de los costos totales para los procesos 

operacionales. Cumplir el compromiso de la FIDA11 incorporando el 

seguimiento de las horas de trabajo del personal, los protocolos para la 

determinación de los costos estándar y los análisis predictivos durante el 

desarrollo de los sistemas presupuestarios. Asegurarse de que los 

compromisos asumidos durante las consultas sobre las reposiciones reflejen 

escenarios realistas de viabilidad presupuestaria y, por lo tanto, reduzcan la 

tensión ulterior entre los objetivos y los costos de ejecución asociados.  
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45. Recomendación 4: Continuar optimizando el balance del FIDA para lograr 

el máximo alcance e impacto en la concesión de préstamos. Para 

materializar el potencial de los préstamos del BRAM y los préstamos dirigidos al 

sector privado, el FIDA debe: 

4 a) Eliminar los topes de apalancamiento y los límites máximos del BRAM y las 

operaciones sin garantía soberana en los compromisos. En su lugar, centrarse 

en sacar el máximo provecho de estas operaciones dentro de los límites de 

riesgo establecidos para optimizar los fondos propios del FIDA y según la 

capacidad de absorción de los países. 

4 b) Determinar los volúmenes del BRAM y las operaciones con el sector privado 

teniendo en cuenta la demanda y ajustándose al Marco de Suficiencia del 

Capital del FIDA y los umbrales de riesgo. 

4 c) Establecer protocolos financieros de incorporación para los equipos en los 

países que utilizan el BRAM y las operaciones sin garantía soberana, a fin de 

armonizar la estrategia mundial y la ejecución sobre el terreno. 

4 d) Introducir la atribución de costos para productos específicos con el fin de 

mejorar la transparencia y facilitar las decisiones de base empírica sobre la 

ampliación de los productos. 

46. Recomendación 5: Priorizar la ejecución con fines transformadores en el 

ámbito de los países. En última instancia, el éxito del FIDA dependerá del logro 

de resultados transformadores en el ámbito de los países: 

5 a) Dar prioridad a la simplicidad y la viabilidad en el diseño de los proyectos 

con respecto a la capacidad en los países. Pasar del examen de las listas de 

comprobación basadas en el cumplimiento para finalizar el diseño de los 

proyectos a centrarse en la ejecución realista, la capacidad de los países y 

diseños claramente integrados en programas transformadores más amplios 

que lograrán mejores resultados y una mayor sostenibilidad. 

5 b) Integrar la sostenibilidad y las vías de ampliación de escala en el ciclo de 

vida de los proyectos mediante lo siguiente: el fortalecimiento de las 

asociaciones con instituciones nacionales; la utilización de las operaciones 

soberanas para captar inversión privada; la mejora de la resiliencia a través 

de marcos integrados para la incorporación sistemática de los temas 

transversales; la elaboración de presupuestos que permitan lograr 

transiciones a escala; y la vinculación de los proyectos piloto con sistemas 

de desarrollo rural más amplios. 

5 c) Institucionalizar y tomar como base ejemplos de ajustes iterativos en los 

enfoques teniendo en cuenta la cambiante información contextual, las 

observaciones de las partes interesadas y las realidades de la ejecución. 

Utilizar los procesos de reflexión a mitad del ciclo de los proyectos no solo 

para adoptar medidas reactivas ante las dificultades de ejecución, sino 

como oportunidades proactivas para incrementar las probabilidades de 

lograr un cambio transformador. 

5 d) Examinar el enfoque de reasignación del personal y la duración estándar de 

cada asignación, a fin de facilitar la estabilidad de la plantilla en las oficinas 

en los países e integrar el contexto nacional y el tamaño y la complejidad de 

la cartera en el modelo de dotación de personal de dichas oficinas.  
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D. Recomendación a los Estados Miembros 
47. Recomendación 6: Prestar apoyo al FIDA para que la determinación 

formal de los costos correspondientes a los compromisos se lleve a cabo 

antes de que los Estados Miembros manifiesten su conformidad. A fin de 

evitar el posterior desajuste entre los objetivos y su viabilidad y promover el 

establecimiento de prioridades estratégicas: 

6 a) Promover que se dé prioridad a la determinación indicativa de los costos de 

todos los compromisos y esferas transversales propuestos antes de su 

validación. 

6 b) Solicitar a la Dirección del FIDA que facilite estimaciones claras sobre las 

implicaciones para los presupuestos ordinario y suplementarios, en particular 

la ejecución y las necesidades del personal asociadas. 

6 c) Considerar si se podría mejorar, y de qué manera, la función de supervisión 

de la Junta Ejecutiva mediante la utilización de anexos con estimaciones de 

costos que fomenten el establecimiento de prioridades estratégicas y 

deliberaciones sobre las concesiones. 

6 d) Considerar la posibilidad de introducir la planificación de hipótesis 

presupuestarias en tiempo real durante los procesos de consulta, a fin de 

determinar los riesgos relacionados con la ejecución antes de asumir 

formalmente un compromiso.
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Corporate-level evaluation of the institutional and 
operational performance under IFAD11 and IFAD12 

I. Evaluation objectives and methodology 

A. Introduction 

1. As approved by IFAD’s Executive Board during the 140th session in February 2024, 

the Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD (IOE) conducted a corporate-level 

evaluation (CLE) of the institutional and operational performance under IFAD11 and 

IFAD12. The CLE reviewed the relevance, coherence, effectiveness and efficiency of 

changes in IFAD’s business model in response to replenishment commitments 

made, and targets agreed, under IFAD11 and IFAD12. 

2. The scope for this CLE positions the specific commitments made under IFAD11 and 

IFAD12 within IFAD’s Strategic Framework. The evolution of IFAD’s business model 

during these two cycles, and the related replenishment targets, were expected to 

contribute to IFAD’s strategic goal of becoming “bigger, better, smarter”.1 The CLE 

therefore assesses how the results achieved when meeting the commitments over 

the period of the two replenishments (2019-2024) helped to enhance IFAD’s 

institutional and overall organizational performance. This is framed within IFAD’s 

goals of becoming bigger, better, smarter, and how these aims ultimately enable 

IFAD to achieve its strategic purpose of supporting rural transformation. 

3. The evaluation took place in a rapidly changing international environment. Multiple 

global crises are undermining progress on achieving the Sustainable Development 

Goals (SDGs). Levels of official development assistance are in decline and 

increasingly reflecting the changing priorities of donor countries’ spending. 

B. Background 
4. IFAD mobilizes necessary core resources for its operations through the 

replenishment processes that involve consultations with its Member States. In 

negotiation with the Member States, IFAD agrees a set of commitments and targets 

to be achieved during a three-year replenishment cycle that is underpinned by 

IFAD’s Strategic Framework. The Strategic Framework (2016-2025)2 aims to 

maximize IFAD’s contribution to achieving the SDGs (the 2030 Agenda) relevant to 

the Fund’s mandate.3 It recognizes that achieving the 2030 Agenda depends on 

increased and sustained investment in rural areas where extreme poverty and food 

insecurity are concentrated. 

5. A corporate Results Management Framework (RMF) then tracks IFAD’s progress 

against agreed targets for each replenishment cycle. It is a key corporate-level 

instrument that is used to fulfil accountability demands for mobilized replenishment 

resources. Outcome targets included in the RMF for each replenishment cycle aim 

to present a nuanced and broad understanding of IFAD’s contribution to rural 

transformation while reflecting the priorities for each replenishment cycle. There is 

no explicit tracking of how and why changes in IFAD’s business model, triggered by 

delivering commitments made in a replenishment cycle, contribute to achieving 

these outcome-level targets; particularly those specified at tier 2 in the RMFs.4 The 

RMFs also do not report on actions taken to deliver commitments. 

 
1 IFAD’s Strategic Framework (2016-25). 
2 Hereafter, references to IFAD’s Strategic Framework refer to the Strategic Framework (2016-2025) unless specifically 
stated. 
3 https://sdgs.un.org/2030agenda. 
4 The RMF of IFAD11 had a three-tier structure with 79 indicators. Tier I (7 indicators) represented SDG contributions, 
tier II (32 indicators) related to development impact, and tier III (40 indicators) was linked to organizational and 
operational pillars. The RMF of IFAD12 retained the three-tier structure of IFAD11, but with a reduced number of 

https://sdgs.un.org/2030agenda
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6. IFAD11 (2019–2021) and IFAD12 (2022–2024), two replenishment cycles under 

the Strategic Framework, aspired to deliver an accelerated programme to maximize 

IFAD’s contribution to the SDGs, as envisaged in the Framework. IFAD12 aimed to 

“double and deepen” IFAD’s impact by 2030, impacting 40 million beneficiaries per 

year with increased incomes, compared with 20 million annually during IFAD10.5 

Under IFAD12, IFAD’s focus shifted towards fostering systemic change and 

delivering transformational country programmes that prioritized recovery, 

rebuilding and resilience, especially in the face of global crises. 

C. Purpose, objectives and scope of the evaluation 
7. The CLE independently assesses how effectively IFAD delivered on its 

replenishment commitments during IFAD11 and IFAD12. Its conclusions and 

recommendations aim to strengthen institutional learning, inform IFAD13 

implementation, and guide strategic prioritization for IFAD14. The evaluation 

supports both Management and the Member States to ensure that organizational 

reforms translate into deeper development impact. 

8. The CLE has three objectives: 

i) Assess the progress achieved towards the replenishment commitments and 

development targets, including those related to the organizational 

arrangements necessary to deliver its programme of work (PoW), and IFAD’s 

ability to mobilize and allocate financial resources to meet the needs of the 

targeted beneficiaries in client countries. 

ii) Evaluate the adequacy and readiness of IFAD’s organizational, operational, and 

financial arrangements, including whether they have accelerated the delivery of 

impactful IFAD interventions in client countries in time to contribute to the 

2030 Agenda. 

iii) Generate forward-looking insights, lessons and recommendations to inform 

design of IFAD14 (2028–2030) in 2026 and strengthen the implementation of 

IFAD13 (2025–2027). 

9. The CLE addresses one overarching evaluation question: 

“To what extent are the organizational, operational, and finance/budget allocation-

related efforts sufficient to lead to the development results that the replenishments 

sought in support of the 2030 Agenda?” 

10. Answering this question will primarily draw on findings and conclusions from 

answering the following four evaluation questions: 

i) To what extent are the replenishment goals and targets aligned with the 2030 

Agenda, IFAD’s mandate and priorities, client country priorities and beneficiary 

needs in all development contexts? (Relevance) 

ii) To what extent were the organizational changes, financial architecture, 

operational arrangements, and budget allocation coherent and consistent in 

supporting IFAD’s replenishment commitments and targets? (Coherence) 

iii) To what extent is IFAD achieving or likely to achieve the increase in 

effectiveness envisaged under IFAD11 and 12? (Effectiveness) 

iv)  To what extent did changes in the business model agreed under IFAD11 and 

IFAD12 enhance the efficient delivery of IFAD’s programmes? (Efficiency) 

11. For each of these four evaluation questions, sub-questions are presented in the 

evaluation framework (annex I). 

 
indicators (66): tier I (6 indicators) represented SDG contributions, tier II (30 indicators) related to development impact, 
and tier III (30 indicators) was linked to organizational and operational pillars. 
See figure 2 in the 2023 IFAD13 Business Model and Financial Framework. IFAD13/2/R.2. 
5 IFAD12 replenishment consultation report. 
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12. The temporal scope of the CLE is the period from 2019 to 2024. It focuses on 

results at both corporate and country level. The commitments and implementation 

of the monitorable actions (MAs) were intended to lead to changes across the IFAD 

business model and IFAD’s performance at country level. The CLE did not have the 

resources to evaluate all possible changes. The decision was therefore taken during 

the evaluation’s design phase to narrow the scope and focus on areas that were 

seen as having the most likely significance in delivering IFAD’s bigger, better, 

smarter objectives and this was reflected in the choice of the four deep dive areas: 

(i) financial architecture; (ii) budget management; (iii) human resources (HR) and 

organizational structure; and (iv) operational performance. The decision on where 

to prioritize was also informed by areas in which relevant solid evaluative evidence 

already existed, including from the 2024 CLE on knowledge management (KM) and 

the 2022 CLE on decentralization. 

13. The evaluation did not seek to evaluate achievement of individual outputs delivered 

in response to the commitments. Outputs and outcomes of commitments which do 

not clearly contribute to the Strategic Framework’s strategic intent of bigger, better, 

smarter fall outside the scope of the evaluation.6 To make the scope more 

manageable, the evaluation intentionally excluded supplementary funds (which will 

be evaluated by IOE in 2026) and grants from its analysis.7  

14. The CLE focuses on IFAD11 and IFAD12 and was mainly intended to inform 

negotiations of IFAD14. Thus, what was intended and what will be delivered under 

IFAD13 is outside the scope of the evaluation. However, where relevant, 

conclusions and recommendations transparently flag areas where challenges 

identified by the CLE have been acknowledged and/or are being at least partially 

addressed under IFAD13. 

D. Conceptual framework 
15. The theory of change (ToC) for the evaluation was constructed during its design 

stage and included in the evaluation’s approach paper. It was further refined and 

simplified thereafter (figure 1). The ToC illustrates how delivery of particular 

commitments is expected to help IFAD position itself globally by working bigger, 

better and smarter, as defined in the Strategic Framework.8 By doing this IFAD 

seeks to ultimately strengthen the performance of country programmes and 

enhance its overall contribution to national development outcomes. This 

transformation is expected to help accelerate progress toward the SDGs by 2030. 

The elaborated ToC is included in annex II. 

 
6 Some examples include implementation of the transparency action plan and the international financial reporting 
standard 9 under IFAD11 and IFAD’s contribution to the United Nations response to sexual exploitation and abuse 
across both replenishment periods.  
7 While these resources support some replenishment commitments, their exclusion may affect assessing the overall 
alignment and adequacy of IFAD’s overall resource allocation and regular budget with strategic objectives and 
replenishment commitments. However, where considered a significant limitation, this is reflected in how conclusions are 
framed. 
8 The Strategic Framework describes the aims as follows. Bigger: cofinancing to achieve expanded PoW; better: 
leveraging knowledge, improving capacity to identify effective innovations, strengthening its ability to learn, generate 
knowledge and provide evidence about what works, including by leveraging the knowledge of others to deepen and 
complement its own knowledge base, engagement in national policy processes to achieve greater and more 
sustainable impact, strengthening partnerships and policy engagement through expanded country presence; smarter: 
optimizing knowledge flows between IFAD Country Offices ( ICOs) and headquarters (HQs). 
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Figure 1 
Theory of Change 
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16. For the “bigger” objective, the Strategic Framework centres on scaling IFAD’s 

financial resources, partnerships, and programmatic reach to create deeper and 

broader impact in rural development. Key aspects include introducing diversified 

financing tools and mobilizing extensive cofinancing and prioritizing strategic 

expansion into fragile situations and remote areas while also targeting the poor 

populations through the performance-based allocation system (PBAS).  

17. The “better” objective focuses on improving the quality and effectiveness of IFAD’s 

country programmes to ensure deeper, more sustainable impact. This includes 

enhancing project design through stronger targeting, mainstreaming themes like 

gender, youth, nutrition and climate, and embedding adaptive management 

practices within a move from a project-based to programmatic approach. Key 

changes included revision of operational guidelines and introducing tools like the 

targeting toolkit to sharpen IFAD’s focus on key populations. 

18. IFAD’s “smarter” objective prioritizes boosting institutional efficiency and 

effectiveness, learning and evidence-based decision-making to maximize 

development impact. It focuses on streamlining operations, improving cost-

effectiveness, and embedding adaptive management across programmes. It also 

prioritizes KM and results-based learning - using real-time data, impact 

assessments, and feedback loops to refine strategies and scale successful 

interventions. By aligning financial frameworks with operational delivery and 

leveraging digital innovations, resources are to be used strategically and 

transparently to benefit rural communities. 

19. IFAD has not explicitly articulated in one place how replenishment commitments 

contribute to achieving the bigger, better, smarter objectives. Furthermore, the 

RMFs for IFAD11 and IFAD12 focus more on reporting on the quantitative progress 

towards the commitment targets than explaining the assumed causal linkages 

between the commitments and outcomes of IFAD’s business model, and of 

achieving a bigger, better, smarter IFAD. The logic for how and why specific actions 

associated with particular commitments are expected to enhance IFAD’s 

performance results are covered across the Strategic Framework and the IFAD11 

and IFAD12 reports of the consultation and reports on enhancing the business 

model.9 Outcomes in the ToC were therefore pragmatically derived by the CLE team 

by reviewing these documents.10 

20. Outputs of commitments on IFAD’s decentralization of staff to the country level and 

concomitant delegation of authority (DoA) are not directly identified in the 

conceptual framework but are seen as central to achieving both the better and 

smarter objectives. 

E. Methodology 
21. The evaluation team followed IFAD’s Evaluation Manual (2022) for the evaluation’s 

methodological underpinning. The evaluation design adopted a theory-based mixed 

methods (qualitative and quantitative) approach. The evaluation’s analytical 

framework and methodology were anchored in four of the six internationally- 

recognized Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development evaluation 

criteria, namely, relevance, efficiency, coherence and effectiveness. The focus on 

these four criteria were appropriate given the issues to be evaluated (such as 

improved relevance, efficiency and effectiveness of IFAD-funded programmes to 

country needs, their strengthened contribution to reducing rural poverty and 

hunger, efficiency gains, and the coherence of IFAD’s organizational reforms and 

administrative functions in support of country presence). 

 
9 See IFAD11’s Enhancing IFAD11 business model to deliver impact at scale (Rome: IFAD, 2017) 
https://www.ifad.org/documents/48415603/49458923/Business+Model+paper.pdf/69e45ae0-81f3-3444-7bde-
11a69c2b57fe and IFAD12: Business Model and Financial Framework 2022-2024 (Rome: IFAD, 2020). 
https://webapps.ifad.org/members/repl/12/2/R/docs/IFAD12-2-R-R-2-PPT-on-Business-Model.pdf  
10 See figure 2 in the IFAD (2023) IFAD13 Business Model and Financial Framework. IFAD13/2/R.2. 

https://www.ifad.org/documents/48415603/49458923/Business+Model+paper.pdf/69e45ae0-81f3-3444-7bde-11a69c2b57fe
https://www.ifad.org/documents/48415603/49458923/Business+Model+paper.pdf/69e45ae0-81f3-3444-7bde-11a69c2b57fe
https://webapps.ifad.org/members/repl/12/2/R/docs/IFAD12-2-R-R-2-PPT-on-Business-Model.pdf
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22. Using the ToC as a guide, and the replenishment commitments as the baseline the 

evaluation team explored IFAD’s progress against the bigger, better, smarter11 

objectives and hence the contribution to enhanced country programme results. 

23. The evaluation team formulated the evaluation questions by the above four criteria 

and then grounded them in the ToC. The theory-based framework guided data 

collection and analysis and report writing. The initial evaluation questions set out in 

the approach paper were fine-tuned and slightly revised based on the feedback 

received during the evaluation design workshop and as new issues emerged during 

the evaluation. 

24. The ToC, in turn, guided development of the evaluation framework (annex I). The 

framework forms the core of the evaluation approach. The framework linked 

evaluation questions, sub-questions, indicators and the sources of evidence in the 

form of a series of eight evidence blocks. In some cases, the evaluation team 

applied multiple data collection methods and sources within each evidence block. 

Evidence from one or multiple blocks was used in answering the evaluation 

questions. The evidence blocks are shown in figure 2 below. 

Figure 2 
Evidence blocks 

 

 

25. The analysis was primarily based on triangulation of evidence across these eight 

evidence blocks to ensure robustness and credibility of the evaluation’s findings, 

conclusions, and recommendations. During the synthesis phase, the evaluation 

team assessed the extent to which the evidence was adequate and could be 

triangulated through various sources and methods.  

26. The CLE thus drew on a wide and diversified evidence base (figure 2 and annex 

III). These data included a synthesis of prior IOE evaluations and selected external 

assessments (recent evaluations and reviews), which provided early insights 

into IFAD’s institutional and operational performance during the IFAD11 and IFAD12 

periods. The evaluation revisited key findings from these sources (including CLEs on 

decentralization, financial architecture, KM and innovation) and tested their 

continued validity through triangulation with fresh data from interviews, country 

case studies, and the e-survey. Additionally, four thematic deep dives focused on 

budget management, financial architecture, HR and operational performance. These 

 
11 During implementation of the evaluation, it was decided to use the bigger, better, smarter terminology found in the 
Strategic Framework and replenishment papers rather than organizational, operational/development, and 
financial/budget language found in the approach paper. 
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deep dives integrated data from the evidence blocks and served as key technical 

inputs into the broader CLE. 

27. The evaluation conducted an extensive corporate document and data review to 

assess IFAD’s planning, budgeting, HR and accountability systems. Reviewed 

materials included results reports, Strategic Framework, supervision, financial and 

budget documents, HR policies, DoA frameworks, and internal audits. These were 

complemented by datasets from relevant divisions covering financial allocations, 

disbursement timelines, staffing trends, training records, and expenditure data. In 

parallel, a portfolio analysis was undertaken to assess performance trends across 

IFAD10, IFAD11, and IFAD12. The analysis examined project timelines, financing 

characteristics, cofinancing levels, and performance ratings, disaggregated by 

region, income level, and fragility classification to highlight differentiated 

performance across the portfolio. 

28. To generate primary evidence, the evaluation conducted more than 90 semi-

structured key informant interviews with members of IFAD Management, 

Executive Board members, and staff from both headquarters (HQs) and regional 

offices. In addition, the CLE conducted ten country case studies12 and received 

inputs from over 280 interviewees from government, donors, development and 

implementing partners, private sector and beneficiaries. Each case study assessed 

IFAD’s performance against a common set of evaluation questions described in the 

evaluation approach and the annex of this report. A multilingual stakeholder 

survey (e-survey) was administered to IFAD staff, government officials, and 

private sector partners to capture perceptions on institutional systems, budget 

management, IFAD’s product offering, and reform priorities. The survey received 

486 responses in total,13 and was analysed using both quantitative statistics and 

qualitative analysis of open-ended responses.  

29. Finally, the CLE included an assessment of IFAD’s approach to impact 

assessment which involved reviewing the sampling, quality, and aggregation 

methodology used in IFAD’s corporate-level impact assessments to assess the 

credibility and transparency of results reporting. 

30. To manage this multi-faceted and complex evaluation, extensive use was made of 

generative Artificial Intelligence (AI) tools throughout the evaluation. AI-

supported coding helped extract common and relevant patterns and themes from 

interview transcripts, evaluation reports, and country strategic opportunities 

programmes (COSOPs), enhancing analytical consistency and depth. All AI-

generated results were reviewed and validated by the evaluation team for accuracy 

and contextual relevance. AI complemented but never replaced analytical 

judgment; interpretation and synthesis remained human-led. See the detailed 

elaboration of the use of AI in annex IX. 

F. Evaluation process and timeline 
31. Evaluation phases, data collection and analysis. The evaluation was conducted 

in sequenced phases, beginning with conceptualization and design in early 2024. A 

draft approach paper was developed and discussed at the 126th session of the 

Evaluation Committee in September 2024.14 Feedback from Management was 

incorporated, and a design workshop was held with relevant IFAD staff to refine the 

ToC, finalize evaluation questions, and confirm the country case study selection. 

Between September 2024 and May 2025, the evaluation team carried out data 

 
12 These included Bangladesh, Brazil, Ethiopia, Nigeria, Türkiye and Viet Nam, which were conducted on-site, and 
Egypt, Haiti, Mali and Rwanda, which were conducted remotely. Selection of these countries was done in consultation 
with IFAD management to ensure regional balance, diversity in income and fragility status, and variation in 
decentralization models and portfolio characteristics. 
13 Response rates were 23.6 per cent for IFAD staff, 16.3 per cent for government, and 7.4 per cent for business. Since 
this corresponded to a response rate of approximately 20 per cent only, the findings were used in the analysis by 
triangulating with other data sources, where relevant.  
14 CLE approach paper. 
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collection. Structured protocols guided all data collection activities. From June to 

August 2025, the evaluation team conducted systematic triangulation of findings 

across evidence streams. Draft findings were synthesized and shared with the Core 

Learning Partnership (CLP) for feedback (see below). 

32. Stakeholder engagement and learning. Stakeholder feedback and dialogue 

were integral to the evaluation. Starting from the design phase, periodic 

consultations enabled IFAD Management and staff to engage with emerging findings 

and share reflections. A CLP, comprising IFAD Management and technical staff, was 

established in line with the 2021 Evaluation Policy.15 CLP members supported the 

evaluation through active participation in workshops and by facilitating access to 

internal data and documentation. In addition, CLE focal points from IFAD’s Office of 

Development Effectiveness (ODE) and the Global Engagement, Partnership and 

Resource Mobilization Division (GPR) provided continuous support to the CLE team 

in terms of data requests and assistance in setting up meetings. 

33. Quality assurance and independent review. Quality assurance was embedded 

across all stages. Internal peer reviews were conducted with IOE staff. In addition, 

senior independent evaluation advisers provided external oversight and 

methodological critique during key junctures, including the approach paper and 

draft report phases. Their assessments contributed to the rigour, objectivity, and 

clarity of the evaluation process. IFAD Management also submitted written 

comments on the draft approach paper and the draft final report. IOE documented 

and responded to these inputs through an audit trail, promoting transparency and 

accountability. 

34. Deliverables and reporting. The evaluation’s key deliverables included the 

approach paper, the final evaluation report, and a concise profile and insights brief 

summarizing the main findings and messages. IFAD Management’s official response 

was appended as annex to the final report.  

35. Timeline. The evaluation was initiated in early 2024 and was presented at the 

147th session of the Executive Board meeting in 2026. Key milestones are 

illustrated in the timeline below (figure 3). 

Figure 3 
Evaluation process and timelines 

 

G. Limitations 

36. Linking monitorable actions (MAs) under commitments to specific IFAD 

results in the RMF. Replenishment commitments are articulated in the official 

replenishment reports following negotiations between IFAD Management and 

 
15 IOE Evaluation Policy 2021. 
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Member States. While they define strategic priorities, they are often high-level and 

lack operational specificity. The associated RMF focuses on tier II and III indicators 

(development and organizational performance), but they do not directly track 

commitments. To operationalize commitments, IFAD identifies MAs which are then 

tracked to assess delivery against a commitment. In practice, the logical link 

between commitments, MAs, and RMF indicators is not explicitly defined. Nor, in 

either the Report on IFAD’s Development Effectiveness (RIDE) or the replenishment 

midterm reviews, is IFAD reporting designed to systematically link the contribution 

of implementation of MAs with either delivery against the commitments or 

performance at tier II in the RMF. The CLE team therefore used the ToC to clarify 

these links between MAs, commitments and RMF indicators. 

37. The country-level results of many of the changes driven by the 

commitments are still either not yet seen across IFAD’s full portfolio or in 

the country programme results. The ultimate judgment of success of the bigger, 

better, smarter objectives will be based on whether transformative country 

programming, within a larger resource envelope, leads to the uplift in IFAD’s 

development results at country level as envisaged in the Strategic Framework. 

However, results driven by the commitments, including at country level, may not 

have been achieved or be visible at the time of this evaluation; its conclusions 

therefore are judgments based on the evidence available to date on whether it is 

plausible to assume significant progress against the bigger, better, smarter goals. 

38. Timely access to data and information was limited in some cases. The time 

taken to receive data in response to requests made by the team was longer than 

expected in some cases. This led to delay in completing the analysis, and in some 

cases, the analysis had to be undertaken without the data requested. In addition, 

differences in the data provided to the team for identical queries also led to 

unforeseen work and consumption of time. Limitations in IFAD’s external website 

search capabilities further constrained efficient retrieval of publicly available 

documents, complicating efforts for external validation and supplementary data 

collection. These challenges were managed by nuancing findings where required 

and rigorous triangulation of data that were available to the CLE team. 

39. The use of AI is not risk free. The evaluation utilized generative AI methods for 

synthesizing large qualitative datasets (e.g. evaluation reports, COSOPs, project 

completion reports, project design reports). Despite the benefits in efficiency and 

synthesis capability, AI-generated analyses relied on existing datasets, potentially 

replicating biases and gaps in those datasets. Rigorous human oversight and cross-

validation of AI outputs were conducted to effectively manage this risk. 

40. Sections II, III and IV, respectively, set out key findings on the relevance, 

coherence, effectiveness and efficiency of IFAD’s investment in organizational and 

institutional change during IFAD11 and IFAD12. Findings on progress in achieving 

the bigger and better objectives are mainly found in section III. Progress in 

achieving the smarter objective is mainly found in section IV. Section V covers 

conclusions and recommendations drawing on the findings in the preceding 

sections.
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II. Relevance and coherence 

• Evaluation question 1: To what extent were the replenishment goals and targets 
aligned with achieving the 2030 Agenda, IFAD’s mandate and priorities, client country 
priorities, and beneficiary needs in all development contexts? 

• Evaluation question 2: To what extent were the organizational changes, financial 
architecture, operational arrangements, and budget allocation coherent and consistent 
in supporting IFAD’s replenishment commitments and targets? 

41. IFAD aspired to deliver an accelerated programme to maximize its contribution to 

the SDGs, and to link it with IFAD’s Strategic Framework’s objectives of becoming 

bigger, better, smarter, as underlined under IFAD11, while at the same time aiming 

for a transformational change, as articulated under IFAD12. This chapter examines 

the aspirations that IFAD set out through commitments made to its Executive Board 

under IFAD11 and IFAD12. It analyses the overall relevance of the commitments 

and their alignment with the Strategic Framework, and the coherence of the actions 

at the institutional level, that were either taken in response to the commitments, or 

actions that were accelerated or increased in scope as part of ongoing changes in 

IFAD. 

A. Strategic alignment 
42. Actions undertaken in response to IFAD’s bigger, better, smarter 

objectives were consistent with the intent in the Strategic Framework. The 

intent stated in the Strategic Framework was that IFAD would mobilize and leverage 

substantially greater investment in rural areas, strengthen the quality of countries’ 

rural development programmes through evidence-based innovation, knowledge-

sharing, partnerships and policy engagement, and deliver development results 

more cost-effectively. This was reflected in the commitments across both IFAD11 

and IFAD12 (see annex IV for the list of commitments) and continues through 

IFAD13. 

43. External conditions ─ fragility, food insecurity, and investment shortfalls ─ 

reinforced the urgency of IFAD’s expansion and reform goals. These 

external conditions have not significantly changed. IFAD’s aim to scale its 

efforts through increased rural investments and increase its impact was a step in 

the right direction given a context that was characterized by overwhelming demand 

and critical unmet need for rural investments. There is a substantial gap in 

financing available to smallholder farmers (US$75 billion of need goes unmet in 

Africa alone)16 trapping farmers in a cycle of poverty. Additionally, globally, almost 

700 million people live on less than US$2.15 per day (7.3 per cent of the population 

is projected to be living in extreme poverty in 2030)17 and 733 million people are 

undernourished.18 Furthermore, the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic threatened 

to plunge an additional estimated 100 million people into extreme poverty and add 

up to 132 million people to the total number of undernourished in the world in 2020 

alone. Some of these external conditions have not significantly changed, and 

therefore IFAD’s strategic response to scale rural investments remains valid. 

44. Both IFAD11 and IFAD12 replenishments introduced reforms designed to 

respond to the above global challenges and enhance its impact. While new 

borrowing and lending instruments and an overall expansion of the PoW were being 

pursued (analysed further in the report), the focus on the poorer countries and 

fragile and conflict-affected situations (FCS) was maintained as a central aspect in 

IFAD’s business model and financial architecture. IFAD adjusted its resource 

allocation framework and tools to maximize support to lower-middle-income 

countries (LMICs), low-income countries (LICs) and FCS, while ensuring lending to 

 
16 https://www.afdb.org/en/news-and-events. 
17 https://www.worldbank.org/en. 
18 https://openknowledge.fao.org/. 

https://www.afdb.org/en/news-and-events
https://www.worldbank.org/en
https://openknowledge.fao.org/
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upper-middle-income countries (UMICs). One of the commitments called for 

increasing the focus on the poorest and most vulnerable people within these 

countries. This was in line with IFAD’s distinctive advantage, compared to other 

international financial institutions (IFIs);19 governments and other development 

partners consistently see this as IFAD’s comparative advantage and request IFAD to 

work in poor, remote and fragile locations. 

45. Specifically, for the first time, quotas were introduced in IFAD11 to allocate core 

resources (through PBAS) to income-based country groups ─ LICs and LMICs (90 

per cent) ─ and to specific regions and situations ─ Africa (50 per cent), sub-

Saharan Africa (45 per cent) and FCS (25-30 per cent). The quota thresholds for 

the LICs and LMICs were increased under IFAD12 (100 per cent), thus increasing 

the resourcing envelope available to them, and making UMICs eligible only for 

borrowed resources. IFAD’s Graduation Policy also represented a further step 

towards prioritizing resources for the poorest countries.20 Private sector lending was 

also emphasized in the replenishments as a means to enhance its developmental 

impact in the countries. 

46. The strategic ambitions under the two replenishments required an 

evolution of IFAD’s business model within a short period of time with a risk 

of diluting its niche focus. There was an increase in number of commitments 

(and the related MAs) from IFAD10 to IFAD11 (subsequently reduced in the next 

replenishments). The scale of the commitments, targets and reforms, and their 

nature i.e. transformational approaches, made for an ambitious and packed 

agenda, typically to be achieved only within the limited standard three-year span of 

a replenishment cycle. The 2023 Multilateral Performance Network (MOPAN) 

report21 also highlighted that IFAD set a wide range of goals and targets in its 

replenishment consultations, committing itself to an ambitious and expanding range 

of objectives,22 and identified a concern that the increasing ambition and activity 

might lead to a dilution of IFAD’s niche focus and the erosion of its distinctive 

comparative advantage. 

47. The goal of becoming bigger, better, and smarter while driving transformative 

change, led IFAD to adopt a more ambitious business model for 2019–2024. The 

organizational reforms initiated, some of the key instruments introduced, and some 

of the key corporate strategies and action plans on specific themes developed or 

revised in each of the two replenishments are presented in table 1.23, 24 

Table 1 
Key changes in IFAD over the period 2019-2024 

 

IFAD11 (2019-2021) IFAD12 (2022-2024) 

Organizational reforms 
introduced 

Decentralization 2.0 

IFAD obtains credit rating 

Disbursement caps introduced 

Revised DoA Framework 

Decentralization 2.0 (continued) 

Recalibration 

 
19 Evaluation synthesis note – Targeting in IFAD-supported projects, IOE (2023). https://ioe.ifad.org/en/w/evaluation-
synthesis-note-targeting-in-ifad-supported-projects. 
20 Basic EB Approved in September 2021, the policy builds on IFAD’s revised approach to graduation. According to the 
policy, IFAD support to graduated Member States excludes access to the Fund’s own financing (core and borrowed 
resources), but maintains access to other forms of support, such as supplementary funds and reimbursable technical 
assistance. Graduated countries may also participate in regional programmes and partner with IFAD, through South-
South and Triangular Cooperation (SSTC), policy engagement and knowledge-sharing. 
21 https://www.ifad.org/en/w/news/mopan-assessment-ifad-2023. 
22 IFAD’s mandate includes gender transformative approaches, strengthening rural communities, tackling malnutrition, 
empowering smallholder farmers to navigate multifaceted issues, supporting farmers to adapt to the impacts of climate 
change and addressing specialised concerns affecting indigenous communities, rural residents with disabilities and rural 
youth, including unemployment. 
23 The key changes for the period IFAD10, 11, 12 and 13 are also presented in annex V.  
24 In keeping within its scope, this CLE has considered selected ones in its analysis.  

https://ioe.ifad.org/en/w/evaluation-synthesis-note-targeting-in-ifad-supported-projects
https://ioe.ifad.org/en/w/evaluation-synthesis-note-targeting-in-ifad-supported-projects
https://webapps.ifad.org/members/eb/133/docs/EB-2021-133-R-5.pdf
https://www.ifad.org/en/w/news/mopan-assessment-ifad-2023
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People, Processes and Technology Plan 
(PPTP) 

Establishment of Enterprise Risk 
Management Office 

Business model-related 
instruments introduced  

Non-sovereign operations (NSOs) 
introduced 

Integrated Borrowing Framework  

Reviewed Debt Sustainability Framework 
(DSF) 

Revision of Integrated Borrowing 
Framework 

Borrowed Resources Access 
Mechanism (BRAM) listed 

 

New or updated IFAD 
strategies/action plans 

Cofinancing strategy and action plan  

IFAD Private Sector Engagement Strategy 
2019-2024 

Action plan on youth mainstreaming 

Gender Action Plan (2019-2025) 

Framework for Implementing 
Transformational Approaches to 
Mainstreaming Themes 

KM Strategy 

Establishment of the Operational Results 
Management System (ORMS) 

Nutrition action plan 

Strategy for Persons with 
Disabilities 

Strategy on Biodiversity 

Strategy for engagement in Small 
Island Development States 

Updated approach of IFAD 
engagement in fragile situations 

Update of Scaling up Strategy 

Graduation Policy 

Establishment of the Private Sector 
Financing Programme (PSFP) 

Revised Targeting Policy 

Updated Policy for Engagement 
with Indigenous Peoples 

New criteria and targets for 
allocation of IFAD’s 
programme of loans and 
grants 

Revised PBAS formula  

Targets for all mainstreaming themes 
(gender, youth, nutrition, climate) 

Targets for climate finance introduced 

SSTC facility 

Targets for climate 
finance increased 

Targets for LICs, LMICs and 
UMICS 

Targets for sub-Saharan Africa and 
for fragile situations 

Targets for indigenous peoples, 
persons with disabilities and 
building adaptive capacity 

Significant external global 
events affecting IFAD 
replenishments 

Onset of COVID-19 pandemic Continued effects of COVID-19 
pandemic 

War in Ukraine  

Source: Compiled by this CLE. 

48. There was an increased focus on expanding core resources and the PoW. This 

expansion leveraged higher cofinancing targets, grew supplementary funds, and 

introduced two lending windows: core and borrowed. It also triggered the 

introduction of a few policies to support this modernization of the financial 

architecture and a greater focus on risk management. As mentioned earlier, 

different quotas related to lending to different country groups were introduced, 

along with diversification to non-sovereign lending. On the organizational side, 

significant reforms were undertaken, including decentralization and recalibration 

and business process re-engineering (BPR). On the operations side, there were 

higher targets for mainstreaming areas, a renewal of engagement with FCS, 

introduction of new instruments such as results-based lending in projects, stronger 

focus on leveraging technical knowledge, partnerships and policy engagement and a 

desire to move to larger but fewer projects.  

49. Prioritization within the commitments was not evident, possible trade-offs 

between individual commitments were not considered, and potentially 

unintended consequences of their interaction received insufficient 

consideration. One result of this was that commitments led to increased 

complexities at programme level; for instance, commitments led to project designs 

which were complex for the capacities of existing institutions in countries, especially 
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in FCS.25,26 This state of complexity was also echoed in the IFAD12 midterm 

assessment which noted that to comply with replenishment commitments that 

required the inclusion of cross-cutting themes, IFAD project designs have 

increasingly included multiple thematic priorities which has resulted in designs that 

may be relevant, but also ambitious in certain institutional contexts, and this can 

compromise overall project achievement. So, IFAD was faced with delivering highly 

complex designs with multiple thematic priorities while also responding to countries’ 

own priorities. This also had an effect on IFAD’s operational efficiency (see chapter 

on operational efficiency). IFAD’s 2022 budget document also listed a number of 

operational factors leading to IFAD delivering ”a growing and complex portfolio 

under a limited real-growth budget.”27 Interviews conducted as part of the country 

case studies in this CLE also highlight thematic complexity and complexity in 

managing joint delivery under cofinancing. This suggests that the implication of 

implementing commitments was known but replenishment documentation includes 

little discussion on how this trade-off would or should be managed or to what 

extent the commitments offered value for money (VfM). 

50. The mainstreaming theme commitments required IFAD to deliver successfully on 

the inclusion of themes such as nutrition and to ensure compliance with 

requirements such as Social, Environmental and Climate Assessment Procedures 

(SECAP). Implementation capacities for these needs are not always easy to find in 

many countries and contexts. As stated in the IFAD11 business model document, 

IFAD created an array of requirements that operations must manage. While each 

individual requirement was put in place for a valid reason, operations struggled to 

assimilate them all. CLE interviews with key informants suggest that these 

compliance-focused rules then drove a move to increase the size of design and 

supervision teams in order to comply with these needs in a context where budgets 

were seen as insufficient and, most importantly, implementation capacity in most 

borrowing Member States was already stressed, particularly in fragile situations. In 

some cases, staff and consultants previously dealing with gender and targeting also 

had to deal with the other social inclusion themes, with the risk of quality being 

affected.28 Such trade-offs would have been better discussed before the finalization 

of commitments.  

51. Failing to estimate the costs of commitments before their agreement 

circumscribed the option of prioritizing them based on their cost 

implications. The evaluation notes that the consultative bodies for IFAD11 and 

IFAD12 had no information on the costs of commitments being discussed and 

agreed. This situation persists although there was a commitment under IFAD11 to 

“develop a tailored system to quantify the full costs of key business processes.” For 

instance, IFAD uses standard costs for budgeting the non-staff costs of its 

operational outputs, such as projects and country policy engagement. These 

standard non-staff costs are calibrated according to known information and 

managers' judgments on the costs of doing business, including in fragile situations, 

and availability of regular budget. Staff time is not monitored by output or key 

 
25 Further, the percentage of the active portfolio in FCS increased from 19 per cent in 2016 to 25 per cent in 2025. 
26 ARRI 2021. 
27 The 2022 budget document stated, “So far, IFAD has been effectively delivering on a growing and more complex 
portfolio under a limited real-growth budget. From 2016 to 2021, the size of IFAD’s active portfolio increased 22 per cent 
from US$7.05 billion in 2016 to US$ 8.6 billion in 2022. In addition, the share of the active project portfolio in fragile and 
conflict situations rose from 18.6 per cent in 2016 to 27.3 per cent in 2022, which is expected to translate into higher 
costs. Similarly, regional operations, climate finance and the scope of programmatic delivery have posted steady 
growth. These require more careful monitoring, additional technical support, country-specific advice as well as adaptive 
management overall, adding complexity to IFAD’s operations” (paragraph 7). 
28 The thematic evaluation on GEWE warned about the difficulties faced when only one expert from the social inclusion 
cluster is responsible for providing quality technical inputs to projects on all of these themes, while simultaneously 
mobilizing supplementary funds and providing technical support to gender-transformative projects which require more 
time and expertise. 
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business process; hence the full costs of operational outputs are not systematically 

captured. In this respect, the IFAD11 commitment has not yet been implemented.29  

52. Interviewees from HQs familiar with the consultation process pointed out that 

replenishment targets for themes like climate finance were established without prior 

evaluation of IFAD’s technical capacity or budget. The fundamental issue ─ as 

interviewees highlighted ─ is that additional mandates were created without 

considering their implications for budgetary resources or complexity, with the 

consequence that staff on the front line faced significant challenges with limited 

budgets and increasing delivery mandates. However, it was also pointed out that 

while this is a fundamental issue for IFAD, it is not unique to the Fund, i.e. it is also 

a characteristic of other replenishment-funded organizations. Still, IFAD is smaller 

in size than most such organizations. Staff responses to the e-survey question ─ 

whether “IFAD has the necessary budget to deliver on its commitments” ─ showed 

that a higher proportion of managers than other staff agreed that IFAD does not 

have adequate regular budget resources for delivery.  

53. On the other hand, the number of commitments and associated MAs has declined 

from IFAD11 to IFAD13 ─ from 14 commitments and 50 MAs in IFAD11, to 9 and 41 

in IFAD12, and to 10 and 30 in IFAD13. This is reported as the main response to 

managing this risk. However, implementation of all commitments cannot be 

assumed to be staff- and budget-neutral, and it is not clear whether the costs and 

workload resulting from the commitments of IFAD11 and IFAD12 were substantial ─ 

or were manageable for Management and staff ─ in an institution of IFAD’s 

relatively small size. 

54. The necessity of ensuring that priorities in the Strategic Framework and 

the replenishment commitments significantly drive annual budget 

decision-making was recognized, but the alignment between 

replenishments and budget priorities was limited. Ensuring that annual 

budget decisions are guided by the priorities outlined in the Strategic Framework 

and replenishment commitments is widely acknowledged as necessary. Although 

the replenishment commitments under IFAD11 and IFAD12 were relevant to IFAD’s 

strategic ambitions, only a limited extent of alignment was observed between 

corporate priorities shaping the regular budget and those articulated in the 

Strategic Framework and the replenishment commitments. 

55. The IFAD11 commitment to “fine-tune the link between strategic planning and the 

yearly budget exercise, based on the IFAD Strategic Framework 2016–2025 results 

pillars” required a more explicit connection between regular budget allocations and 

strategic objectives — including priorities such as gender and youth mainstreaming. 

This evaluation found indirect — but not systematic — evidence of such alignment 

at the work programme and project levels, particularly through country case 

studies. However, this link did not consistently or clearly emerge in corporate-level 

budget documents, resulting in limited visibility for both IFAD and the Executive 

Board regarding the trade-offs and prioritization decisions embedded in budget 

allocations. The lack of transparent institutional alignment between strategy, 

budget, and delivery weakens accountability and hinders IFAD’s ability to optimize 

its resource use in support of strategic goals. Contributing factors to this limited 

alignment included uncosted commitments being finalized before their financial 

feasibility is assessed, and the time lags between the finalization of three-year 

commitments and subsequent annual budget planning (see below). Other 

contributing factors included the funding requirements to complete decentralization 

by 2024 and implement HR reforms. 

56. The time lag between budget planning and replenishment consultations 

was not adequately considered. Better alignment was needed between 

 
29 The new Strategic Framework 2025-2031 echoes this call for improvements in systems and procedures to measure 
operational costs to ensure alignment between the allocation of resources and results. 
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replenishment consultation processes and annual budget allocations. Significant 

time gaps exist between the conclusion of replenishment consultations and the start 

of yearly budget construction within each three-year cycle. This disconnect results 

in planning being shaped around a rigid set of prior commitments to Members while 

Management must simultaneously contain costs within inflexible annual envelopes. 

For example, although preparatory steps for IFAD14 consultations have already 

begun, budget planning for 2028 — the first implementation year — will not 

commence until the second quarter of 2027, leaving limited scope to challenge the 

adequacy or viability of specific commitments before they are locked into financial 

planning. 

B. Financial architecture 
57. IFAD’s bigger objective could not have been met without a significant 

increase in total contributions. From IFAD6 (2004-2006) to IFAD13 (2025-

2027), the pledged amounts of replenishment have nearly trebled from US$509 

million to US$1.4 billion, following a steady upward trend, except for a peak in 

IFAD9 (2013-2015) which was due to complementary contributions for the 

Adaptation for Smallholder Agriculture Programme (figure 4).30,31,32 These trends in 

the level of resources raised under successive replenishments are in line with global 

trends. The total overseas development assistance increased during the last 

decades (although it declined in 2024).33 

Figure 4 
Pledged replenishment amounts IFAD6 to IFAD13 

 

Source: Oracle Business Intelligence (OBI). Data as of September 2025. 

58. Changes made to IFAD’s financial architecture towards diversification of 

financial sources and borrowing in capital markets were relevant. With the 

changing political environment, it can be expected that overseas development 

assistance may get further reduced in coming years with potentially undesirable 

implications for the finances of IFAD. Evidence therefore indicates that a bigger 

IFAD could not be achieved through a simple increase in resources raised through 

the traditional replenishment process. Thus, in order to expand operations, the 

Fund relied on its modernized approach to capital adequacy, allocating capital to 

every risk-generating activity. Borrowed Resources Access Mechanism (BRAM) loans 

 
30 See historical replenishment reports: https://intranet.ifad.org/replenishment#past. 
31 https://webapps.ifad.org/members/eb/141/docs/EB-2024-141-R-23.pdf. 
32 The ASAP contributions in IFAD9 were received as part of the replenishment process but then separated from IFADs 
assets by putting them in a Trust Fund and using them for the ASAP programme. 
33 https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/sub-issues/oda-trends-and-statistics.html. 
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were introduced, allowing for the first time demand-driven loans in addition to loans 

allocated as part of the PBAS system. The BRAM was introduced on the premise 

that loans could be made by IFAD upon demand by a country. Thus, the loan 

programme represented a significant shift toward demand-driven financing and was 

indeed an innovation for IFAD as previously the loan amounts a country could 

obtain from the Fund had been determined solely by PBAS.34  

59. The focus on diversifying funding sources was also relevant to meet concerns of 

some donor countries around ensuring IFAD’s financial viability. Borrowing and 

lending at highly concessional terms is not practiced by IFAD as it would entail 

increasing the loan portfolio at the price of higher losses, as IFAD’s borrowing costs 

are higher than the returns it makes on its concessional loans. On the other hand, if 

IFAD followed a strategy of increasing its borrowings, including from markets, and 

on-lending these funds at non-concessional terms, it would both increase the size of 

the loan portfolio and potentially reduce such cumulative losses as the returns on 

BRAM loans are higher than IFAD’s borrowing costs. As a result, a lower proportion 

of the resource allocation from each replenishment could be used to subsidize 

losses and more funds could be available for increasing the programme of loans and 

grants (PoLG). This assumes that BRAM loans are priced to cover the administration 

costs of such loans. 

60. Reforms introduced under IFAD11 and IFAD12 were necessary to enable 

market borrowing and diversified financing. In the same vein, in order to 

expand through borrowings, IFAD needed to have a borrowing policy (and an 

updated Liquidity Policy). Thus, IFAD Management implemented financial reforms 

including the important reform of the Debt Sustainability Framework (DSF), and the 

reform and addition of key financial policies, including the Capital Adequacy and 

Liquidity Policies, the Assets and Liability Management Framework, the Enterprises 

Risk Management Policy as well as the Integrated Borrowing Framework (table 2 

below). IFAD’s review of the leverage ratio was also coherent in the context of the 

G-20 having called upon the multilateral development banks (MDBs) and other 

development finance institutions (DFIs) to review their capital adequacy policies to 

increase the lending volumes.35 

Table 2 
Selected key financial reforms analysed by the CLE 

Replenishment Key financial reforms Key aspects 

IFAD11 

(2019-2021) 

AA+ credit rating obtained Access to capital markets: cumulative borrowing of 
US$2.4 billion by 2024.  

Establishment of Risk 
Management Office 

Strengthened IFAD’s credibility and accountability, 
balancing its expanded role in capital markets and 
engagement with the private sector. 

IFAD Private Sector 
Engagement Strategy 2019-
2024 

Strengthened collaboration with private sector partners, 
mobilizing private funding and enhancing collaboration 
on value chain and technology. 

Establishment of the PSFP 

Introduction of the Borrowed 
Resource Access Mechanism 

(BRAM) 

Articulated diverse types of engagement with the private 
sector and initiated non-sovereign lending operations.  

Allowed focusing core resources on poorer countries 
while expanding offer to UMICs. Allocations fully utilized 
in IFAD12. 

 
34 Access to BRAM loans was provided only on the conditions of ordinary terms loans. Pricing of these loans was based 
on a floating market reference rate, to which a spread was added. The spread consisted of a variable spread, a 
contractual spread, and a maturity premium. The maximum loan maturity depended on the country category of the 
borrower, with LICs and LMICs having access to loans with the longest maturities and UMICs to loans with shorter 
maturity profiles. IFAD introduced a small pricing differential in the form of the maturity premium, through which UMICs 
would pay up to 0.60 per cent per annum, whereas LICs and LMICs eligible for super highly concessional, highly 
concessional and blend terms would pay a premium of only 0.15 per cent for loans of the same maturity.  
35https://www.dt.mef.gov.it/en/attivita_istituzionali/rapporti_finanziari_internazionali/banche_sviluppo/revisione_indipend
ente/ and https://www.cgdev.org/publication/strengthening-multilateral-development-banks-triple-agenda. 

https://www.dt.mef.gov.it/en/attivita_istituzionali/rapporti_finanziari_internazionali/banche_sviluppo/revisione_indipendente/
https://www.dt.mef.gov.it/en/attivita_istituzionali/rapporti_finanziari_internazionali/banche_sviluppo/revisione_indipendente/
https://www.cgdev.org/publication/strengthening-multilateral-development-banks-triple-agenda
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IFAD12 

(2022-2024) 

Revision of Integrated 
Borrowing Framework 

Policy to increase IFAD’s access to funding in an 
efficient and cost-effective manner.  

Source: Compiled by this CLE. 

61. To manage the risks emanating from an evolved and expanded financial 

architecture, the focus on institutional risk management was rightly 

augmented, but the steps taken may not be sufficient to instil the required 

strong enterprise risk management culture. Risk management was a 

significant area of focus in IFAD11, as demonstrated by specific commitments and 

MAs in this regard. IFAD’s aim to expand and its greater engagement with capital 

markets and the private sector needed to be balanced by stronger risk 

management; including non-financial risks.36 The need to establish an independent 

risk management unit was also noted in IOE’s CLE of IFAD’s financial architecture of 

2018. Thus, the creation of an independent department of enterprise risk 

management with its own policy was a step in the right direction. Setting up this 

department next to finance and operations provided the necessary independent risk 

oversight and risk management. Whilst the Office of Enterprise Risk Management 

was set up at Associate Vice-President level, providing thus a counterweight at peer 

level to the same positions in operations and finance, the position was subsequently 

downgraded to Chief Risk Officer. This does not align with practice in comparable 

organizations and raises questions over the degree to which the strong enterprise 

risk management culture, which is a precondition to IFAD’s operational expansion 

plans, has been fully embedded.  

62. The revised framework introduced greater predictability in DSF-related 

expenditures and established clear linkages to replenishment cycles. To 

make IFAD’s financial architecture sustainable, DSF reforms were undertaken, 

aligning with recommendations from the 2018 CLE on financial architecture. Initially 

introduced in 2007, the DSF aimed to help the poorest countries maintain debt at 

sustainable levels. In response to concerns raised in that CLE, IFAD reformed the 

DSF in 2019. Under the revised framework, new DSF grants are now prefinanced 

through replenishment contributions, anchored by the establishment of a 

sustainable replenishment baseline. This mechanism is designed to safeguard 

IFAD’s liquidity and capital, ensuring that future grant commitments do not 

compromise the Fund’s financial position. Grant allocation was also tightened: DSF 

resources were redirected exclusively to countries facing the highest levels of debt 

distress. During IFAD12, countries in moderate debt distress became ineligible for 

grants but could access loans on super or highly concessional terms. The revised 

framework introduced greater predictability and established clearer linkages to 

replenishment cycles. 

63. Policies such as the Integrated Borrowing Framework and Capital 

Adequacy Framework enhanced financial discipline and leveraged IFAD’s 

AA+ rating. The financial policies, particularly the Integrated Borrowing 

Programme,37 and the two credit ratings of AA+,38 were useful in providing the 

preconditions for IFAD to borrow in the capital markets. The credit rating signified a 

very high creditworthiness and a low risk of default, which helped facilitate IFAD's 

access to capital markets, allowing it to issue private placements to mobilize funds 

for investments in rural areas and gave investors the opportunity to contribute to 

the SDGs.  

64. Conservative leverage ceilings and BRAM caps constrained operational 

expansion, reflecting a cautious institutional culture. During IFAD12, the 

 
36 Enterprise Risk Management Update. 2020. EB 2020/129/R.6; Enterprise Risk Management Policy. 2021. EB 
2021/133/R.7. 
37 https://webapps.ifad.org/members/eb/138/docs/EB-2023-138-R-8.pdf. 
38To put it in perspective, it gives IFAD the same creditworthiness as US Treasury Bonds. 

https://webapps.ifad.org/members/eb/138/docs/EB-2023-138-R-8.pdf
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leverage ratio was kept under 35 per cent (31.4 per cent at the end of 2024). Given 

IFAD’s strong credit rating, the Fund could have easily raised significantly higher 

amounts through public bond issuance, thus providing the financial basis for the 

expansion of operations. Further, borrowing in the form of capital market bond 

issues would have been in line with the modus operandi of other DFIs like the 

International Development Association (IDA), the World Bank and the African 

Development Bank (AfDB) all of which borrow extensively both in the public bond 

markets and in the private placement markets to raise funding to on-lend to clients. 

Not having freely tradeable instruments can negatively impact IFAD’s borrowing 

costs ─ and thus also increase the rate at which IFAD would on-lend funds. Further, 

caps were also placed on lending instruments such as BRAM that would be funded 

by borrowings rather than equity (BRAM loans were capped at US$1.09 billion 

during IFAD12). 

C. Partnerships 
65. Partnerships, especially for cofinancing and private sector engagement, 

were rightly identified as one of the core strategies to achieve the bigger 

objective under both replenishments. IFAD needed partnerships at strategic, 

operational and financial levels to realize the agenda of bigger, better, smarter. The 

focus of the commitments on partnerships was well aligned to support each of 

these three objectives. The Strategic Framework also placed partnerships as one of 

the five key principles of engagement, sitting at the core of IFAD’s identity and 

delivery of development results in contributing towards the 2030 Agenda for 

Sustainable Development. Further, the Partnership Framework's six objectives 

mapped to partnership priorities across both IFAD11 and IFAD12 cycles, with 

consistent emphasis on cofinancing, KM, policy engagement and private sector 

collaboration. In the effectiveness chapter, the CLE analyses to the extent possible 

the progress made on the partnership objectives with a specific focus on 

cofinancing and private sector engagement as these feature more prominently 

across the replenishment commitments. 

66. The focus on cofinancing as one of the main drivers for achieving a bigger 

PoW was relevant. The cofinancing concept in this CLE includes parallel 

cofinancing, IFAD-managed cofinancing, and supplementary funds used for 

cofinancing, all of which are captured in PoW. Cofinancing emerged as a key lever in 

expanding IFAD’s PoW.39 Beyond the enlargement of the PoLG, IFAD aimed at 

positioning itself — as reflected in both IFAD11 and IFAD12 replenishment reports 

— as a convenor of public and private resources to amplify its development 

footprint. Cofinancing also served as a mechanism for fostering strategic 

partnerships and facilitating knowledge exchange. IFAD’s commitment to 

cofinancing was reaffirmed in its Strategic Framework and operationalized through 

a dedicated strategy and action plan in IFAD11.40 Reflecting increased donor 

expectations for IFAD to mobilize partnerships and grow its PoW, cofinancing 

targets were progressively raised from 1:1.2 in IFAD10 to 1:1.4 in IFAD11, and 

1:1.5 in IFAD12.41 The international cofinancing target increased from 1:0.6 to 

1:0.7, supporting further PoW expansion. The domestic cofinancing target remained 

at 1:0.8 in IFAD11 and IFAD12, acknowledging limited fiscal space in borrowing 

countries, particularly in the aftermath of COVID-19. As elaborated in the 

effectiveness section, these targets were overachieved. 

 
39 IFAD’s Cofinancing Strategy and Action Plan, 2018. 
40 Definition of cofinancing: “IFAD defines cofinancing as financing from any source in support of – and in association 
with – an IFAD-funded project or programme. Cofinancing covers, but is not limited to, financing provided by 
governments (defined by some institutions as counterpart funding), beneficiaries, multilateral and bilateral development 
partners, the private sector and foundations. It can take the form of both cash and in-kind contributions”. IFAD, 
Cofinancing Strategy and Action Plan. (Rome, IFAD. 2018), https://webapps.ifad.org/members/eb/125/docs/EB-2018-
125-R-9.pdf.  
41 Cofinancing consists of domestic or international cofinancing. Total cofinancing ratio = domestic cofinancing ratio + 
international cofinancing ratio.  

https://webapps.ifad.org/members/eb/125/docs/EB-2018-125-R-9.pdf
https://webapps.ifad.org/members/eb/125/docs/EB-2018-125-R-9.pdf
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67. Private sector engagement frameworks were developed but 

implementation remains nascent; clear additionality is yet to be 

demonstrated. To support further expansion of IFAD’s PoW and contribution to 

closing the development financing gap, initial steps have been taken to engage in 

private sector financing — referred to as non-sovereign operations (NSOs). As 

elaborated further in the effectiveness chapter, these efforts remained nascent, and 

implementation was largely exploratory, with clear evidence of additionality yet to 

emerge. The strategic pivot is broadly consistent with approaches adopted by other 

IFIs, aligning with trends in blended finance and expanded resource mobilization. 

The 2024 review by IOE that assessed the implementation of IFAD Management’s 

response to the 2018 CLE of IFAD’s financial architecture endorsed this new 

direction but urged caution. It highlighted the risk of crowding out existing private 

impact funds already active in supporting smallholder farmers across emerging 

markets. The renewed focus, however, is coherent with institutional shifts seen in 

peers such as the Asian Development Bank (ADB), which is increasingly integrating 

sovereign and NSOs to enhance development effectiveness. 

68. The cofinancing leverage principle of the private sector engagement 

strategy remains unclear. In September 2019, IFAD adopted a dedicated Private 

Sector Engagement Strategy to be followed in IFAD’s financing of NSOs. A central 

element of the strategy was the target to mobilize co-investment at a 1:5 ratio - 

each dollar of IFAD financing was expected to catalyse five dollars of direct private 

sector investment, primarily aimed at boosting global commitments to agriculture 

and food security in the most vulnerable regions. However, unlike other DFIs that 

typically syndicate private sector loans to secure third-party investment, IFAD 

assumed catalytic impact without syndication, relying instead on the assumed 

multiplier effect. The evaluation notes that the underlying rationale for setting the 

1:5 co-investment factor remains unclear, and the mechanism for tracking actual 

leverage and verifying its additionality has yet to be substantiated through 

implementation data. 

D. Institutional coherence 
69. Organizational reforms (decentralization, new divisions, recalibration) 

aligned with strategic goals. IFAD11 introduced key organizational reforms —

decentralization, structural recalibration, and the establishment of new divisions —

all aligned with broader strategic goals. The decentralization of IFAD operations 

marked the most significant structural shift, widely recognized by the Executive 

Board, Management and staff as essential to enhancing development results on the 

ground.42 Greater country presence is intended to bring IFAD closer to beneficiaries 

and governments, strengthen partnerships with development actors, and improve 

strategic relevance and operational effectiveness.  

70. The 2023 CLE on Decentralization confirmed the strategic soundness of this 

decision. Supporting evidence from the Global People Culture (GPC) report,43 IFAD 

HQ interviews and the CLE’s country case studies, echoed this positive assessment. 

Notably, feedback from the CLE e-survey highlighted strong field-level support ─ 58 

per cent of respondents based in-country agreed that decentralization improved 

their ability to deliver effectively. These findings align with conclusions drawn by 

other MDBs and United Nations agencies, including Rome-based counterparts. 

71. Additional organizational adjustments in IFAD11 included the creation of the 

Enterprise Risk Management Office,44 established to prepare the institution for the 

evolving financial architecture shaped by the two recent replenishments. Strategy 

and Knowledge Division (SKD) was responsible for targeting (including indigenous 

peoples and persons with disabilities) and mainstreaming themes (climate and 

 
42 CLE Decentralization (2023). 
43 IFAD Review of the Reassignment Exercise 2024 GPC p35. 
44 IFAD organigram as of 1 October 2024. 
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environment, gender, youth, nutrition), sustainable production, markets and 

institutions — as well as the emerging focus on private sector engagement. 

However, the department was dismantled as part of the recalibration exercise. 

Furthermore, the establishment of the Fragility Unit (FRU) directly supported 

IFAD12’s commitment to addressing fragility and enhancing resilience.45  

72. The broader recalibration effort aimed to build a fit-for-purpose organization by 

enhancing operational agility and technical expertise46 while fostering greater 

synergy across functions. Clustering knowledge, quality assurance, innovation, and 

impact assessment under a single unit (ODE) reflected IFAD’s commitment to 

integrated KM. Elevating Private Sector Operations to divisional status (PSD)47 

aligned directly with IFAD12 commitments and the operationalization of the Private 

Sector Financing Programme (PSFP), which is designed to catalyse private 

investment in agricultural development. 48  

73. IFAD recognized the importance of aligning human resource capacity with 

its expanding ambitions and emerging areas of work. Responses to the 2018 

Global Staff Survey (GSS) showed that many IFAD staff felt overburdened by 

inefficient processes and stressful workloads. To best tackle the human capital, 

workload and efficiency issues identified by the GSS, IFAD took action and 

commissioned two external studies on workforce composition by McKinsey & 

Company and business process re-engineering (BPR) by Alvarez & Marsal. Both 

assessments identified gaps in workforce and corporate processes and made 

suggestions and recommendations to address the issues. 

Box 1 
Key HR reforms under IFAD11 and IFAD12 

• Decentralization increased from 18 per cent in IFAD10 to 46.7 per cent at the end of IFAD12. 

• The McKinsey study that identified scenarios to inform ideal staff capacity levels was finalized in 

2019. This report guided the need for increased capacity levels based on five different scenarios. 

These scenarios made assumptions around the growth in IFAD’s PoLG and level of automation. 

• The implementation of the People, Process and Technology (PPTP) project from 2020 that 

introduced dynamic workforce planning, upskilling and reskilling of staff and supported the 

performance management redesign process. This included a job audit of all positions which ran 

from 2021 to 2023. 

• Introduction of dynamic workforce planning (DWP) in 2021 to provide IFAD with “integrated 

workforce planning that considers budget, functional structuring, staff attrition and talent 

management”. 

• The introduction of the Operations Academy (OPAC) in 2021 which provided an online learning 

management platform through which operations-relevant training was provided to IFAD staff. 

Training completed was tracked on the IFAD Learning Management System (LMS). 

• Implementation of reassignments in 2020, 2022, 2023 and 2024. The Mobility Framework was 

reviewed in parallel with the reassignment exercises. The review in 2024 was conducted by an 

independent consultancy. 

• The revised Delegation of Authority was implemented in 2020. 

• A vacancy action plan was put into place in 2022 “in an attempt to address some of the workload 

issues identified through the 2022 Global Staff Survey (GSS)”. 

• HQ-based organizational structure changes were initiated early in 2024. These were done under 

the banner of recalibration. 

 
45 GC 44/L.6/Rev.1 p17. 
46 Structural streamlining that was undertaken included integration of procurement into the Procurement and Financial 
Management Division, restructuring the Corporate Services Department (CSD) by creating a Management Services 
Division  that integrated the Administrative Services Division and the Field Support Unit, creation of the ODE to integrate 
knowledge, quality assurance, innovation, policy, delivery risk results and resourcing and impact assessments into a 
single office (this addresses the fragmented institutional framework identified in the CLE on KM).  
47 PB/2024/05. 
48 GC 44/L.6/Rev.1. 
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74. HRD then undertook a series of reforms, using the McKinsey report as a guide. The 

PPTP was launched in 2020 that introduced strategic workforce planning, upskilling 

and reskilling of staff and supported the performance management redesign 

process.49 This included a job audit of all positions which ran from 2021 to 2023. 

Dynamic workforce planning (DWP) was introduced in 2021. The Mobility 

Framework was reviewed, a revised DoA was implemented in 2020, a vacancy 

action plan was put in place in 2022,50 the OPAC Academy was launched and 

training completed was tracked on the IFAD LMS. The evaluation considers these 

actions to be relevant to IFAD’s ambitions and growing areas of work. 

75. However, HR reforms lacked an integrated strategy and approach. Some of 

the reforms were implemented piecemeal which has prevented IFAD from 

optimizing their impact. Specifically, the linkages between DWP, reassignment and 

vacancy management have been disconnected and have not created the desired 

coherent resourcing response to address the work-life balance issues identified 

(detailed discussion follows in the efficiency chapter). 

Key points 

• The commitments undertaken as part of IFAD11 and IFAD12 replenishments and 
resulting actions, were consistent with the intent in the Strategic Framework to make 

IFAD bigger, better, smarter.  

• However, they resulted in IFAD’s business model becoming more ambitious. 

• The prioritization within the commitments was not evident, their possible trade-offs 
were not considered, and their possible unintended consequences received 
insufficient consideration.  

• Prioritization was also hampered by limited alignment between commitments and 

budget priorities; the time lag between budget planning and replenishment 
consultations was not adequately considered. Importantly, analysis on the cost 
implications of commitments was not undertaken, which also contributed to the lack 
of their prioritization. 

• IFAD successfully reformed its key financial policies and established a robust financial 
architecture, laying the foundation for significantly expanded operations to benefit its 
smallholder farmer clients.  

• However, despite strong measures put in place to manage potential risks resulting 
from these reforms, a cautious institutional culture persists. This is evident in the 
conservative leverage ceilings and the BRAM caps.  

• Restricted lending meant that the paradigm shift from an agency allocating scarce 
resources to a demand-driven agricultural development finance institution optimizing 

its balance sheet has not yet been realized. 

• IFAD11 introduced key organizational reforms — decentralization, structural 

recalibration, and the establishment of new divisions — all aligned with broader 
strategic goals. However, the implementation lacked a coherent approach.  

• The focus on partnerships was relevant – the ambition on cofinancing was increased 
with good effect and private sector engagement frameworks were developed, 

although their implementation remains nascent. 

 
49 PPTP aimed at the concerted alignment of the main corporate processes and technology with the evolving 
decentralized model of the organization. 
50 CSD communications action plan to reduce IFAD’s vacancy rate. 
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III. Effectiveness  

• Evaluation question 4: To what extent is IFAD achieving/likely to achieve the increase 
in effectiveness envisaged under IFAD11 and IFAD12? 

76. This section focuses on the effectiveness of key organizational reforms and 

corporate initiatives undertaken in the IFAD11 and IFAD12 periods against the 

bigger and better objectives in the Strategic Framework and whether the 

commitments contributed to this. 

A. Bigger 
77. As described under the relevance section, IFAD’s reforms of its financial 

architecture during IFAD11 and IFAD12 led to diversification of sources of funding 

and an increase in its PoLG, as well as its PoW. The CLE analysis under the bigger 

objective focused on two key outcomes derived from the evaluation’s ToC: 

successful leveraging of diversified sources of finance for an increased PoLG, and 

stronger partnerships for leveraging cofinancing to enhance developmental impact. 

78. Table 3 summarizes data reported by IFAD on whether MAs were completed for 

IFAD11 and IFAD12 as well as the performance of RMF indicators under the 

objective of getting bigger.51  

Table 3 
Number and status of MAs and RMF indicator achievement under IFAD11–IFAD12 under the bigger 
objective 

 
Note: The number of circles show the number of MAs or RMF indicators under each commitment, while the shape of 
the circles shows the achievement status of the MA or RMF indicator. For example, under commitment 1.1 in IFAD11, 
there are four MAs, all of which were fully achieved, and two RMF indicators for which no targets were set.  

Source: Compiled using RMF. 

79. IFAD delivered on most MAs under the IFAD11 and IFAD12 commitments 

related to delivering a bigger IFAD. As illustrated in table 3, under the bigger 

objective, 17 out of 19 MAs were fully achieved, and two were partially 

implemented; all 12 RMF indicators with targets were fully met. The IFAD11 

commitments not yet achieved were to: fine-tune the link between strategic 

planning and the yearly regular budget exercise, based on the IFAD Strategic 

Framework results pillars, and to develop a tailored system to quantify the full 

costs of key business processes. 

80. The two replenishments significantly expanded the overall PoW through 

increased cofinancing and borrowing mechanisms. The increases in the PoW 

were largely driven by cofinancing (figure 5). Between IFAD10 and IFAD11, 

 
51 These data are self-reported by IFAD and have not been verified by IOE. 
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proportionally, the increase in cofinancing outpaced the increase in the PoW. In 

terms of share, cofinancing accounted for 60 per cent of the PoW under IFAD11, 

increasing to 65 per cent, or two-thirds of the PoW, under IFAD12. 

Figure 5 
Evolution of cofinancing under the PoW (US$billion) 

 

Source: IFAD10 and IFAD11 data are sourced from the 2023 IFAD Annual Budget, table 12. IFAD12 data were 
predicted in October 2024, from the 2025 IFAD Annual Budget, table 10. 

81. The increases in cofinancing also meant that cofinancing targets were 

exceeded in both cycles. IFAD’s ambition on cofinancing is presented in its 

Strategic Framework and was articulated in detail with a dedicated cofinancing 

strategy and action plan during IFAD11, informed by specific research undertaken 

by IFAD on the determinants of cofinancing.52 The cofinancing targets were 

significantly exceeded during IFAD11 and IFAD12 (figure 6). In IFAD11, the total 

cofinancing ratio reached 1.95 (domestic: 0.94; international: 1.01), rising further 

in IFAD12 to 1:2.34 (domestic: 1.42; international: 0.92).53 

Figure 6 
Cofinancing target vs actual in IFAD10-IFAD12 

 

Source: RIDE 2019; RIDE 2022; RIDE 2025. 

 
52 The report, “Determinants of cofinancing in IFAD-funded projects” (2019) found that cofinancing is influenced by 
country-specific conditions (income level, fragility, budgetary limitations, governance, rural institutions, country size, 
vulnerability), project characteristics (size and quality of implementation), and IFAD-related factors (experience and 
portfolio size of country programme managers, presence of an ICO, and perception of IFAD’s performance),  
https://www.ifad.org/documents/d/new-ifad.org/37_research-pdf. 
53 RIDE 2019; RIDE 2022; RIDE 2025. 
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82. Decentralization, along with a host of other factors, contributed to the 

observed growth in cofinancing. While there are multiple determinants of 

cofinancing, including those related to external and contextual factors, this positive 

performance was in part supported by IFAD’s strengthened country presence, 

which has been gradually increasing since the start of the decentralization process 

in IFAD10. The 2023 CLE on decentralization highlighted the positive correlation 

between country presence and increased project cofinancing. Also, cofinancing was 

found to be the strongest where institutional credibility, strategic alignment of 

development priorities, and government-led platforms enabled joint design and 

implementation. 

83. However, one third of cofinancing came from cofinancier-led projects 

which could raise questions over IFAD’s success as an assembler of 

finance. The high reliance on cofinancier-led projects to achieve cofinancing ratios 

can undermine the narrative of IFAD being an assembler of development finance. 

IFAD’s pursual of cofinancing, both in terms of strategy, target-setting and 

reporting, needs to be further disaggregated in order to present a more meaningful 

picture. As shown in table 4 below, around 40 per cent of cofinancing in projects 

approved between 2019 and 2024 was mainly due to projects initiated by a 

cofinancier (“type C” projects).54 In such instances, IFAD was the minority 

cofinancier and did not have a lead role in implementation. While there can be 

specific merits to these arrangements, like advocating for greater prioritization of 

smallholder farmers in larger projects, complementing the expertise of other IFIs 

and fostering coherence among financiers, these do not always place IFAD in a 

leadership position in assembling resources for development. Excluding such type-

C projects, IFAD’s cofinancing ratio in IFAD12 would drop from 2.62 to 1.31 (figure 

7). While such projects are few in number, with only 16 type-C projects approved 

between 2019-2024 (11 per cent of total), they may have played a somewhat 

disproportionate role in IFAD meeting its cofinancing targets. Conversely, there is a 

large proportion of projects (65.6 per cent) where IFAD has a leading role and 

collects cofinancing from other actors (type F); such projects could be better suited 

to indicate IFAD’s assembler role in development finance. 

Table 4 
Cofinancing by project financing type (projects approved in 2019-2024) 

Project financing type Number of 
projects 

Share of 
projects 

Cofinancing 
amount* (US$ 
million) 

Share of total 
cofinancing 
amount 

Type E - IFAD-initiated and 
domestically-cofinanced (no international 
cofinancing) 

30 19.9% 1 997 14.6% 

Type F - IFAD-initiated and cofinanced 99 65.6% 6 124 44.7% 

Type C - Cofinancier-initiated 16 10.6% 5 433 39.6% 

Type Z - no IFAD financing but IFAD 
supervised 

6 4.0% 151 1.1% 

Total  151 100% 13 705 100% 

* Includes both domestic and international cofinancing. 

Source: OBI-PoW dashboard. 

 
 

 
54 According to project design guidelines annex XIII “type ‘C’ projects: cofinancing with other MDBs”, a type C project is 
defined as: “A particular type of cofinancing partnership is where the other partner initiates the project and takes the 
lead in both design and implementation, and IFAD is the supporting partner. In doing so, IFAD adopts the risk rating, 
the fiduciary (financial management and procurement) procedures and the social and environmental 
standards/safeguards of the cofinancing partner. At the same time, however, the expectation is that project cofinancing 
of this sort will enable IFAD to bring to bear its expertise and strategic priorities in the project’s design. These are 
referred to as “type C” projects in the Grants and Investment Projects System. 
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Figure 7 
Simulation of IFAD cofinancing ratios with and without cofinancier-led (type C) projects (approved 
2019-2024).55 

 

 

Source: OBI – PoW dashboard. 

84. Type C cofinanced projects present distinct characteristics that, unless 

managed well, risk diluting IFAD’s mandate and comparative advantage. 

While type C projects contribute to IFAD’s corporate cofinancing targets and offer 

potential benefits ─ such as resource leveraging and strategic partnerships ─ they 

also entail risks that have not been fully analysed or mitigated. A key concern 

arises from IFAD’s minority role in such projects, which can lead to diminished 

influence over strategic priorities. For example, in the case of the PARTNER project 

in Bangladesh, IFAD was able to retain its influence despite being a minority player, 

due to its active participation in supervision missions, the experience of IFAD’s 

country directors (CDs) and the country team’s ability to negotiate and ensure 

IFAD’s mandate is respected. However, in the case of Rural Development 

Programme II project in Solomon Islands, where the World Bank was the lead 

agency and IFAD’s contribution represented only 10 per cent of total financing, the 

role and contribution of IFAD in the programme design in the cofinanced 

partnership remained unclear. Specifically, there was no explicit mention of the 

anticipated added value of IFAD and how the programme intended to harness 

IFAD's unique expertise. As a result, opportunities to leverage IFAD’s comparative 

advantage in areas such as targeting, gender equality, and community-driven 

development were missed, and IFAD’s performance was rated unsatisfactory in its 

project performance evaluation.56,57 Without tailored design guidance and 

strengthened safeguards, there is a risk that cofinancier priorities may dominate, 

reducing the alignment of project outcomes with IFAD’s inclusive development 

objectives, and potentially diluting IFAD’s mandate and comparative advantage. An 

in-depth analysis of the performance and the dynamics of cofinancier-initiated 

projects would be required to comprehensively assess the issues flagged in these 

examples, including their positive contributions to IFAD’s mandate.  

85. There is limited evidence that cofinancing has a positive effect on project 

performance. IFAD’s cofinancing strategy provides limited explanation and 

evidence on how the presence of cofinancing is expected to positively affect project 

 
55 This chart is purely illustrative. The cofinancing ratio without cofinancier-led projects is not an IFAD indicator. The 
cofinancing ratio here is different from IFAD official data because of two differences in methodology: first, this CLE 
looked at the cofinancing of projects approved in IFAD11-IFAD12 while not counting additional cofinancing for 
previously approved projects; expected but not yet materialized cofinancing (cofinancing with donor shown as “TBD” in 
the OBI database) were counted in this CLE to better reflect the resource mobilization effort in the replenishment 
period. 
56 Project performance evaluation report of Rural Development Programme Phase II project in the Solomon Islands.  
57 The result could be partially explained by the absence of an IFAD Country Office in the country. 
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performance. The IOE Annual Report on Independent Evaluation (ARIE) 2024 

analysed the correlation between the presence of domestic and international 

cofinancing and project performance as measured by performance ratings.58 The 

analysis found that in projects with high shares of domestic or international 

cofinancing (60 per cent and above), an increase in cofinancing resulted in weaker 

project performance. A possible explanation is that IFAD’s role in project design 

and implementation may be diminished when it is a minor cofinancier. For projects 

with domestic or international cofinancing below 60 per cent, the analysis did not 

find a statistically significant correlation with project performance.59  

86. The PoLG and PoW expanded via borrowing — but availability remains 

limited due to a cautious risk culture and constrained lending caps. As 

mentioned earlier, the BRAM loan programme was introduced on the premise that 

loans could be made by IFAD upon demand by a country and these loans would be 

funded by borrowings rather than equity. Thus, the borrowings ─ and the access to 

such borrowings ─ created the basic conditions for the expansion of IFAD’s lending 

activities without diminishing the resources available for LICs (although a certain 

amount of equity has to be held against such loans in line with IFAD’s capital 

adequacy framework). However, the amount of BRAM loans available was restricted 

to US$1.09 billion under IFAD12 and lending to UMICs restricted to 11 - 20 per 

cent of IFAD’s PoLG. CLE country case studies indicated that the sampled countries 

who took BRAM loans (e.g. Viet Nam and Türkiye) expressed an ability to absorb a 

higher amount of lending, which IFAD could not meet due to the caps. Caps and 

limits like debt-equity maximum ratios, BRAM caps and UMIC lending caps have the 

potential to constrain operations that can otherwise be maximized based on 

country demand (within a framework of risk limits and a debt sustainability). 

87. HQ interviews conducted by the CLE suggested one possible reason for the cap on 

BRAM was the risk of mission drift. However, lending to UMICs would come from 

borrowed resources and would therefore not principally reduce the amount of core 

resources available, even though a certain amount of equity must be held also 

against such loans in line with IFAD’s capital adequacy framework. Nonetheless, an 

increase in loan volumes to UMICs would not lead to a one-to-one reduction of 

lending capacity available to LMICs or LICs.  

88. As part of fostering its partnerships, IFAD has made incipient efforts to 

expand its engagement with the private sector. It launched the PSFP and 

began NSOs via a dedicated trust fund. IFAD’s intention to enhance its 

engagement with the private sector, including by revising its instruments was 

evident in IFAD11 commitments.60 During this period, IFAD updated its strategy for 

engagement with the private sector and established an important distinction 

between private sector engagement within the PoLG and a new type of 

engagement through the PSFP approved in 2020. In the former, private sector 

actors are engaged mostly within IFAD-funded operations either as a cofinancier or 

other types of project-level partnerships. In the latter, private sector entities are 

direct borrowers of IFAD financing through NSOs. It is important to note that 

during IFAD12, Management did not commit IFAD’s own equity or borrowed 

resources to support NSOs but relied on the Private Sector Trust Fund (PSTF) into 

which IFAD had invested US$25 million. This follows the structural separation 

between sovereign and non-sovereign portfolios seen in other IFIs. IFAD was 

maintaining a cautious posture toward the inherently higher-risk nature of NSOs, 

 
58 Based on 297 projects completed between 2013 and 2022 for which IOE performance ratings were available. 
59 Beyond 60 per cent, increasing the share of domestic cofinance resulted in a statistically significant but slight decline 
in the ratings of all criteria except sustainability and ENRM and CCA. Increasing the share of international cofinancing 
beyond 60 per cent led to a small but statistically significant decline in two criteria – effectiveness and IFAD 
performance. The impact on the performance of other indicators was insignificant. 
60 More broadly, IFAD interacts with the private sector through three channels: i) as investors, through private bond 
placements that fund IFAD’s liquidity portfolio; ii) as clients, via non-sovereign operations (NSOs), supporting mainly 
financial entities and non-financial business entities – IFAD in this case is a direct investor; and iii) as partners in 
sovereign operations (i.e. public-private-producer partnerships). 
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ring-fencing this activity and channelling support through the PSTF to pilot and 

learn from a small number of private sector investments.  

89. While it is too early to evaluate private-sector lending operations, early 

indications point to low-risk initiatives with limited catalytic effect. At the 

end of 2024, the PSTF had received contributions of US$150 million.61 Under PSTF, 

10 NSOs have been approved for a total value of US$139.7 million, of which only 

US$23 million has been disbursed.62 While these operations are at early stages of 

implementation and their effectiveness cannot be assessed at this time, based on 

preliminary observations these interventions appear to be good investments from a 

risk perspective. However, they bring limited additionality and catalytic effects 

because the recipient entities were already receiving large flows of development 

funding. For instance, AMK, a microfinance institution in Cambodia, to which IFAD 

lent US$5 million, had been receiving significant funding from foreign partners, 

including the Government of Spain – resulting in US$287 million in borrowings and 

total liabilities of US$605 million by the end of 2023. The Smallholder Agroforestry 

Finance Fund received funding from larger DFIs like the Dutch Entrepreneurial 

Development Bank, British International Investment, United States International 

Development Finance Corporation, Oikocredit and Rabobank. An exception is the 

Africa Rural Climate Change Adaptation Financial Mechanism, which uses 

development funding to leverage private investment through a risk-sharing 

mechanism. IFAD’s objective was to integrate blended finance through a risk-

sharing mechanism, using Equity Bank, Kenya, and its affiliates in other East 

African countries. Equity Bank would contribute US$90 million and IFAD would 

channel US$90 million with funding from Finland, the Green Climate Fund and the 

Nordic Development Fund. 

90. The implications of new operational modalities, particularly BRAM and 

NSOs, regarding their impact on administrative costs remain unclear. These 

products constitute core elements of IFAD's business model and so the question is 

whether loan margins for these new instruments should adequately cover 

both financial and administrative costs. Moving forward, transparency and clear 

revenue and cost allocation could be some of the preconditions for data-based 

decisions concerning expansion of activities.  

91. Private sector cofinancing from domestic sources is present in most 

projects approved in IFAD11 and IFAD12, although accurate accounting is 

hindered by definitional issues. Both IFAD’s Strategic Framework and 

Cofinancing Strategy and Action Plan 2018 highlighted the importance of mobilizing 

private financing, which is critical to achieving the goals of Agenda 2030 and the 

SDGs. For projects approved in IFAD11 and IFAD12, 89 per cent of projects 

received cofinancing from the private sector. It accounted for approximately 17 per 

cent of total cofinancing, although the exact figure is difficult to determine due to 

definitional issues.63 Private sector cofinancing is largely derived from two sources: 

beneficiaries contributing their share through matching grants or in-kind support, 

and domestic financial institutions providing loans to beneficiaries. Under the 

current calculation methods, private sector cofinancing has been heavily reliant on 

domestic financiers, with minimal involvement from international private entities;64 

thus, the potential for broader IFAD engagement across different types of private 

actors has room for enlargement. 

 
61 Consolidated financial statements of IFAD as at 31 December 2024, appendix L1, table 1. 
62 Source: OBI dashboard. ABC fund is not under the PSTF and is not included in the data here. 
63 The definition of a private sector entity differs from country to country and in most cases beneficiary contributions are 
also counted as private sector cofinancing. 
64 IFAD has been in discussions with some international corporations (MARS, Danone), however, translating this into 
concrete cofinancing has proven challenging, given the long lead times between design and implementation, an aspect 
which does not appeal to the private sector. 
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B. Better 
92. The better objective articulated under IFAD’s Strategic Framework refers to a set of 

dimensions which improve the quality of IFAD’s programmes, including its scaling 

up efforts. Under this objective IFAD aimed to ensure that investment projects, 

grant-financed activities and engagement in national policy processes combined to 

realize greater and more sustainable development impact relative to a clear and 

defined set of strategic objectives. The CLE analysis under this objective focused on 

some key aspects derived from the evaluation’s ToC: strengthening adaptive 

management in programmes, including through improved targeting, and 

decentralization (as a means of facilitating adaptive management); sustainability of 

results; effective inclusion of mainstreaming themes; and progress towards 

transformational change, with an implicit focus on the matching ambition with 

resources. In addition, this section B also includes two other key dimensions of 

analysis for the CLE ─ the effectiveness of partnerships as a way of improving the 

developmental effect of IFAD-funded projects, and the quality of corporate 

reporting on results by IFAD. 

93. Table 5 summarizes data reported by IFAD on whether MAs were completed for 

IFAD11 and IFAD12, as well as the performance of RMF indicators under the 

objective of better.65 Under this objective, 51 out of 52 MAs were fully achieved, 

and 1 was partially implemented; 30 out of 34 RMF indicators with targets were 

fully or highly met (≥80 per cent), while 4 were partially met (<80 per cent). 

Table 5 
Number and status of MAs and RMF indicator achievement under IFAD11–IFAD12 under the better 
objective 

 

Note: The number of circles shows the number of MAs or RMF indicators under each commitment, while the shape of 
the circles shows the achievement status of the MA or RMF indicator. For example, under commitment 3.6 in IFAD11, 
there are three MAs and two RMF indicators, all of which were fully achieved.  

Source: Compiled using RMF. 

B1. Stronger adaptability in how IFAD manages programmes 

94. While it is still early to assess, multiphase programming as an approach to 

adaptive management in operations presents a mixed picture. While the 

issue of flexible and adaptive programmes has been a long-standing discussion 

within IFAD,66 an explicit focus on adaptive management featured prominently in 

IFAD12, and focused on shifting country operations towards multiphase 

programmes. IFAD committed to developing an operational guidance note on 

multiphase adaptive programmes, which was approved by the Executive Board in 

 
65 These data are self-reported by IFAD and have not been verified by IOE. 
66 For instance, in the Executive Board discussions on IFAD’s flexible lending mechanisms (EB 2007/92/R.45/Rev.1) 
https://webapps.ifad.org/members/eb/92/docs/EB-2007-92-R-45-Rev-1.pdf. 

https://webapps.ifad.org/members/eb/92/docs/EB-2007-92-R-45-Rev-1.pdf
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September 2024.67 The guidance sets out the intention to shift towards multiphase 

programmatic approaches as a means to ensuring more efficient project cycle 

management by envisaging amendments to financing agreements and project 

designs, over potentially longer periods, rather than starting new operations. 

IFAD13 continues this agenda by committing to use multiphase programmatic 

approaches in at least 10 per cent of new designs. While implementation of MAP 

has not yet started, CLE country case studies gathered feedback from country 

teams regarding the potential benefits and risks of this approach. The ten country 

case studies indicate both promise and challenges. The approach offers potential 

for greater responsiveness and a nimbler bureaucratic process for project 

extensions, as well as an added aid for resource mobilization. However, national 

processes and regulations may not allow for some of the aspects of MAP. For 

instance, some of the countries visited by the CLE team indicated that designing 

projects with built-in financing gaps, to allow for flexibility in potential expansion of 

activities, was not desirable given the uncertainty around the availability of future 

financing (including from IFAD). 

95. Adaptive management in country programmes was adversely affected by 

the implementation of the reassignment process. Aside from the focus on 

multiphase programmatic approaches discussed above, adaptive management at 

country level also depends on smooth transitions between IFAD staff and sufficient 

transfer of knowledge. Previous IOE CLEs (decentralization and KM) have noted 

that IFAD’s implementation of the reassignment process had a negative effect on 

knowledge and capacities in key roles such as CDs. There has not been sufficient 

attention to actions such as more extended handover periods, especially for CDs, 

to ensure that the adverse effects of reassignment are mitigated. CLE country case 

studies indicate that where adaptive management in country programmes depends 

more on consultants, it can result in cost savings but can also lead to a loss in 

institutional memory while not contributing to staff capacity. 

96. The focus on targeting the poorest and the most vulnerable is at the core 

of IFAD’s mandate, and while it is evident in replenishment documents, 

corporate monitoring frameworks and changes made to the quality 

assurance system, issues remain. IFAD’s project design process was 

increasingly formalized through enhanced peer review panels, the Quality 

Assurance Group, and results-based management requirements. However, while 

these measures promoted greater internal scrutiny and fostered a more risk-aware 

approach to targeting in project designs under IFAD11 and IFAD12, interviews in 

CLE country case studies cited the changes as overly compliance-focused, and 

reviews of technical quality of project designs through the design review meetings 

resulted in numerous comments, not always informed by subject-matter experts, 

thus raising questions about the review quality. 

97. The quality of targeting approaches in project designs is assessed as part of the 

quality assurance process and tracked through a dedicated RMF indicator.68 RIDE 

2022 and 2024 reports indicate that this indicator exceeded its target in both 

IFAD11 and IFAD12. Also, the VfM scorecard introduced as part of the monitoring 

framework for IFAD12 included four indicators focused on ensuring inclusion of the 

most vulnerable rural populations. Final reporting on the VfM indicators indicates 

that all targets have been exceeded (table 6). However, these measure only the 

quality of targeting “at entry” and provide limited information on the 

implementation of the targeting requirements.

 
67 EB 2024/142/R.25 https://webapps.ifad.org/members/eb/142/docs/EB-2024-142-R-25.pdf?attach=1. 
68 The indicator is based on a rating provided during the quality assurance process of project design, based on the 
following dimensions: (i) alignment of the project's target population with IFAD's target group as described in the 
targeting policy and corresponding operational guidelines; and (ii) the adequacy of the proposed targeting approach in 
reaching the identified target group in a given project context. 

https://webapps.ifad.org/members/eb/142/docs/EB-2024-142-R-25.pdf?attach=1


Appendix   EB 2026/147/R.7 
  EC 2026/132/W.P.7 

31 

Table 6 
IFAD12 VfM indicators related to the inclusion of vulnerable rural populations 

Indicator Target 

(by 2024) 

Achievement as of 
2024 (RIDE 2025) 

Number of new projects that include indigenous peoples as a priority 
target group 

10 14 

Number of new projects that include persons with disabilities as a 
priority target group 

5 7 

Ratio female/male among persons receiving project services No target 1:1 

Percentage of projects in the portfolio designed to be gender 
transformative 

35 51 

Source: RIDE 2024. 

98. Operationalizing IFAD’s targeting of the poorest remains challenging due 

to the context in which IFAD projects operate.69 IFAD maintains a distinctive 

comparative advantage compared to other IFIs in focusing on vulnerable groups; 

but because of the context in which it operates, IFAD faces challenges in 

operationalizing its targeting strategy. The IOE evaluation synthesis on targeting 

highlighted that insufficient data collection systems both at national levels and 

within projects hinder the effectiveness of targeting efforts and the measurability of 

their success. Implementing agencies’ capacities, and prioritization of delivery of 

project outputs also hinder effective targeting efforts. Targeting is often 

insufficiently explained to key implementers during project start-up. Moreover, with 

high levels of staff turnover, new IFAD staff are often unfamiliar with targeting 

principles and less able to explain and negotiate them with governments. More 

recent projects are demonstrating an effort towards better disaggregated data for 

different groups (e.g. by sex, age and, where appropriate, ethnicity). The synthesis 

also noted positive examples of targeting approaches, such as household 

methodologies (e.g. the Gender Action Learning System), and poverty graduation 

approaches.  

99. Significant increased demands on HR and the administrative budget were 

not reflected in a commensurate increase in IFAD’s regular budget. The 

drive to fulfil IFAD’s better and smarter Strategic Framework objectives during 

2019–2024 placed mounting demands on HR and the administrative budget. These 

demands included: (i) greater portfolio complexity and operational demands in 

fragile situations; (ii) rising costs of decentralization, including staff recruitment, 

relocation, and establishment of new IFAD Country Offices (ICOs); and (iii) 

expenses linked to staff rightsizing and information and communications 

technology (ICT) service upgrades. These increased demands unfolded against a 

backdrop of modest regular budget growth: IFAD11 saw zero real growth in the 

regular budget, while IFAD12 delivered a 7.9 per cent real increase. Across both 

replenishments, additional regular budget allocations totalled US$30.1 million — 

US$7.5 million during IFAD11 and US$22.6 million in IFAD12. Of this, 

approximately US$14 million (47 per cent) was allocated to decentralization-related 

staff and infrastructure costs. Simultaneously, IFAD broadened its ambition in 

mainstreaming thematic areas and introduced new priorities such as private sector 

engagement — initiatives that would typically warrant commensurate resource 

investments for effective delivery. 

100. Organizational reform i.e. decentralization outpaced regular budget 

growth, leading to constrained core service delivery (design, supervision, 

implementation support). The high costs of decentralization led to restricted 

administrative budget which manifested as reduced budgets for country 

 
69 Evaluation synthesis note –Targeting in IFAD-supported projects, IOE (2023), https://ioe.ifad.org/en/w/evaluation-
synthesis-note-targeting-in-ifad-supported-projects. 

https://ioe.ifad.org/en/w/evaluation-synthesis-note-targeting-in-ifad-supported-projects
https://ioe.ifad.org/en/w/evaluation-synthesis-note-targeting-in-ifad-supported-projects
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programme delivery ─ particularly the core services of programme design and 

supervision and implementation support. The effects of this on programme delivery 

were confirmed by CLE interviews, case studies, and the e-survey. Findings show 

that: (i) fixed design budgets failed to account for project size or complexity, 

leading to resource gaps for larger operations; (ii) funding for critical technical 

roles and thematic targets (e.g. climate) depended on supplementary funds; (iii) 

despite incremental funding, projects in FCS faced hidden costs and insufficient risk 

mitigation resources; and (iv) IFAD committed to a special programme for fragility 

in IFAD11, without clarity on its scope and cost impact; (v) mainstreaming themes 

in particular added complexities to design and implementation, increased capacity-

building needs, and often required specialized consultants, while budget was 

restrained. 

101. Complexity of programme design and mainstreaming themes outstripped 

staff capacity, especially in fragile situations and low-capacity contexts. In 

IFAD11, the decentralization process aimed to bring IFAD closer to the ground and 

increase staff responsiveness. While it succeeded in improving proximity, it did not 

consistently deliver thematic capacity or strategic leadership, as per the CLE 

country case studies. Many ICOs lacked dedicated expertise in key priority areas 

(e.g. fragility, nutrition, private finance), which affected the staff's ability to fully 

own and implement COSOPs beyond core project functions. Similarly, regional and 

subregional hubs were not always uniformly staffed with the full range of expertise 

required, especially in engineering, financial management, climate, youth and 

gender domains. Findings from the CLE interviews highlighted the following: some 

CDs managed multiple countries simultaneously, limiting their bandwidth for 

tailored support and close supervision; technical support was often episodic or on 

demand rather than systematically programmed or embedded; and fragile 

situations saw limited availability of engineering and procurement specialists, which 

in turn delayed infrastructure and procurement components.  

102. Delivery constraints, especially staffing gaps and weak institutional 

presence limited the operationalization of IFAD’s commitments, despite 

procedural reforms and decentralization efforts. While decentralization 

expanded IFAD’s field presence, gaps in technical depth, staff turnover, and 

capacity at the country and project levels continued to constrain efficient delivery. 

In several contexts, the project delivery burden fell disproportionately on national 

implementing agencies, many of which lacked sufficient experience in results-based 

management, climate adaptation, or market development. IOE’s subregional 

evaluation (SRE) of countries with fragile situations in West and Central Africa 

(WCA)70 flagged that national systems were often overstretched, especially when 

implementing multiple donor projects. As a result, projects were delayed due to 

inter-agency coordination gaps or bureaucratic inertia, and design ambitions (e.g. 

bundling finance, infrastructure and institutional development) outpaced 

implementation capacity on the ground. Despite these systemic gaps, some 

projects achieved strong delivery performance due to dedicated technical support 

staff embedded at country level, especially in larger offices; stable project 

implementation units’ staffing with strong local leadership and integration into 

existing national institutions; and regular engagement by regional technical 

specialists. These positive cases highlight the importance of continuity, 

embeddedness, and adequate technical depth in sustaining delivery performance. 

103. Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) within projects is recognized by IFAD as a key 

feature of adaptive management at country level, however, limited programme 

management unit (PMU) capacities continue to hinder the collection of high-quality 

monitoring data, especially at outcome level. In 2016 IFAD introduced the 

Development Effectiveness Framework (DEF), updated in 2021 (DEF 2.0), which 

 
70 SRE of countries with fragile situations in IFAD-WCA. Learning from experiences of IFAD’s engagement in the G5 
Sahel countries and northern Nigeria. IOE. IFAD. March 2023. 
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built on previous initiatives, and aimed at improving M&E at the project level and 

strengthening adaptive management and learning. Building on this, a further 

guidance note was produced in 2023.71 In 2024 IFAD compiled the “Overview of 

IFAD guidance to strengthen project-level M&E” which provides detailed guidance 

such as ToR for M&E officers in PMUs and guidance on developing M&E plans for 

projects. These and other related initiatives reflect the attention towards project-

level M&E, whose data collection then feeds into corporate databases and is the 

basis for aggregated analysis. Finally, IFAD is using some grant resources to fund 

capacity development for PMUs, including on M&E (e.g. grants such as the 

Programme in Rural Monitoring and Evaluation; Results-based Management for 

Rural Transformation; Driving Delivery of Results in the Agriculture 

Sector). However, IOE evaluations frequently point to shortcomings in the 

performance of M&E systems at project level, especially for outcome-level 

indicators, which arise from limited capacities on M&E in PMUs, and which can 

severely limit adaptive management. 

B2. Enhanced sustainability and scalability 

104. Reforms under IFAD11 and IFAD12 partially addressed sustainability-related 

performance weaknesses72 but fell short of closing key gaps. Sustainability ratings 

remained consistently below other performance criteria, largely due to weak exit 

planning and insufficient institutional anchoring, as noted consistently in ARIE 

reports and observed in the CLE’s country case studies. Trends in project 

performance ratings indicate that performance on this criterion has been largely 

stable over the last 10 years (figure 8). But 63 per cent of projects score 

moderately satisfactory or better, which is well below other criteria such as 

relevance (91 per cent of projects scored moderately satisfactory or above) and 

effectiveness (74 per cent of projects scored moderately satisfactory or above).  

105. Although actions such as scaling up strategies, sustainability-focused action plans, 

and updated M&E guidance were introduced, country-level evidence from recent 

country strategy and programme evaluations (CSPEs) indicates that exit strategies 

remain rarely operationalized, and handover mechanisms to national systems 

remain ad hoc. Moreover, in fragile situations, where ownership and capacity are 

critical, IFAD’s efforts are adversely affected by limited technical staffing, high 

turnover and coordination constraints. Although projects implemented in fragile 

situations face specific sustainability risks, there are positive examples of sustained 

results which should be factored into project design. In such contexts, 

sustainability was enhanced when there was strong community engagement and 

ownership, and long-term yet flexible programming which enabled a response to 

evolving risks. Overall, while IFAD11 and IFAD12 demonstrated strategic intent and 

incremental reforms, they were not sufficient to fully overcome the structural and 

operational challenges that undermine sustainable impact (figure 9). A dedicated 

synthesis on sustainability of results, including financial sustainability, is provided 

in IOE’s 2025 Annual Report on Independent Evaluation (ARIE), covering 51 

evaluations conducted between 2020 and 2024.

 
71 M&E guidance note, IFAD, December 2022. 
72 One of the monitorable actions under IFAD 12 was to "Develop and implement an action plan on the sustainability of 
results". According to IFAD’s self-reported data, this was done. 
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Figure 8 
Trends in project performance on sustainability criterion 

 

Source: 2025 ARIE/IOE ratings database. 

Figure 9 
Trends in project performance on sustainability criterion, differentiated by fragility status 

 

Source: 2025 ARIE/IOE ratings database. 

106. Scalability of activities carried out in IFAD-funded projects has been 

improving during the IFAD 11 and 12 period, although some areas remain 

to be improved. One of the central assumptions under IFAD11 and IFAD12 was 

that successful models, innovations, and delivery mechanisms — once tested — 

would be replicated and scaled up to catalyze rural transformation. IOE ARIE data 

(figure 10) indicates the share of well-performing projects (rated moderately 

satisfactory and above on the scaling up criteria) increasing from 68 per cent in 

2020–2022 to 74 per cent in 2021–2023. The CLE country case studies and recent 

CSPEs noted several examples of both positive and negative scaling up results. For 

instance, the Turkey CSPE observed that while IFAD-supported projects contributed 

to scaling up participatory and inclusive rural development approaches, institutional 

uptake was limited by the absence of national-scale coordination and policy 

dialogue structures. Successful scaling was achieved typically where institutional 

partnerships, programmatic sequencing and learning systems were well-developed. 

In addition, deliberate early-stage alignment with public sector priorities and a 

robust feedback loop between pilot results and planning mechanisms were also 

important. Factors that have hindered the feasibility of scaling up relate to 

challenges in project design and implementation that have affected project 

performance, insufficient government skills and institutional ability, and limited 

ownership by government. 
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Figure 10 
Trends in project performance on scaling up criterion 

 

Source: 2025 ARIE/IOE ratings database. 

B3. Increased focus on mainstreaming themes 

107. Country case studies conducted by the CLE and recent IOE evaluations confirm that 

mainstreaming themes have been progressively receiving attention at 

corporate level and have a varying degree of integration into country 

strategies and project design documents. At a corporate level, IFAD has made 

progress on designing strategies to advance the mainstreaming agenda. For 

instance, as noted by the thematic evaluation on gender, in the period 2016-2024, 

IFAD progressively developed and refined its corporate documents relating to 

gender, building on the 2012 gender policy and its midterm review, and the 2019-

2025 gender action plan to mainstream gender-transformative approaches. The 

issue of disability inclusion, while not being one of the formal IFAD mainstreaming 

themes, is being addressed with the goal of mainstreaming it into operations. 

IFAD’s strategy for disability inclusion 2022-2027, approved in 2022,73 was IFAD’s 

first comprehensive framework on this topic and was developed following the 

adoption in 2019 of the United Nations Disability Inclusion Strategy. There is yet 

limited information on its effectiveness, but early indications from IFAD’s midterm 

review of the strategy point to the recurring issue found with IFAD mainstreaming 

themes, namely a high relevance of the topic and objectives but the intentions are 

not sustained by sufficient staff, capacities and resources to meet its ambitions. 

108. At the country level, the evaluation found that most COSOPs under IFAD11 and 

IFAD12 referenced all four priority themes (gender, climate, nutrition and youth), 

but often as narrative commitments rather than operational strategies. A CLE 

analysis of 34 COSOPs approved during IFAD11 and IFAD12 indicated that gender 

mainstreaming was the theme which featured most strongly in COSOPs. This is 

confirmed by the IOE thematic evaluation (TE) on gender equality and women’s 

empowerment (GEWE) which notes that COSOPs developed after 2019 showed 

greater attention to gender issues. The integration of gender in country strategies 

benefited from several supporting instruments to formulate their approaches to 

gender mainstreaming such as the corporate Gender Strategy, mandatory gender 

assessments, and gender-sensitive indicators. However, the evaluation also noted 

that the incorporation of strong gender analysis in project design reports is 

challenged by the integration of GEWE with other mainstreaming themes and has 

overburdened design teams and resulted in a more compliance-oriented approach. 

 
73 Available at: https://www.ifad.org/en/w/corporate-documents/policies/ifad-disability-inclusion-strategy-2022-2027. 
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With regard to climate change adaptation (CCA), IOE’s evaluation of climate 

change adaptation,74 as well as an analysis of CSPEs, observed limited systemic 

integration; climate activities often remained add-ons rather than being central to 

value chains or resilience strategies. However, the corporate IOE thematic 

evaluation on climate change points to IFAD’s progress in updating its strategies 

and institutional environment for CCA mainstreaming, for instance through 

updating its SECAP guidelines and funding initiatives such as the Adaptation for 

Smallholder Agriculture Programme.  

109. Evaluation evidence indicated that themes have been implemented in a 

compliance-oriented manner and with insufficient resources, leading to 

limited results. While the evaluation found that mainstreaming themes were 

generally present in COSOPs and project designs, their implementation often 

lacked the necessary operational detail and required resources. For example, youth 

inclusion gained prominence in COSOPs, particularly under IFAD12, with the 

implementation of dedicated youth-focused projects in countries such as Egypt, 

Rwanda and Mali. Yet, the evaluation of IFAD’s engagement in fragile and conflict-

affected situations in WCA found youth targeting remained generic, with 

inadequate tailoring to local demographic and socio-economic contexts. 

110. In the area of GEWE, a clear disconnect has emerged between IFAD’s growing 

ambition — reflected in an expanding PoLG — and the limited growth in resources 

allocated for mainstreaming.75 This misalignment has impacted the effectiveness of 

GEWE integration,76 with performance trends indicating a gradual decline since 

2019, despite overall ratings remaining positive: according to IOE, 65 per cent of 

completed projects still score moderately satisfactory or above (figure 11). Findings 

from the recent TE on GEWE underscore factors that have positively influenced 

performance, including: (i) conducting gender analysis during project design; (ii) 

embedding gender specialists within project management units; and (iii) partnering 

with national institutions focused on gender equality and women’s issues. However, 

the TE on GEWE also found that gender mainstreaming efforts were frequently 

compliance-driven, emphasizing output-level indicators — such as participation 

quotas (reach) for men and women — rather than reporting on the benefits, 

empowerment or transformative changes in relation to gender equality. This signals 

a need to move beyond box-ticking and toward more substantive gender-

responsive programming and reporting. A similar pattern was observed in IOE’s 

recent TE on nutrition, which identified gaps in institutional expertise and 

highlighted the need for IFAD to strengthen its capacity and better align resource 

allocation with strategic intent in emerging priority areas.77

 
74 Thematic evaluation of IFAD’s support for smallholder farmers’ adaptation to climate change, IOE. IFAD. May 2023. 
75 As noted in IOE’s thematic evaluation on Gender (2025), https://ioe.ifad.org/en/w/thematic-evaluation-on-ifad-s-
support-to-gender-equality-and-empowerment. MOPAN 2024, technical annex: “Furthermore, data from IOE's 
decentralization CLE indicate 79 per cent of operational staff surveyed as part of CLE e-Survey disagreed that there 
was sufficient budget and resources allocated for mainstreaming efforts, which includes GEWE”: 
MOPAN ASSESSMENT REPORT International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD). 
76 IOE thematic evaluation on gender. Chapter 4 on effectiveness, especially paragraph 82, and ARIE 2024, paragraph 
36 and chart 5. https://ioe.ifad.org/en/w/2024-annual-report-on-the-independent-evaluation-of-ifad. 
77 Derived from IOE (2025) thematic evaluation of IFAD’s support to nutrition 
https://webapps.ifad.org/members/ec/129/docs/EC-2025-129-W-P-4.pdf. 

https://ioe.ifad.org/en/w/thematic-evaluation-on-ifad-s-support-to-gender-equality-and-empowerment
https://ioe.ifad.org/en/w/thematic-evaluation-on-ifad-s-support-to-gender-equality-and-empowerment
https://www.mopan.org/content/dam/mopan/en/publications/our-work/evidence/ifad/ifad-2024/mopan-ifad-technical-annex-2024.pdf
https://ioe.ifad.org/en/w/2024-annual-report-on-the-independent-evaluation-of-ifad
https://webapps.ifad.org/members/ec/129/docs/EC-2025-129-W-P-4.pdf
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Figure 11 
Trends in project performance on GEWE criterion 

 

Source: ARIE 2025: IOE evaluation database (project completion report validation/project performance 
evaluation/impact evaluation), February 2025. 

111. Over the six-year period of the two replenishments, total additional regular budget 

allocations amounted to US$30.1 million (US$7.5 million in IFAD11 and US$22.6 

million in IFAD12), of which around US$14 million (47 per cent) was allocated for 

decentralization-related staff and facilities costs.78 Thus, for most of 2019-2024, 

there were relatively insignificant incremental allocations at the corporate level for 

expansion of mainstreaming of the four priority cross-cutting areas (climate, 

gender, nutrition and youth), which were significant areas of focus both in the 

Strategic Framework and in the replenishment commitments, or for IFAD’s growing 

work programme in fragile situations. An incremental budget of US$3.5 million was 

allocated in 2023 for country programme delivery, including for addressing gaps 

faced in operating effectively in fragile situations and integrating all mainstreaming 

priorities into project design, and in 2024, additional regular budget of US$0.8 

million was allocated to ensure the quality of programme delivery and the active 

portfolio, and to support a revamped and more structured approach to fragility.  

112. As implemented, IFAD’s mainstreaming ambitions have amplified 

challenges related to project design complexity — particularly in fragile 

situations — and often exceeded the implementation capacity of many 

borrowing Member States. This inherent trade-off was not explicitly managed. 

The IFAD12 midterm review observed that, in response to replenishment 

commitments mandating the integration of mainstreaming themes, project designs 

increasingly incorporated multiple thematic priorities. While this improved 

relevance, it also generated designs that were difficult to deliver within certain 

institutional settings, particularly where national and IFAD capacity constraints 

prevailed. This tension inevitably risked undermining overall project achievement — 

especially against the backdrop of a constrained real-growth in the administrative 

budget.79 IOE’s 2021 ARRI underscored this issue, highlighting that project 

complexity often outpaces the operational capabilities of national institutions, 

 
78 The exact figure could not be determined as allocations for some other purposes were combined with funds provided 
for decentralization in some years in the information presented in budget documents. 
79 2022 budget document, “So far, IFAD has been effectively delivering on a growing and more complex portfolio under 
a limited real-growth budget. From 2016 to 2021, the size of IFAD’s active portfolio increased 22 per cent from US$ 
7.05 billion in 2016 to US$ 8.6 billion in 2022. In addition, the share of the active project portfolio in fragile and conflict 
situations rose from 18.6 per cent in 2016 to 27.3 per cent in 2022, which is expected to translate into higher costs. 
Similarly, regional operations, climate finance and the scope of programmatic delivery have posted steady growth. 
These require more careful monitoring, additional technical support, country-specific advice as well as adaptive 
management overall, adding complexity to IFAD’s operations” (paragraph 7). 
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particularly in fragile situations. This is particularly noteworthy given that there was 

an increase in the percentage of the active portfolio in fragile situations from 19 

per cent in 2016 to 25 per cent in 2025. Interviews conducted during CLE country 

case studies also pointed to the added burden of managing joint delivery under 

cofinancing arrangements — further complicating implementation.  

113. IFAD13 shows that this problem of avoidable complexity has been 

recognized; but questions can be raised on whether the response will 

solve the problem. For instance, IFAD13 aims to reduce complexity related to 

mainstreaming themes through: (i) interconnectivity among themes and focusing 

on the nexus between mainstreaming themes and the challenges of fragility and 

private sector engagement; (ii) ensuring IFAD has the appropriate internal capacity 

(skills and tools); and (iii) aiming for fewer but larger investments. However, the 

CLE notes that reflecting interconnectivity in a programme’s design requires a clear 

understanding of how mainstreaming themes link into the programme’s intended 

systemic change pathways. The current approach which relies on checklist 

compliance is unlikely to deliver this. 

B4. Transformational programming 

114. Analysis of recent CSPEs indicates limited implementation of 

transformational approaches across country programmes. The CLE 

developed a framework to assess the extent to which IFAD country programmes 

address the ambition of transformation. This includes several dimensions of 

transformation, derived from IFAD replenishment documents, as a specific 

definition and criteria for transformation are not present in IFAD documents.80 The 

analysis covered all 58 countries with COSOPs approved under IFAD11 and IFAD12. 

The analysis scored countries on a three-point scale, based primarily on the COSOP 

document, and complemented by other available data such as CSPEs, and where 

possible, country case studies of this CLE. The analysis revealed the lack of a clear 

trend towards COSOPs with more transformational approaches (table 7). In 

IFAD11, 4 out of 35 countries (11 per cent) were scored high, 13 intermediate (37 

per cent) and 18 low (51 per cent). This remained largely stable in IFAD12 as the 

number of high and intermediate COSOPs remained the same (4 and 13, 

respectively) while the number of low-scored COSOPs dropped to 6. Therefore, 

proportionally, IFAD12 had a higher share of transformational COSOPs than 

IFAD11.  

115. The analysis illustrated that transformation requires that the right enabling 

conditions are already in place at country level. For instance, more 

transformational designs tended to emerge in countries with stronger institutional 

capacities. This condition particularly precludes countries in fragile situations which 

are usually characterized by weaker governance systems and institutions that lack 

the capacity and the ability to respond to shocks,81 making the aspiration of 

transformational programming difficult to achieve. IFAD’s own processes can also 

pose challenges to its desired performance in such contexts. For instance, IOE’s 

SRE in WCA identified challenges in relation to its business model which supported 

operations in fragile situations. Sovereign loan financing was not flexible enough to 

allow swift adjustments in cases of critical events (e.g. severe drought, economic 

crisis, political disruption). Furthermore, grant windows financing seemed more 

appropriate and adaptive due to its flexibility (for disbursement and management); 

however, IFAD’s capacity to provide grant resources has decreased in recent years 

 
80 Classification criteria for country programmes, developed by the CLE team, included: 1) diagnostic depth (context 
analysis, fragility, inclusion); 2) mainstreaming themes (explicit analysis and integration into programme areas); 3) 
delivery architecture (realistic and clear implementation and partnership arrangements); 4) synergies across 
instruments (integration between lending and non-lending, clear result pathways for synergies); 5) transformational 
logic in theories of change (clarity of strategic outcomes and system-level intents, backed by clear results pathways). 
81 IFAD Strategy for Engagement in Countries with Fragile Situations, EB 2016/119/R.4. 
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as the amount of regular grant resources available in IFAD12 is US$425 million, 

compared to US$595 million in IFAD11. 

 
Table 7  
Number and share of COSOPs assessed by the CLE, based on their integration of transformational 
approaches by replenishment (COSOP approval year) 

Classification IFAD11 IFAD12 Change 
(percentage 
points) 

High (transformational) 4 (11%) 4 (17%) + 6 p.p. 

Intermediate (partially 
aligned) 

13 (37%) 13 (57%) + 19 p.p. 

Low (nominal alignment) 18 (51%) 6 (26%) - 25 p.p. 

Total 35 (100%) 23 (100%) - 

Source: CLE analysis. 

116. Pursuing transformational approaches presents the persistent challenge of 

time lags between the setting of objectives and the programmatic cycles 

for their operationalization. Tracking the implementation of replenishment 

commitments at the operational level also remained limited — an issue similarly 

noted in corporate evaluations of the World Bank and Inter-American Development 

Bank (IDB).82 Due to the multi-year nature of operational planning, a time lag 

inevitably arises between the formulation of commitments and their execution. For 

instance, following the approval of IFAD11 commitments, 35 new COSOPs were 

endorsed, with an additional 23 approved during IFAD12 — covering 63 per cent of 

IFAD’s portfolio.83 This leaves 37 per cent of countries without a COSOP, and which 

thus did not have the opportunity to incorporate IFAD11 and IFAD12 priorities 

during the replenishments’ period. Though IFAD’s core strategic direction remains 

broadly consistent over time, and project design may be responsive to corporate 

priorities even in the absence of a COSOP, integrating newly emerging priorities 

often remains challenging due to planning cycles and timing mismatches.  

117. Transformational approaches are also constrained by the limited synergies 

between lending and non-lending activities. IFAD’s capacity to generate 

synergy between its lending and non-lending activities improved during IFAD11 

and IFAD12 but remained underleveraged. While most COSOPs refer to the 

importance of seeking close coordination between lending and non-lending 

activities, several constraining factors have led to limited progress in this area. 

Issues such as the large geographic scope of projects, especially in larger-sized 

countries, as well as insufficient coordination mechanisms across projects 

implemented by different lead agencies often hindered such coordination efforts. In 

some countries these linkages have improved across COSOP cycles (e.g. Malawi) 

while in others there is no such trend (e.g. Uzbekistan). In a few instances (e.g. 

Eswatini, Malawi), the involvement of countries in regional grants has been an 

effective way to build synergies between lending and non-lending. More broadly, 

the sample of CSPEs indicated that the non-lending activities undertaken through 

grants are often insufficiently linked to lending operations. Broadly, more 

structured and deliberate integration — at design, implementation, and learning 

stages — was needed to transform complementary instruments into a coherent 

operational package capable of influencing rural transformation at scale. Linking 

lending with non-lending activities is particularly challenging in FCS, as noted by 

IOE’s SRE in WCA. While IFAD has undertaken measures to focus on improved 

 
82 https://publications.iadb.org/en/evaluation-results-realignment; 
https://publications.iadb.org/en/mid-term-evaluation-idb-9-commitments-overview. 
83 Executive Board approval date of the COSOP in 2019, 2020 and 2021 for IFAD11 and in 2022, 2023 and 2024 for 
IFAD12. 

https://eur05.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fpublications.iadb.org%2Fen%2Fevaluation-results-realignment&data=05%7C02%7Ch.khaira%40ifad.org%7Ca567ec606efd4dfd29d408ddcf417338%7Cdc231ce49c9443aab3110a314fbce932%7C0%7C0%7C638894602181384415%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=6mGKRPph6qMa2ocFrnxF5w55tOEorpP3kk8KvxNEUpI%3D&reserved=0
https://eur05.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fpublications.iadb.org%2Fen%2Fmid-term-evaluation-idb-9-commitments-overview&data=05%7C02%7Ch.khaira%40ifad.org%7Ca567ec606efd4dfd29d408ddcf417338%7Cdc231ce49c9443aab3110a314fbce932%7C0%7C0%7C638894602181406280%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=wBLWmwt%2FyjCmoN9yMKJzhAzj3fvxQX1vkXGDIX7iIPE%3D&reserved=0
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delivery and results in FCS through updating its operational approach in FCS and 

the creation of the FRU at HQ, it is too early to evaluate the results of these 

endeavours. 

118. Specifically, ratings data from 46 CSPEs conducted between 2015 and 2024 

indicate that overall performance on non-lending activities is mostly below the 

moderately satisfactory mark (figure 12). A disaggregated analysis of the different 

subcomponents of non-lending activities, provided by the ARIE, indicates diverse 

performance. Policy engagement, for instance, has improved over time while KM 

and partnership-building have declined (figure 13). This CLE undertook a 

qualitative analysis of 15 recent CSPEs (2022-2025) to identify the constraining 

and successful factors. The result shows that IFAD has consistently demonstrated 

strong partnerships with government institutions, which have resulted in positive 

results in policy engagement. But the same has not been the case with non-

government partners, as most CSPEs noted limited diversification of partnerships 

with private sector and academic institutions. Other key limiting factors include the 

lack of systematic and coherent approaches to non-lending and insufficient 

allocation of resources. IFAD devotes limited staff and regular financial resources to 

non-lending activities, which mainly rely on supplementary-funded grants.  

Figure 12 
Average CSPE ratings for overall non-lending activities (CSPEs completed 2017-2024) 

 

Source: CSPE ratings (46 CSPEs between 2015-2024). 

Figure 13 
Performance of different types of non-lending activities. Percentage of CSPE ratings moderately 
satisfactory or better (2015-2024)  

 
Source: ARIE 2025 based on IOE CSPE database as of February 2025 (46 CSPEs conducted between 2015 and 
2024).  
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grants in Malawi and Eswatini. However, geographic fragmentation and weak 

coordination across implementing agencies continue to undermine coherence.  

B5. Partnerships 

120. Over the IFAD11 and IFAD12 periods, IFAD has increasingly articulated its 

approach to its diverse types of partnerships, however evidence on their 

effectiveness is uneven and further analysis is needed. IFAD has made 

progress in articulating its approach to partnerships by developing an overarching 

framework and specific strategies for different types of partnerships. During 

IFAD11 one of the key commitments was to develop a framework for partnership, 

which was achieved in 2019 with the approval of the 2019-2025 IFAD Partnership 

Framework. 

121. The MAs to which IFAD committed in terms of partnerships during IFAD11 and 

IFAD12 have been mostly achieved and largely relate to the development of 

frameworks and strategies to provide better guidance to staff and articulate more 

clearly the different objectives and types of partnerships. The information on 

results from the implementation of these strategies is not sufficient to form a 

conclusive assessment. Table 8 provides a summary of performance to assess 

progress along the six objectives of the partnership framework ─ some of these, 

such as cofinancing and private sector engagement are addressed in more detail by 

this CLE in the respective sections because they feature more strongly than others 

across replenishment commitments. 

Table 8 
Summary of performance against the objectives of the 2019-2025 Partnership Framework 

Objective Evidence from secondary sources 

1) Leveraging 
financial 
resources 

Cofinancing is analyzed in depth in this CLE. Other types of supplementary funds are not 
part of the scope of this CLE. Overall, IFAD exceeded its cofinancing targets. Cofinancing 
remains focused on public sector, namely IFIs and borrowing governments. There is limited 
evidence that cofinancing leads to better development results. 

2) Influencing 
policy and 
development 
agendas 

Analysis of policy engagement ratings at country level through CSPEs indicate that policy 
engagement has been gradually improving since around 2018. 84 HQ interviews indicate that 
budget allocations for policy engagement consistently fall short of IFAD’s ambitions in this 
area. 

3) Knowledge 
generation and 
innovation 

IFAD maintained 93 per cent stakeholder satisfaction for KM in 2022-2023, with stable ARIE 
ratings at 64 per cent. However, the KM CLE found major gaps in the corporate KM strategy 
and fragmented knowledge systems. South-South and Triangular Cooperation (SSTC) 
achieved 94 per cent integration in COSOPs for IFAD11 and 100 per cent for IFAD12, 
exceeding targets, but the KM CLE noted insufficient integration into regional KM 
architecture and unclear roles for SSTC and Knowledge Centres established in 2019. 
Innovation is a relatively well-performing area but with declining performance since around 
2019. CLE KM also notes that regular grants were an important source of knowledge and 
innovation but have been significantly cut from US$190 million in IFAD11 to US$75 million in 
IFAD12, in order to prioritize operations.  

4) Enhancing 
visibility 

IFAD’s GSS notes that 90 per cent of partners agreed that IFAD is present and engaged in 
regional and global forums.85 CLE KM notes that IFAD’s participation in global knowledge 
forums not related to resource mobilization provides opportunities for extraction of lessons 
from operations but have a limited ability to feed knowledge back into them. Further, IFAD’s 
current monitoring and reporting systems present significant limitations in comprehensively 
measuring the precise impact and outcomes of IFAD’s visibility-enhancing efforts. 

5) Strengthening 
private sector 
engagement 

Private sector partnerships are further elaborated in the dedicated section of the report 
above. The most significant development was the establishment of PSFP and the 
implementation of NSOs, which constitute IFAD’s first programme for direct lending to the 
private sector. However, progress on NSOs has been limited, while at the country level, 
IFAD’s engagement with the private sector has been modest, fragmented, and primarily 
limited to individual project initiatives rather than systematically embedded.  

6) Enabling 
coordinated 

ARIE data shows that CSPE ratings for country-level partnership-building is the weakest 
among IFAD’s non-lending activities, with about half of country programmes scoring 
moderately satisfactory or above. HQ interviews indicate that budgets for non-lending are 

 
84 IOE, ARIE 2025. 
85 Progress Report on the IFAD Partnership Framework. IFAD GPR (2022). EB 2022/135/R.23. 
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country-led 
development 

low, and such activities are usually deprioritized compared to implementation of the loan 
portfolio. 

Source: CLE assessment. 

122. KM and South-South and Triangular Cooperation (SSTC) demonstrated 

strategic progress with mixed implementation results, hampered by 

fragmented implementation and resource constraints. The effectiveness of 

IFAD's KM during IFAD11-IFAD12 presents a mixed picture of strategic progress 

undermined by structural and implementation challenges. On the positive side, 

there has been growing recognition of knowledge as a key contributor to 

development impact, with improved generation of relevant knowledge and 

increased field office engagement in sharing operational experience. High 

stakeholder satisfaction rates of 93 per cent with the quality of KM products were 

maintained in both 2022 and 2023.86 The CLE on KM found that the corporate KM 

strategy, while well aligned to IFAD's Strategic Framework, had major gaps 

including unclear roles, insufficient attention to indigenous knowledge, and 

inadequate monitoring systems. According to the IOE KM CLE, the KM architecture 

failed to keep pace with decentralization, resulting in fragmented approaches and 

limited country-level support which impacted KM capacity, particularly at regional 

levels where grants had been crucial for positioning IFAD as a knowledge 

player.87,88 While grants demonstrated transformative KM practices, they remained 

ad hoc rather than institutionalized, limiting IFAD's ability to systematically 

leverage its operational knowledge for broader development impact. 

123. According to data from IFAD’s OBI-RMF dashboard, SSTC showed strong strategic 

integration, albeit with some operational challenges during IFAD11-IFAD12; 94 per 

cent of new COSOPs incorporated comprehensive SSTC approaches in IFAD11 

(exceeding the 66 per cent target) and maintained this momentum in IFAD12 with 

100 per cent integration. In response to IFAD12 commitments, a new 2022-2027 

SSTC strategy was developed to strengthen synergies between KM and SSTC for 

sustainable food systems transformation, while the expansion of the SSTC trust 

fund was delayed. However, the KM CLE noted that SSTC integration into regional 

KM architecture remained insufficient, with roles for the three SSTC and knowledge 

centres established in 2019 still requiring clarification, along with coordination 

mechanisms and relationships with new regional offices under Decentralization 2.0. 

While consistent target overachievement demonstrates strong institutional 

commitment at the planning level, these coordination challenges indicate that 

SSTC’s full potential as a KM instrument has yet to be realized. 

B6. Reporting on performance related to commitments 

124. Periodical institutional reporting on RMF results and portfolio 

achievements is adequate. RMF indicators and targets are continuously tracked 

and annually reported to the Board through the progress report RIDE prepared by 

Management. In addition, the President’s Report on the Implementation Status of 

Evaluation Recommendations and Management Actions, introduced in IFAD11, 

effectively tracks and reports annually on IFAD's follow-up status of IOE 

recommendations. In IFAD12, the Report on IFAD’s Mainstreaming Effectiveness 

was introduced, which reports annually on the Fund's progress on performance 

against mainstreaming related targets and MAs. Internally, periodic regional and 

corporate stocktakes report on achievements and gaps at the portfolio level. 

125. Despite the integration of the RMF into IFAD’s operational and 

performance systems, implementing results-based management 

approaches for the commitments is constrained. In 2024, IOE conducted a 

 
86 RIDE 2023 and RIDE 2024. 
87 KM CLE. 
88 KM CLE. 
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review of the IFAD12 RMF and noted its continuous evolution over previous 

replenishment cycles. The IFAD12 RMF includes three tiers of indicators: tier I 

relates to long-term development impacts and comprise SDG indicators, tier II 

relates to outcomes measured by IFAD’s impact assessments and project 

monitoring systems, while tier III is composed of output and process-level 

indicators related to IFAD operations. While the IOE review noted that the presence 

of the RMF and its continuous evolution over time demonstrates IFAD’s attention to 

results-based management, the CLE noted some areas of improvement needed, 

especially in linking the RMF with replenishment commitments. While IFAD11 and 

IFAD12 include a ToC, it remains underdeveloped and does not present a clear 

results pathway linking commitments to intended outcomes in the RMF. Although 

the Operational Policy and Results Division under its results, resources and systems 

unit coordinates the RMF process and engages technical working groups, the 

replenishment commitments connected to RMF indicators are not systematically 

embedded in operational plans or consistently monitored across divisions. IFAD 

does employ internal tracking systems to identify responsible divisions and monitor 

progress on actions through the replenishment tracker (an online tool owned by 

GPR) during IFAD11, and a Word document for IFAD12. However, both tools are 

restricted to MAs and are not integrated into a broader results framework, 

diminishing their utility for results-based management. In essence, without a well-

articulated ToC that explicitly connects replenishment commitments to 

development outcomes, and its integration into broader IFAD operational and 

performance systems, IFAD’s capacity to manage results across replenishment 

cycles remains constrained. 

126. The credibility of IFAD’s evidence of impact can be questioned but the shift 

in focus to learning from impact assessments rather than concentrating 

just on accountability is a welcome step. IOE examined the quality of all 

impact assessments within the IFAD11 replenishment and selected projects under 

IFAD12. Results under IFAD11 suggest that a wide range of issues are present with 

the assessments from sampling quality to data analysis and presentation of 

findings. For instance, assessed projects are representative of the regions, 

implementation timelines, and sectors of IFAD’s activity. However, the 

representativeness was found to be questionable in terms of project size ─ data 

shows that evaluated projects had approximately four times as many beneficiaries 

compared to non-selected projects, a difference which is statistically significant. 

The exact reason for this discrepancy is not clear from the data, though it is 

plausible that IFAD would want to select projects with larger numbers of 

beneficiaries for greater impact (due to their larger size). Another issue identified 

within the IFAD11 IAs was conditioning on post-treatment variables. This practice is 

widely known to make causal estimates unreliable in unpredictable ways.89 

127. More importantly, the sample of projects which were impact assessed under 

IFAD11 had substantially better performance rating criteria scores compared to the 

universe of projects as a whole, with a near zero probability that the higher quality 

of those that received an impact assessment was due to chance alone. This 

difference may stem from systematic issues in the project selection process for 

impact assessments or from the act of conducting an impact assessment that can 

lead to higher performance. If the estimates used in aggregation are from 

systematically better performing projects, then the aggregation of project-level 

impacts will also systematically overestimate the performance of IFAD at the 

corporate level. 

 
89 Other less significant issues included lack of random sampling, exclusion of beneficiaries or types of beneficiaries 
(e.g. those deemed unsuccessful at participating), lack of baseline data, issues in the process of sampling controls, 
matching on post-treatment variables, provision of robustness checks in text or online appendix, and reporting of both 
positive and negative outcomes of the project. 
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128. An exploratory analysis of data on the IFAD12 universe was also conducted by IOE. 

This analysis made use of the limited amount of IFAD12 project completion report 

validation data which is already available (a total of 35 projects). This analysis is 

ultimately ambiguous due to the small sample size and thus should be interpreted 

with caution. However, results show that substantial differences remain between 

projects that are and are not impact assessed ─ this component of the analysis 

points to the ratings improving because of impact assessments, because IFAD12’s 

IAs were randomly sampled, removing the possibility of cherry-picking. Yet, due to 

small sample size, these differences are not statistically significant. To better 

understand this issue, a further analysis could be conducted in 2026 once all 

IFAD12 impact assessments have been conducted, thus increasing the available 

sample size and certainty of the analysis. 

129. Further, IOE also reviewed the IFAD12 Impact Assessment Report that was 

presented to the September 2025 session of the Evaluation Committee. IFAD12’s 

implementation of peer review, push-button replication, and the clarity of 

presentation of the report’s methodology all deserve recognition as significant 

progress relative to IFAD11. Stratified random sampling of projects for impact 

assessment greatly improves the degree of confidence readers can have in the 

report’s projection of results to the full portfolio level. There are however two 

important challenges. First, the meta-analysis uses a methodology for selecting 

outcome variables for estimating corporate-level impacts on income that reflect 

changes in the composition of incomes rather than actual improvements in incomes 

for many programmes.90 Second, the report projects overall impact based on the 

total outreach, even when the estimated impacts are likely for a smaller subset of 

programme participants, potentially overestimating corporate-level impact. 

130. The report notes that future IA efforts will move to a learning-oriented agenda. 

This is a welcome shift from a focus on accountability towards an emphasis on 

learning. This shift will lead to an opportunity to improve impact assessment 

quality in IFAD13. For example, by selecting projects based on their thematic 

thrust or subsector, the organization will be able to plan for impact assessment 

from project start-up. This would enable it to gather sufficient baseline data, 

including control and treatment group respondents, based on the likely locations in 

which the organization will work. This has not been possible to date, with limited 

exceptions. 

 
90 The key issue with taking this approach is that past IFAD projects have changed the composition of people’s incomes 
(e.g. increasing agricultural income) without increasing gross or net incomes. Clearly, changes in the composition of 
people’s income can reflect a positive impact. For example, more diverse income sources may lead to resilience to 
shocks in other income-generating activities. However, it also can reflect negative changes. For example, if an 
individual works more hours to make the same amount of income as a result of investing more time in agricultural 
production, the productivity of their labour has effectively declined. It is important to note that measuring net incomes, 
although ideal, is a recognized challenge for small-scale agricultural producer surveys. Therefore, IFAD should 
consistently select gross income as the outcome reported, if net income is not possible to successfully collect. 
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Key points 

• In the IFAD11-12 period IFAD’s reforms of its financial architecture led to 
diversification of funding sources and an increase in its PoLG and PoW. IFAD became 
bigger. The consequent increase in demands on IFAD’s human resources was not 

reflected in a commensurate increase in IFAD’s regular budget. 

• Cofinancing played a key role in IFAD’s expansion. IFAD’s minority role in cofinancier-
led projects was critical to achieving its cofinancing targets and poses both 
opportunities and risks for IFAD’s mandate.  

• The introduction of BRAM was also instrumental to IFAD’s expansion, while ensuring 
that IFAD retains its focus on poorer countries. A risk averse approach has limited the 
uptake of this instrument. Countries sampled by the CLE who took BRAM loans 

expressed the ability to absorb higher amounts of lending, which IFAD could not meet 

due to its caps.  

• Non-sovereign operations are a recent development, and it is too early to fully assess 
their implementation. Early indications point to low-risk initiatives with potentially 
limited catalytic effect. 

• The ambition of a better IFAD, articulated in its Strategic Framework, includes 

aspects of adaptive management, sustainability and scalability, mainstreaming 
themes, transformational programmes and partnerships. While the majority of IFAD’s 
commitments (monitorable actions) are achieved, there are several areas for 
improvement. 

• Mainstreaming themes have been receiving increasing attention at the corporate 
level; however their operationalization is constrained by staff turnover, limited 
financial resources and the complexities of IFAD’s operating environment.  

• The credibility of IFAD’s evidence of impact faces limitations, while the shift in focus 
to learning from impact evaluation assessments rather than accountability is a 
welcome step. 
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IV. Efficiency 

• Evaluation question 3: To what extent did changes in the business model agreed under 
IFAD11 and IFAD12 enhance the efficient delivery of IFAD’s programmes? 

131. This section focuses on the smarter objective of the Strategic Framework, and as 

articulated in the intent of the replenishment commitments ─ enhanced operational 

efficiency at country level, the decentralization of IFAD’s workforce and dynamic 

workforce planning and BPR. 

132. IFAD11 and IFAD12 introduced a suite of institutional and organizational reforms 

aligned with the smarter objective. Institutional reforms included strengthening 

internal systems, refining resource allocation practices, modernizing processes and 

recalibrating workforce structures. These reforms were complemented by 

operational organizational reforms intended to accelerate project delivery, improve 

disbursement performance, and bolster field-level responsiveness. Together, the 

reforms were designed to enhance VfM and organizational agility. 

133. Table 9 summarizes data reported by IFAD (not verified by IOE) on whether MAs 

had been completed for IFAD11 and 12 as well as the performance of RMF 

indicators under the strategic objective: smarter ─ efficiency, decentralization, and 

institutional agility. 

Table 9 
Number and status of MAs and RMF indicator achievement under IFAD11–IFAD12 for strategic 
objective: smarter 

 

Note 1: The number of circles show the number of MAs or RMF indicators under each commitment, while the shape of 
the circles indicates the achievement status of the MA or RMF indicator. For example, under commitment 3.2 in 
IFAD11, there are four MAs, all of which were fully met; there are six RMF indicators, three of which fully met, one 80-
99 per cent met and two 50-79 per cent met.  

Note 2: There are three RMF indicators for which achievement percentages cannot be calculated directly, as the 
targets are to achieve lower numbers; in these cases, IOE judgment is applied. (1) IFAD11 RMF indicator 3.7.1: ratio of 
IFAD's administrative expenditure to the PoLG. Given the target was 12.9, the actual was 13.52, and the baseline was 
13.1, this RMF is assessed as 50-79 per cent met. (2) IFAD11 RMF indicator 3.7.3: the ratio of actual administrative 
expenditures (including expenditure financed by management fees) to annual disbursements. Given the target was 16, 
the actual was 16.4, and the baseline was 18.1, this RMF is assessed as 50-79 per cent met. (3) IFAD11 RMF indicator 
3.8.3: time to fill professional vacancies (days). Given the target was 100 days, the actual was 132 days, and the 
baseline was 91 days, this RMF is assessed as <50 per cent met. 

Source: Compiled using RMF. 
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A. Institutional efficiency 

A1. Reform ambitions and completion status 

134. IFAD11 and IFAD12 represented pivotal periods of reform aimed at 

elevating institutional efficiency in tandem with the organization’s broader 

transformation goals. The IFAD11 business model laid the groundwork for a 

smarter institution by focusing on five core commitments tied directly to areas of 

institutional optimization: decentralization, external engagement, flexible resource 

use, results management and service delivery modernization. These commitments 

were supported by 19 MAs, covering a number of areas.91 All MAs were assessed 

by IFAD as completed. Together, these actions aimed not only at cost-effectiveness 

but also at improving agility, transparency and accountability across IFAD’s 

decentralized footprint. Under IFAD12, efficiency ambitions narrowed in scope. 

IFAD12 saw one commitment on efficiency,92 with seven MAs, of which six were 

reported by IFAD to be completed. MAs mostly centred around enhancing project-

level efficiency and innovation (see section on enhancing project-level efficiency).93 

A2. Corporate efficiency metrics and ratios 

135. Evaluation of IFAD’s corporate-level efficiency indicators shows incremental 

progress in resource use optimization, although one of the ratios raises concerns 

about operational costs and workforce utilization. Across six core efficiency metrics 

covering administrative overheads, disbursement, and staffing, the results present 

a mixed picture of institutional performance during IFAD11 and IFAD12. 

136. IFAD’s recent cost efficiency improvements reflect meaningful progress in 

resource utilization and emerging economies of scale in delivery systems 

and project management. Between IFAD9-IFAD10 and IFAD11-IFAD12, 

corporate-level ratios such as disbursement per administrative dollar (ratio 4) and 

portfolio value per administrative dollar (ratio 3) showed statistically significant 

efficiency gains, with the latter rising from approximately 44 to 49 and the former 

improving by nearly three percentage points (table 10). The average size of 

approved projects (ratio 5) increased from some US$32 million to US$47 million, 

an indicator of cost-efficient scaling because the costs of designing and supervising 

projects in IFAD (similar to other IFIs) do not increase proportionately with project 

size. These trends demonstrate that IFAD’s growth in operational scope has not led 

to a proportionate rise in core costs, confirming enhanced resource optimization 

and scale efficiencies. 

Table 10 
Efficiency at the corporate level in IFAD9-10 (2013-2018) vs IFAD11-12 (2019-2024) 

 

Average 

2013-

2018 

Average 

2019-

2024 

Difference 

in mean 

T-test p 

value 

T-test 

score 

Difference 

significance 

level 

Ratio 1:  

Total administrative 
budget/PoLG  

13.24% 13.91% 0.67% 0.8111 0.2454 Not significant 

Ratio 2:  7.28% 5.41% -1.87% 0.1938 -1.3931 Not significant 

 
91 These included: i) streamlining workflows and delegating operational authority; (ii) introducing new or revising 
corporate strategies, including decentralization roadmaps and staffing plans; (iii) two reforms related to enhancing 
efficiency-related elements of borrowing and liquidity policies under the financial architecture; (iv) introducing tools to 
enhance adaptive management; and (v) strengthening reporting standards, including metrics for portfolio efficiency and 
VfM alignment. 
92 2.1 Enhance performance and efficiency. 
93 MAs addressed the development of an action plan on project-level efficiency, development of an M&E action plan, 
review of DEF framework, update on IFAD’s VFM scorecard introduced in IFAD11, development of guidelines for 
innovation in IFAD (not completed), ensuring that 50 per cent of COSOPs and CSNs approved have identified 
information and communications technologies for development opportunities, and ensure that at least five projects 
integrate such opportunities or digital agricultural approaches. 
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Total administrative 
budget/PoW  

Ratio 3:  

Value of portfolio/total 
administrative budget  

44.06% 48.97% 4.92% 0.0928 1.8581 at 90% level 

Ratio 4:  

Total administrative 
budget/total disbursements  

27.60% 24.95% -2.65% 0.0729 -2.0036 at 90% level 

Ratio 5:  

Average size (millions of US$) 
of approved projects (IFAD 
loans (including loan 
component grants) and dsf 
grants/number of approved 
projects)  

32.30 47.32 15.03 0.01194 3.0649 at 95% level 

Ratio 6:  

Total full-time equivalent 
(FTE)a/ unit of outputb  

7.08 10.21 3.13 0.00364 3.7736 at 99% level 

a FTE is a unit of measurement used to represent the total number of hours worked by employees in relation to a full-
time work schedule. 
b Output is defined as the number of projects approved in a year plus 25 per cent of the projects in the active portfolio, a 
factor that represents the ratio of budgets assumed to be allocated for project supervision compared with project 
design. 

Source: IFAD databases, Executive Board documents. 

137. Workforce productivity declined caused by a higher staff-to-output ratio, 

although higher staff costs were partially offset by a reduction in grade 

mix. The staffing ratio per output unit worsened — rising from 7.1 to 10.2 full-time 

equivalents (FTEs) per unit of output (ratio 6). Despite this notable increase in full-

time staff required per unit of output, its cost impact was partially offset by a 

reduction in grade mix, suggesting a deliberate effort to manage costs. Reduced 

productivity may reflect growing portfolio complexity, such as mainstreaming 

themes and fragile situations, as these inherently demand greater human resource 

inputs per project. It may also signal potential inefficiencies in human resource 

deployment and team structuring that are discussed later in this section of the 

report. 

138. IFAD’s institutional efficiency appears broadly comparable to larger MDBs, 

despite fewer opportunities for economies of scale. When adjusting for IFAD’s 

smaller average loan size (in US$), its unit costs per project approved and per 

project supervised were generally aligned with those of the ADB and World Bank. 

This CLE compared two efficiency ratios reported in the budget documents of the 

World Bank and ADB (table 11). In 2021, IFAD’s first ratio was higher than IDA’s 

and ADB’s but lower than the International Bank for Reconstruction and 

Development (IBRD)+IDA (World Bank), while IFAD’s second ratio was lower than 

those of IDA and IBRD+IDA (World Bank) and matched ADB’s. In 2024, IFAD’s cost 

ratios were lower than those of IDA and IDA+IBRD (World Bank) and roughly on 

par with ADB. The conclusion from this comparison is that IFAD’s efficiency ─ 

measured as the cost per project, is similar to that of its MDB peers when adjusted 

for loan size differences. 

Table 11 
Comparison of additional efficiency ratios between IFAD, World Bank (IBRD & IDA) and ADB* 

 IFAD IDA IBRD + IDA ADB 

 2024 2021 FY24 
(Projected) 

FY21 FY24 
(Projected) 

FY21 

 

2024 2021 

Total costs 
/number of 

5.1 6.3 8.1 5.2 8.6 6.6 5.0 4.7 
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approved projects 
(US$ million)  

Total 
costs/number of 
projects in active 
portfolio (US$ 
million)  

1.1 0.8 1.3 1.3 1.6 1.6 0.9 0.8 

* ADB and World Bank were selected due to the fact that they publicly disclosed in their budget documents the 
comparable information shown. Most other MDBs did not provide such comparable disclosure.  

Sources: IFAD Annual Reports and Budget documents for 2024 and 2021; IBRD & IDA FY24 budget document (annex 
II); and ADB 2025 budget document (figure 13). 

139. IFAD’s actual performance against RMF efficiency targets in IFAD11 and 

IFAD12 was generally satisfactory. In IFAD11, of the four monitored ratios, 

three achieved their targets while one fell slightly short. IFAD12 retained two key 

ratios, of which one was marginally above target and the other was below target. 

Specifically, the administrative expenditure-to-PoLG ratio remained below target in 

IFAD11 and slightly exceeded the target in IFAD12. The administrative 

expenditure-to-active portfolio ratio remained within acceptable bounds, indicating 

that IFAD sustained portfolio management efficiency despite expanding its 

operations. These indicators reflect that despite IFAD’s portfolio growing in 

complexity and financial value, and the impact of decentralization costs, budgetary 

discipline has kept pace (table 12).94 

Table 12 
Indicators in RMF11 and RMF12 for efficiency at the corporate level 

 IFAD11 IFAD12 

RMF indicator target actual target actual 

Ratio of IFAD's administrative expenditure to 
the PoLG 

12.9 11.2 12.5 13 

Ratio of actual administrative expenditures 
(including expenditures financed by 
management fees) to PoW (PoLG and 
cofinancing) 

6 4.6   

Ratio of actual administrative expenditures 
(including expenditure financed by 
management fees) to annual disbursements 

16 16.4   

Ratio of the administrative budget to the 
ongoing portfolio of loans and grants 

2.1 2.06 2.1 2.01 

Source: RMF. 

A3. Budget management and flexibility 

140. IFAD’s budget management processes, standards and capacity have been 

incrementally strengthened over the last decade but are not yet fit-for-purpose to 

implement the envisaged “managing for results”. IFAD’s budget management 

processes, standards and capacity are not yet adequate to support the “measuring 

and managing for results” envisaged in the VfM scorecard in the IFAD11 report on 

replenishment consultations. IFAD can be broadly described as being at a very 

early stage of results-based budgeting, with its outputs, outcomes and other 

performance information being shown separately from budget documents. The next 

stage of the journey ─ to results-informed budgeting, the current practice of the 

 
94 The RMF efficiency metrics suggest weaker performance relative to the CLE ratio analysis in table 11 due to 
differences in scope, methodology and ambition. RMF ratios focus narrowly on cost shares relative to programme 
volumes and assess performance against static, cycle-specific targets — often penalizing minor overshoots without 
context. In contrast, the CLE employs broader productivity metrics and multi-period comparisons, using statistical tests 
to identify meaningful efficiency gains. Notably, ratios such as disbursement per administrative dollar and portfolio value 
per administrative dollar show statistically significant improvement, even where RMF targets appear missed,  
highlighting that higher costs may reflect expanded delivery rather than inefficiency. 
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larger IFIs ─ will require establishing deliverables for all departments. This effort 

started with the 2025 budget and has been expanded in the 2026 budget planning 

exercise, and its outcomes remain to be seen. However, IFAD also has to address 

the absence of two critical enabling factors for results-informed budgeting: (i) it 

has not yet achieved the IFAD11 commitment to “develop a tailored system to 

quantify the full costs of key business processes”; and (ii) IFAD’s practice of annual 

budgeting, limited to the next year’s work programmes, presents difficulties for 

operational departments due to the disconnect between multi-year planning of 

deliverables, three-year replenishment commitments and single-year budget 

planning. 

Box 2 
Budgeting practice in development finance institutions 

Comparable development finance institutions (DFIs) have addressed the challenge of 
ensuring strategic priorities drive the annual regular budget process by moving to 

using multi-year budget frameworks and results-based budgeting. IFAD’s practice of 
formulating annual regular budgets provides limited flexibility for planning country 
programme delivery across fiscal year boundaries, despite replenishment 
commitments being made on a three-year basis and country programmes similarly 
spanning multi-year timeframes. This disconnect constrains strategic resource 
planning and undermines operational coherence. This limitation is known. It was 
highlighted in the 2013 CLE on efficiency, which concluded: “In the absence of an 

effective medium-term budget framework, budget planning is done with a one-year 
horizon, which is suboptimal for results-based budgeting in a development 
organization.” It was also addressed in a recommendation from the 2022 Alvarez & 
Marsal review of IFAD’s budget process.95 The Strategic Framework also called for a 
results-based budgeting system to “promote optimal and economical use of internal 

resources,” as a key element of IFAD’s performance planning and management 

system, and the new Strategic Framework 2025-2031 renewed this intent.96 

 

141. Reinvestment of regular budget savings shows flexibility in management 

of limited redeployable budgets to meet priority needs. The IFAD12 MA to 

“invest efficiency savings in improving IFAD’s effectiveness and impact” is assessed 

by IFAD as achieved, although no specific target date was set for its fulfilment. 

Between 2022 and 2024, IFAD generated US$9.6 million in efficiency savings, 

primarily through reduced consultancy expenditures and reprioritization in areas 

such as KM, policy engagement, advocacy and institutional functions. 

142. While it is not possible to trace these savings directly to specific expenditures on a 

dollar-for-dollar basis, the majority of the redeployable funds, along with an 

additional US$13 million increase in the regular budget, were invested in areas 

likely to enhance IFAD’s effectiveness and impact. These included decentralization-

related costs, such as facilities and staff relocation (US$11.6 million), additional 

staffing costs associated with the implementation of the 2019 McKinsey workforce 

review and Decentralization 2.0 (US$5.4 million), country programme delivery 

(US$4.3 million), and ICT enhancements (US$0.6 million) (table 13). 

  

 
95 It stated: “IFAD should shift its budgeting cycle from the current annual cycle to a three-year cycle to align with its three-
year replenishment cycle. An annual budget cycle creates a natural disconnect between the replenishment cycle, IFAD’s 
strategic priorities, and budgeting. For a budget function to operate at optimal efficiency, it should be clearly linked to the 
organization’s strategic and operational priorities. Without an alignment of the operational and performance cycle and 
budgeting, there will be an inherent disconnect between budgeting and organizational performance.” 
 
 96 “IFAD will implement results-based budgeting and align internal resource allocation with strategic objectives and 
results.” The CLE also noted that IFAD13 commitments included the following: “introduce a rolling forecast approach to 
budgeting.” 
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Table 13 
Sources and uses of regular budget allocations: IFAD11 and IFAD12 (US$ million – in real terms)a 

  IFAD11 IFAD12 

Sources   

Budget increases - 13 

Carry-over funds 

  

Cost savings – travel (COVID-19 related) 2.6 0.7 

Cost savings - consultants 4.9 3.2 

Prioritizations & trade-offs b 

 

2.5 

Programme reductions c 

 

3.2 

Total Sources 7.5 22.6 

Uses   

Decentralization & institutional costs d 3.8 11.6 

Staff costs of implementation of HR study (McKinsey) 

 

5.4 

IT, depreciation & licensing costs 0.8 0.6 

Increased engagement with governing bodies 0.5 - 

Higher consultancy costs arising from COVID-19 impact measurement 
and relevant mitigation measures 

1.8 - 

IDA11 – impact assessments and other priorities (not specified) 0.6 - 

Financial architecture, external engagement and visibility and 
institutional change  

 

0.7 

Country programme delivery – programme design and supervision and 
implementation support 

 

4.3 

Total Uses 7.5 22.6 

Notes: a All amounts shown exclude inflation-related adjustments; excludes the savings and redeployments in 2023 
totalling US$12 million. b Includes: phasing of set-up of new ICOs; reduction of positions due to organizational changes; 
scale-back on advocacy and visibility; reduction of budget allocations for country policy engagement; and recalibration 
of research activities. c Comprised global and regional policy engagement (US$0.3 million); knowledge-building, 
dissemination and policy engagement (US$1.5 million); governing bodies documents (US$0.1 million); capacity-building 
and professional development (US$0.6 million); and non-programme-related consultancy and technical support  
(US$0.7 million). d Besides decentralization, other costs (unspecified, approx. US$1.0 million) in IDA11 included: new 
CDI unit; strengthening enterprise risk management; focus on private sector engagement; increased capacity in legal, 
compliance and control functions; and organizational changes. 

Sources: IFAD budget documents. 

A4. Upgrading internal systems 

143. Staff perceptions of internal efficiency remain low, despite efforts to 

optimize business processes. To address some of the gaps in workforce and 

corporate processes, IFAD launched the PPTP in 2020.97 Following concerns raised 

in the 2018 GSS — where staff cited inefficient processes and high workloads — 

IFAD commissioned two external assessments: one on workforce composition by 

McKinsey & Company, and another on business processes by Alvarez & Marsal. 

Both studies identified systemic inefficiencies and recommended targeted 

interventions to address the issues.98 The PPTP aimed to align HR, corporate 

processes, and technology with IFAD’s evolving decentralized model. The plan 

sought to enhance institutional agility and VfM by ensuring staff had the right 

capabilities, processes were streamlined, and digital systems were effectively 

deployed. It was structured around 24 key performance indicators (KPIs), spanning 

operational, HR and ICT domains. Significant progress was made in rolling out ICT 

 
97 The PPTP was not included in the scope of the CLE. 
98 https://intranet.ifad.org/pptp/documentation. 
. 

https://intranet.ifad.org/pptp/documentation
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systems, including to further support decentralization. Under IFAD11, improving 

ICT accessibility for country offices became a MA, and these were initiated outside 

as well as within the PPTP (2020–2022). 

144. Yet GSS results show a decline from 38 per cent in 2016 to 24 per cent in 2022, 

with a modest recovery to 33 per cent in 2025 — still below the PPTP KPI target of 

50 per cent for the 2023 survey (table 14). The PPTP completion report (2023) 

acknowledged this gap and outlined departmental-level actions, including enhanced 

DoA and process reviews. 

Table 14 
GSS results on efficiency of IFAD internal procedures and processes (2016-2025) 

  2016 2018 2022 2025 

IFAD internal procedures and processes are efficient*  38 27 24 33 

Source: IFAD GSS 2025. 

B. Staffing and decentralization 

B1. Alignment with replenishment commitments 

145. IFAD met most of its HR-linked targets, although a key one related to 

recruitment was missed. As per IFAD’s data, seven out of nine HR-linked targets 

across IFAD11 and IFAD12 were met. In terms of decentralization, targets in both 

replenishments were achieved ─ in IFAD11, the target was set at 33 per cent and 

achieved at 34 per cent, and in IFAD12 it was set at 45 per cent and achieved with 

46.7 per cent. Between 2019 and 2024, IFAD staff numbers grew from 705 to 927 

(31 per cent increase), and consultant FTEs from 406 to 558 (37 per cent 

increase), representing a 33 per cent growth in total HR over two replenishment 

cycles. The expansion especially took place in regional and field offices (figure 14). 

Conversely, core and support staff numbers at HQs have stayed relatively 

constant.99 The growth in staff between 2021-2024 was dominated by increases in 

the (then) Programme Management Department (PMD), which accounted for 55 

per cent of the total number of positions recruited (table 15). However, in both 

IFAD11 and IFAD12 the targets for time-to-fill recruitment were missed, impacting 

resourcing continuity, staff workload and vacancy rates. 

Figure 14 
Distribution of IFAD staff (2019-2024) 

 

Source: IFAD staff data.

 
99 The HQ core units include GPR, PMD, and SKD. HQ support includes the Communications Division, Financial 
Operations Department, Office of the President and Vice-President, Corporate Services Department and Corporate 
Services Support Group. ICO core includes all ICOs. 
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Table 15 
Number of positions recruited per department (2021-2024) 

Year CSD a 

 
CSSG b ERG c FOD d PMD SKD Total 

2021 1  2  7 1 11 

2022 6 3 2 3 39 4 57 

2023 13 6 5 2 44 15 85 

2024 3 9 4 6 32 13 67 

Total 23 18 13 11 122 33 220 

a Corporate Services Department;b Corporate Services Support Group;c External Relations and Governance Division; 
Financial Operations Department. 

Source: IFAD recruitment data. 

B2. Delegation mechanisms 

146. The overhaul of DoA enhanced field-level responsiveness and decision-

making, but enduring centralization in core functions, uneven technical 

support and staffing gaps have limited the intended agility gains. The 

IFAD11 business model set out to delegate more authority to staff in the field, to 

ensure faster execution of selected tasks.100 This was accompanied with a MA 

which aimed to revise the DoA in IFAD11. This amendment was necessary in the 

context of IFAD’s changed organizational structure that saw more than a third of its 

staff outposted into ICOs and regional offices. Significant work was done on the 

DoA. Between 2020, when the new framework was introduced, and early 2025, a 

total of 161 additions or amendments were made. Over 70 per cent of these 

changes related to the IFAD workforce (31.1 per cent), operations (23 per cent) 

and finance (18 per cent). Most revisions occurred in 2021 (54 per cent), followed 

by another significant wave in 2024 (24 per cent). Notably, 29 per cent of the 

delegations or amendments were made to decentralized positions, including 

regional directors, heads of non-HQ offices and CDs. 

147. The CLE on decentralization had also noted that IFAD has made progress in 

strengthening its DoA framework, particularly since the 2016 CLE on 

decentralization. While earlier evaluations in 2007 and 2016 highlighted persistent 

challenges, the CLE on decentralization confirmed marked improvements in the 

updated DOA framework of 2020.101 

148. In 2019, the IFAD President permitted Department for Country Operations (DCO) 

division directors to delegate their budget holder authority (approval of 

commitments and transfers of funds) to CDs, and other division directors to 

delegate to the highest-ranking staff in their divisions.102 However, while formally 

this delegation was established in the DOA, in reality it seems to have remained 

centralized. The CLE on decentralization raised this issue and subsequently included 

a recommendation on enhanced DoA on delegating budget holding authority to 

CDs. The country case studies and e-survey results conducted as part of this 

evaluation point to an improvement in the delegated authority for CDs managing 

regular budgets. Staff outside HQ agreed (strongly) with 57 per cent, and 17 per 

cent disagreed (strongly) with this improved delegation.  

149. As per the CLE country case studies, in some settings (Ethiopia and Haiti, for 

example), there was ambiguity about who held decision-making authority: at the 

country office, regional office, or HQ level. These unclear roles and centralized 

approval requirements for core functions unfavourably affect IFAD’s aims for 

 
100 IFAD11 Business model, paragraph 8. 

101 To further empower country directors and unit heads, in 2021, IFAD issued 43 new or revised delegations spanning operations, procurement, HR, finance/budget and 

governance/protocol. These revisions were informed by consultations with country directors, country missions, and an open feedback channel on IFAD’s internal website. This approach was 

assessed as being a good example of adaptive management by the CLE Decentralization (2023). 

102 PB/2019/01. 
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proximity and agility, particularly in fragile situations. Despite delegating some 

responsibilities to the field, various operational procedures, such as financial 

approvals, legal clearance and procurement, remain centralized. This centralization 

slowed down project implementation and responsiveness (as per the case studies 

of Brazil, Ethiopia and Mali). Stakeholders repeatedly described the ICO as “present 

but procedurally constrained” particularly due to the need for HQ approval on core 

operational matters. The CLE e-survey confirmed that staff suggested 

decentralizing functions like legal, partnerships, and technical support, to 

strengthen responsiveness and proximity to operations. 

150. At times, the authority delegated was not matched with adequate training 

and in-country technical capacity. Even when operational authority was 

formally delegated, country teams sometimes lacked the technical support or 

fiduciary training needed to carry it out. In Egypt, operational authority was 

delegated but constrained by the lack of fiduciary training and key in-country 

technical roles. Hence, implementation could not be fulfilled due to the absence of 

an in-country finance officer. In Ethiopia, staffing and financial autonomy did not 

match the DoA received. In other countries, national officers or consultants bore 

technical responsibilities without the accompanying authority. For the entire region 

of Near East, Europe and North Africa, there is only one procurement officer 

covering the entire region, which is inadequate to deliver timely procedures. 

B3. Structural responsiveness and strategic recalibration 

151. The 2024 recalibration represented a pivotal restructuring effort within 

IFAD, also responding to IFAD12 commitments and to independent 

evaluative feedback. The recalibration aimed at enhancing organizational 

coherence and aligning HR architecture with the delivery imperatives outlined in 

the IFAD12 strategic commitments. This initiative reflected the institution’s intent 

to reconfigure its structure to better support decentralized operations, emerging 

thematic priorities, and cross-functional integration. It also responded to evaluative 

feedback, notably from the CLE on KM, which had previously highlighted 

institutional fragmentation as a barrier to effective delivery. 

152. A central adjustment was the elevation of the PSD and the establishment of the 

FRU within the DCO. These upgrades directly corresponded to commitments within 

the IFAD12 cycle — including the scale-up of IFAD’s PSFP and a heightened 

institutional focus on fragility and resilience. By formally embedding these priorities 

into the structure, IFAD reinforced the operational importance of private sector 

engagement and resilience-building across country contexts. 

153. Another substantive shift was the consolidation of quality assurance, innovation, 

policy coordination, and knowledge-related functions into the newly created ODE. 

This integration responded to long-standing concerns around fragmentation in 

IFAD’s knowledge architecture, which had been flagged in the 2024 CLE on KM. The 

clustering of these interrelated areas is particularly essential for both lending and 

non-lending deliverables through strengthening feedback loops, performance 

monitoring and thematic synergies. 

154. In addition, structural amendments across HQ divisions aimed to foster operational 

coherence and technical efficiency. Key moves included merging administrative 

services into a Management Services Division within the Corporate Services 

Department, consolidating procurement and financial oversight into the 

Procurement and Financial Management Division, and further refining reporting 

lines within strategic planning and budget functions. These adjustments align with 

broader strategic goals to streamline decision-making and reinforce 

interdepartmental collaboration. 

155. IFAD took on board evaluation feedback regarding communication and 

change management and adapted its approach when undertaking the 

recalibration process. The CLE on Decentralization identified the absence of 



Appendix   EB 2026/147/R.7 
  EC 2026/132/W.P.7 

55 

effective communication as a key gap in the process. Feedback received from this 

current CLE’s e-survey clearly demonstrated that the recalibration process was well 

communicated with 69 per cent of respondents indicating they were aware of the 

changes (against only 9 per cent of respondents who disagreed that they were 

aware of the changes). Some 43 per cent of respondents agreed that the changes 

were well communicated. Communication was undertaken through various 

channels including town halls, moderated forums, blogs and engagement in various 

meeting structures (IMT,103 EMC104). IFAD also developed a change management 

plan to support the recalibration process.105 The process was supported through 

the appointment of consultants to work on the human resource-related change. 

These changes mark a significant improvement on the approach adopted during 

the decentralization process as outlined in the CLE on Decentralization.  

156. While it is too early to assess the effectiveness of the recalibration 

exercise, this evaluation notes some gaps that can hinder the full potential 

of efficiency gains. Despite the strategic relevance of this organizational reform, 

gaps in terms of staffing coherence and delegation consistency can hinder 

efficiency gains. Notably, while decentralization has been operationalized, the 

distribution of decision-making authority within the DoA framework still 

concentrates workforce-related decisions at the level of the President. This 

centralization risks undermining the efficiency gains intended by the recalibration 

exercise, particularly as operational responsibilities shift increasingly to regional 

and field-level managers. 

B4. Staff deployment, mobility and workload 

157. Between 2019 and 2024, IFAD significantly expanded its workforce, with a 

strong focus on increasing staff presence in the field. To further advance 

decentralization, IFAD11 sought to recruit more staff in decentralized offices and 

delegate greater authority to the field.106 Thus, there was as an increase in the 

headcount of field staff from 242 in 2019 to 393 in 2024, an increase of some 60 

per cent. It was reasoned that this would solve operational bottlenecks, enabling 

quicker decision-making, and more efficient task execution, as well as stronger 

ongoing supervision and implementation support. IFAD11 and IFAD12 both 

included an RMF indicator on the decentralization of staff, which was the ratio of 

staff positions in the ICOs and regional offices of the total number of positions. 

158. The current staff deployment model exhibits structural misalignment 

between staffing levels and operational demands, with decentralized offices 

facing persistent underresourcing despite significant growth in total headcount. 

Average staffing is 5.8 staff per decentralized office (excluding regional offices), 107 

with country offices expected to deliver an expanded scope of work, including both 

lending and non-lending activities. This has repercussions, meaning that even a 

single staff vacancy carries the potential to significantly amplify workload pressures 

on remaining personnel and risks disrupting operations. 

159. Results from the CLE e-survey show that vacancy rates in the field impact work 

delivery ─ 74 per cent of field staff agree (of whom 35 per cent strongly agree) 

that vacancies have led to increased workloads; 57 per cent agree (of whom 21 per 

cent strongly agree) that they have deprioritized areas of work or targets due to 

 
103Alvaro Lario Hervas Blog, MT update April 2024, 30 April 2024. 
104 EMC 18 July 2024, 5 September 2024, 10 September 2024. 
105 Recalibration Change Management Plan June 2024. 
106 “Enhancing IFAD11 business model to deliver impact at scale”, 2017, p17. 
107 Compared with an average of staff strength per decentralized office of 20 at AfDB, 25 at ADB, and 50 at the WB. 
While the comparison does not account for the average loan and portfolio size and number of sectors handled by 
country offices, it may be instructive to note that disregarding WBG (with 140 offices in 2023), IFAD has the second 
highest number of decentralized offices compared to the other MDB comparators with a total of 51, compared to AfDB 
(42), EBRD (37) and ADB (40), and the lowest number of total staff (927 in 2024), against AfDB (2084), ERBD (3087), 
and ADB (3994). This further demonstrates the relatively high impact of vacancies on offices. Sources: African 
Development Bank Group, Annual Report (2023), ADB, Annual Report (2023), European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development, Strategy Implementation Plan 2024-26 (2024), World Bank Annual Report (2024). 
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vacant positions and 74 per cent of field staff agree (33 per cent agreeing strongly) 

that they needed to work overtime to meet the objectives of their positions. The 

negative impact of vacancies was further confirmed in CLE country case studies, 

where field staff in 9 out of 10 case studies voiced the view that consistent 

vacancies impacted already heavy workloads and insufficient staffing to deliver on 

commitments. These results confirm that high vacancy rates strain IFAD’s field 

staff, undermining the Fund’s capacity to implement its programmes effectively.  

160. The CLE Decentralization (2023) had argued that the underresourcing of 

programmes came at a time when projects were increasing in size and complexity, 

in addition to a growing number of mandatory mainstreaming requirements. 

Findings from this CLE’s country case studies also revealed that country offices 

frequently experienced a misalignment between portfolio size, portfolio complexity, 

and team capacity which undermined delivery, including non-lending services. For 

instance, in Brazil, there are recurring concerns related to limited technical staff 

capacity, long vacancy periods (such as the 12-month gap for recruiting a country 

programme coordinator), and retention challenges, particularly for consultancy 

roles requiring specialized expertise in rural finance, market linkages and 

procurement. The ensuing high workload results in the deprioritization of non-

lending activities. This disparity suggests that IFAD’s expansion has not adequately 

addressed field-level demands, especially given the central role that ICOs play in 

delivering both lending and non-lending services. 

161. Compounding this imbalance is the absence of structured workload 

assessment or contextualized criteria within IFAD’s DWP process. 

Workforce planning in IFAD was introduced in 2021, with the mandate to provide 

IFAD with “integrated workforce planning that considers budget, functional 

structuring, staff attrition and talent management”. However, no structured 

approach to workload assessment was introduced during IFAD11 and IFAD12 to 

inform the allocation of HR. Feedback provided in the HQ interviews supported the 

view that the DWP Committee does not apply a defined set of criteria to inform the 

allocation of HR. In the absence of such criteria, it is difficult for IOE to determine 

how decisions are made that respond to the complexities of fragility, country 

portfolio and size, the targets aligned to the mainstreaming commitments, and 

lending and non-lending activities, from a human resource perspective. For 

instance, the country case studies revealed that ICOs like Bangladesh managed 

complex portfolios with lean staffing, while FCS like Haiti and Mali struggled with 

high turnover and lack of technical support.108 

162. This generalized allocation model has resulted in high levels of staff strain 

and overtime work. The 2024 Global Staff Pulse Survey highlighted several areas 

that point to increased staff workload.109 These findings were corroborated by 

direct feedback from country case study participants, especially in some high-

complexity offices like Ethiopia and Nigeria. Further challenges have arisen as the 

functional mobility model assumes broadly transferable skill sets among staff; often 

disregarding specialization (see further analysis below). The 2024 GPC review 

found that only 38 per cent of respondents felt that their skills were well matched 

to roles in the reassignment pool, 45 per cent disagreed, and 57 per cent of 

respondents disagreed that reassignment enhanced IFAD’s ability to deploy skilled 

resources effectively.110 The reassignment approach frequently places staff in roles 

for which they lack the required skills, creating operational inefficiencies and 

increased burdens for both the staff and their managers. IFAD’s small size makes 

this challenge inevitable. This mismatch however means staff must spend valuable 

time and effort learning new skills on the job while simultaneously meeting 

 
108 CLE on Decentralization, 59; headcount data 2019–2024. 
109 The survey shows that 68 per cent of respondents reported needing to work overtime to meet their objectives, with 
field-based staff reporting the highest levels (74 per cent). Furthermore, 75 per cent indicated that vacancies led to 
increased workloads, and 52 per cent said some work had to be deprioritized due to these gaps.  
110 GPC Review of the Reassignment Exercise at IFAD, 2024. 
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demanding delivery targets, which can negatively impact both their performance 

and morale.  

163. While mobility is conceptually aligned with the decentralization 

imperative, it fails to successfully balance flexibility with continuity, 

specialization and staff well-being. During the IFAD11 and IFAD12 cycles, 

reassignment was implemented in 2020, 2022, 2023 and 2024, and the framework 

was reviewed annually from 2020 onwards. A major critique by staff interviewed 

concerns the standard duration of assignment, which was consistently flagged as 

misaligned with programmatic delivery cycles. The CLE on Decentralization 

explicitly linked IFAD’s mobility approach to constraints in project effectiveness, 

particularly in fragile environments where continuity is critical. Country case study 

findings also support this finding, highlighting that in FCS like Mali and Haiti, staff 

turnover and reassignment compromised supervision and implementation support. 

In the Asia and Pacific region, almost half of CDs were reassigned in one 

replenishment year (2024), likely contributing to performance impact: the region 

achieved only 49 per cent of its loan approval targets that year. The concern 

around the standard duration of assignment was also echoed in the IFAD Staff 

Association’s position paper on reassignment (February 2024) and the 

recommendations made in the GPC report.111  

164. The above report and position paper also raised the reassignment of technical staff 

as a specific area of concern relative to the ability to place them in roles that make 

best use of their skills and align with their career aspirations (as raised in HQ 

interviews). The recommendation was to review rotational positions and adaptation 

of the definition to exclude highly specialized positions. Feedback received by this 

CLE from HQ interviews highlighted that the current approach to reassigning 

technical staff often results in staff being placed in a technical role without the 

requisite skills. This was reported to create a burden on both the staff member and 

the manager to drive learning while meeting delivery commitments at the same 

time.  

165. The lowering of average grade levels, while useful as a cost savings 

measure, has the potential to affect efficiency and effectiveness of 

delivery. Between 2019 and 2024, P5 positions in HQ dropped from 24 per cent of 

all P positions to 18 per cent), and P4 and P3 positions increased (the former from 

28 per cent to 32 per cent, and the latter from 29 per cent to 35 per cent). This 

trend is pronounced at the country level. In terms of the number of CDs/heads of 

hub-MCO-subregional office and SSTC, between 2019 and 2024 on average, the 

number of P5 positions remained constant (around 22) while the number of P4 

grade positions more than doubled from 15 to 32. In other words, the proportion of 

CDs/heads of hub-MCO-subregional office and SSTC with a P4 grade increased 

from 31 per cent to 59 per cent of the total. This was also accompanied by a 

lowering of average grade levels in national officer (NO) positions. 112 CLE HQ 

interviews and country case studies show that there is a clear acknowledgment 

that the reassignment process and organizational changes have led to a reduction 

in the average experience and seniority of staff, especially at the level of CDs. This 

evaluation notes that all this has happened in an environment where the 

complexity and the scale of IFAD’s operations have increased ─ with more 

decentralization, the addition of indigenous peoples and people with disabilities as 

important themes, the elevation of non-sovereign lending, increased focus on 

operating in fragile situations, new and additional lending instruments and renewed 

engagement with the private sector. While this result needs to be studied in further 

detail, it is clear that having a less experienced staff, especially at the country 

level, can have implications for the effectiveness and efficiency of IFAD’s delivery. 

 
111 GPC Review of the Reassignment Exercise at IFAD, 2024, 26. 
112 NO-C accounted for 57 per cent of the national officer positions in 2019 and only 44 per cent in 2024. This was 
countered with an increase in NO-B positions from 20 per cent to 44 per cent of all NO positions. 
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More importantly, having country directors at a lower grade than their international 

counterparts in a country has a negative impact on IFAD's visibility and credibility, 

and also causes low staff morale and poor staff retention, as confirmed by CLE 

interviewees. 

166. IFAD has responded to challenges experienced in achieving a reasonable 

vacancy rate by securing senior management support, adapting its 

approaches and developing and implementing standard operating 

procedures. The Global Staff Surveys of 2018 and 2022 identified work-life 

balance as areas of concern. Vacancy rates were identified as a contributing factor 

to challenges to achieving work-life balance.113 IFAD has struggled to manage its 

vacancy rate within the target of 12 per cent. These rates have been monitored 

since 2021, and during this period IFAD has only reached the target three times 

(Q3 and Q4 2023 and Q4 2024).114 The reasons provided for this, during the HQ 

interviews, included difficulties in finding specific technical skills (such as nutrition, 

treasury, risk management) within the specific gender and member country profiles 

pledged in the IFAD12 replenishment commitments. In addition to this, integration 

of vacant positions into the reassignment process was reported to extend the 

period that positions were unfilled and increase the vacancy rate. An increase in 

the average time between advertisement and entry on duty in 2022 (177 days) 

from 157 days in 2021 (a year where there was no reassignment) supports this 

view. In response to the challenges relating to the vacancy rate, IFAD implemented 

a vacancy action plan (November 2022), established a Talent Acquisition Team, 

reviewed and streamlined processes, enhanced the eRecruitment system and 

established standard operating procedures. The approach to calculating the 

vacancy rate has also been reviewed. HQ interviews confirmed positions identified 

for abolishment, double functions and positions on hold have been removed from 

the calculation. This approach will result in a more accurate assessment of the 

vacancy rate. 

167. However, IFAD’s response via vacancy reduction and DWP processes has 

not fully closed the deployment performance gap. The recalibration efforts of 

2024 refocused technical and operational functions, but without workload-sensitive 

staffing frameworks, performance strain is likely to persist. Aligning deployment 

models with contextual complexity and establishing clear workforce planning 

criteria remain critical levers to realize efficiency and equitable workload 

distribution. 

B5. Training efficacy and strategic skills development 

168. The skillsets of IFAD staff are highly valued by partners. Governments and 

other partners continue to hold IFAD’s staff in high regard, as confirmed by both 

the CLE country case studies and the e-survey, although this may reflect 

judgments based on the traditional role of IFAD staff. When government partners 

were asked about IFAD's skills, they generally gave a positive assessment of the 

staff's capabilities.115 The majority agreed that IFAD had the required skills in 

needed areas. Similarly, partners highly appreciate the technical expertise IFAD 

brings and it is overall regarded as a valuable partner.  

169. Delivery of mandatory training envisioned in the replenishment 

commitments has been efficient with the targets being reached. Training 

and skills development are aligned with replenishment commitments, with focus 

areas identified such as financial skills, management and leadership, as well as 

operational pillars. Between 2019 and 2024, over 50 per cent of all completed 

courses were categorized as mandatory training — covering topics such as sexual 

harassment/sexual exploitation and abuse (SH/SEA), risk management, and 

 
113 CSD Communications: action plan to reduce IFAD’s vacancy rate 2022. 
114 IFAD HR dashboard. 
115 Specifically, government partners were asked whether IFAD possessed the necessary technical expertise, skills to 
assemble cofinancing, manage knowledge, inform policy dialogue, and build effective partnerships. 
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integrity. More than 2000 staff completed training on risk management and risk 

and compliance. 116 This training supported the introduction of the new financial 

architecture of IFAD. In addition to this, 723 courses were completed on the IFAD 

financing structure, debt capital structure management, capital markets 

instruments, climate finance and loans and grants. These are all skills required to 

support the new financial architecture. These efforts contributed directly to fulfilling 

IFAD12 MAs: for example, 98 per cent of staff and PMUs completed SH/SEA 

training, and more than 4105 integrity and ethics courses were completed across 

both replenishment cycles.  

170. However, training uptake has been low for mainstreaming themes. 

Nutrition, a mainstreaming theme identified as undercapacitated in HQ interviews, 

saw only 28 course completions during the entire six-year period. Limited training 

in core thematic areas — including gender (outside mandatory modules), social 

inclusion, climate change, and nutrition — undermines alignment with IFAD’s 

strategic framework and replenishment goals. For example, only one course each 

was completed in environment and climate change, and social inclusion, despite 

these being core dimensions of IFAD12’s mainstreaming agenda. This was 

supported by feedback from HQ interviews where skills gaps in areas related to 

mainstreaming themes, particularly nutrition, were identified as key barriers to the 

achievement of targets. The country case studies confirmed that “mainstreaming 

themes often remain symbolic,” with staff relying primarily on informal peer 

learning, or delegating the responsibility to gender and social inclusion specialists, 

as pointed out by the thematic evaluation on GEWE (2025). Several training 

courses are only available in English. 

171. A limitation in IFAD’s training approach is the absence of post-training 

assessment or competency validation mechanisms. Course completion is not 

systematically linked to skill acquisition or applied proficiency. This gap was clearly 

illustrated by the e-survey results: despite 848 leadership courses completed 

between 2019 and 2024, only 26 per cent of respondents agreed that IFAD’s 

management capabilities were sufficient to meet organizational commitments, 

while 55 per cent disagreed. Further, the effectiveness of investments in building 

the required competencies remains uncertain due to lack of systematic evaluation 

and resource limitations. 

C. Operational efficiency 

C1. Country programme delivery 

172. There was an increase in funding for project design and implementation 

support in 2023. Country programme delivery requires support for designing, 

implementing, and supervising country strategies and operations, as well as 

mainstreaming and non-lending activities. The 2023 CLE on Decentralization 

flagged persistent underfunding during 2016–2022,117 a period marked by reforms 

promoting larger projects and mandatory mainstreaming of cross-cutting themes, 

which increased complexity and delivery demands. In 2023, however, with respect 

to 2022, allocations for project design increased by US$10.6 million, and 

supervision and implementation support increased by US$3.2 million. These 

increases were financed through a regular budget augmentation of US$8.8 million 

and redeployments totalling US$12 million from knowledge and policy engagement 

and financial capacity and instruments work. 

173. However, the compound annual growth rates for budget allocations for 

core operational services remained low over the 2019–2024 period, 

indicating declines in real terms in budgetary support. Project design and 

supervision budgets grew at compound annual growth rates of just 2.4 per cent 

and 1.7 per cent, respectively (table 16), despite a growing PoW and increasing 

 
116 Training data sourced from IFAD training information provided 2019 to 2024. 
117 CLE Decentralization, 2023, table III-3, 26. 
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operational demands.118 In 2024, IFAD allocated only 31 per cent of its regular 

budget to core operational services — well below the 40 per cent benchmark set by 

the ADB. Staff feedback from the CLE e-survey further underscores this 

inadequacy: 52 per cent of respondents cited insufficient funding for 

implementation support, 45 per cent for supervision missions, and 37 per cent for 

project design. These constraints have limited IFAD’s ability to scale technical 

support and sustain quality assurance across its expanding portfolio. 

Table 16 
Components of budgets of country programme delivery, 2018-2024 

 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 CAGR a 
2018-
2024 

Project design         

Budget (US$ million) 19.1 19.9 14.9 13.3 14.7 25.3 22.1 2.4% 

Share of IFAD budget 
(%) 

12% 12% 9% 8% 9% 14% 12%  

Supervision. & 
implementation 
support 

        

Budget (US$ million) 31.2 26.4 27.7 28.0 28.3 31.5 34.5 1.7% 

Share of IFAD budget 
(%) 

20% 16% 18% 18% 18% 18% 19%  

Enable & support b         

Budget (US$ million) 15.2 20.7 22.4 21.5 21.6 26.9 34.0 14.3% 

Share of IFAD budget 
(%) 

10% 13% 14% 13% 14% 15% 19%  

Other country 
programme delivery c 

        

Budget (US$ million) 15.8 16.5 15.2 14.8 13.7 13.3 14.4 (1.5%) 

Share of IFAD budget 
(%) 

10% 10% 10% 9% 8% 8% 8%  

Total country 
programme delivery  

        

Budget (US$ million) 81.1 83.6 80.2 77.6 78.2 97.0 105.0 4.4% 

Share of IFAD budget 
(%) 

52% 52% 51% 49% 49% 55% 57%  

a  Compound annual growth rate. 
b Enable and support includes the operating costs of ICOs, support staff costs in operational units and any other 
overheads (e.g. United Nations Department of Safety and Security) that cannot be directly attributed to country 
programme delivery. 
c Other country programme delivery comprises work on country strategies, policy engagement, management functions 
and allocated corporate costs. 

Source: IFAD budget documents for 2018-2024. 

174. While IFAD’s overall budget share for operational units is comparable to 

peer MDBs, internal allocations reveal misalignment between strategic 

ambitions and delivery capacity. Table 17 shows that IFAD’s allocation of its 

regular budget to operational units in 2024 was similar to some other MDBs. 

However, a significant portion of its operational budget in 2023 and 2024 was 

 
118 The 2025 budget document showed nominal budget increases of US$1.9 million (8 per cent) and US$1.2 million (3 
per cent) for design and supervision, respectively, in 2025 over 2024. In fact, the 2024 to 2025 increase in the design 
budget did not fully compensate for the decline of US$ 3.2 million (13 per cent) in the design budget from 2023 to 2024. 



Appendix   EB 2026/147/R.7 
  EC 2026/132/W.P.7 

61 

absorbed by decentralization costs — including the establishment and expansion of 

ICOs — rather than frontline delivery functions. Over IFAD11 and IFAD12, core 

service budgets (design and supervision) grew at a sluggish pace, further 

exacerbating the gap between institutional ambitions and delivery infrastructure. 

Table 17 
Share of operations units in total budgets of IFAD and comparator MDBs (2024) 

IFAD AfDB ADB IDB World Bank 

57% 60% 52% 54% 61% 

Sources: IFAD and MDB budget documents for 2024. 

175. Project efficiency ratings remain the lowest across evaluative criteria. The 

2025 ARIE confirmed that only 58 per cent of projects completed between 2021–

2023 were rated moderately satisfactory or better for efficiency, the lowest among 

all criteria. Factors contributing to low efficiency included slow procurement, 

bureaucratic procedures at the national level, and inadequate budget especially for 

complex designs. In addition, overstretched PMUs in certain country operations 

also adversely affected delivery efficiency. These findings align with earlier IOE 

assessments and reinforce the need for more agile and better-resourced 

operational support. Further, the evaluation synthesis report on government 

performance (2022) and the 2024 ARIE found a statistically significant correlation 

between government performance and project efficiency, reinforcing the case for 

differentiated operational engagement by IFAD especially in fragile, decentralized 

and bureaucratically complex settings. The disconnect between portfolio expansion, 

funding modalities, and start-up effectiveness points to the need for tailored 

strategies, greater flexibility in disbursement models — especially under 

cofinancing arrangements — and a reassessment of compliance formalities relative 

to country capacity and implementation complexity. 

176. Disbursement performance showed modest improvement, but corporate 

disbursement caps introduced in 2020 negatively affected project 

timeliness and stakeholder trust. IFAD11 introduced a disbursement action plan 

with 25 measures to accelerate implementation, resulting in improved 

disbursement ratios in 2018 (17.8 per cent) and 2019 (17.9 per cent). However, 

the temporary introduction of disbursement caps in 2020 — intended for liquidity 

management —reversed these gains. IOE noted that such caps are not practiced by 

other DFIs.119 Evidence from CSPEs, RIDE 2022 and country case studies indicates 

that disbursement caps temporarily delayed fund flows, weakened government 

engagement and eroded trust. RIDE 2022 further confirmed that liquidity 

constraints negatively impacted outreach and selected project-level outcomes. In 

2023 the disbursement caps were removed. 

C2. Project start-up timeliness and disbursement 

177. Decentralization has driven modest improvements in disbursement 

timelines, particularly in countries with long-standing ICOs. The 2023 CLE on 

Decentralization found that country teams with strong institutional knowledge and 

local partnerships reduced the lag between Executive Board approval and first 

disbursement by up to 140 days.120 Overall, project approval-to-disbursement time 

decreased from 21 months in IFAD6 to 16 months in IFAD11 (figure 15).121 

Notably, FCS performed slightly better than more stable counterparts, largely due 

to tailored engagement strategies and flexible start-up planning.

 
119 IOE Review of the implementation of Management’s response to the 2018 CLE of IFAD’s financial architecture, 
2024, 16. 
120 CLE Decentralization, 24, 70. 
121 IFAD12 data is not meaningful as most projects have not disbursed yet. 
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Figure 15  
Project-level timeliness  

 

 

Source: ORMS. 

178. However, these gains were neither consistent nor sufficient. Case studies 

revealed that procedural bottlenecks continued to undermine timeliness.122 On the 

government side, delays were attributed to complex budgetary clearance 

procedures, lengthy procurement processes, high staff turnover in implementing 

agencies and PMUs, and institutional disruptions caused by elections, fiscal crises 

or political instability.123 These challenges were especially pronounced in contexts 

where IFAD relied on autonomous PMUs, which often struggled with recruitment, 

capacity-building and integrated project management.124 

179. IFAD’s internal procedures also contributed to early-stage delays. 

Burdensome administrative requirements — such as extensive documentation for 

withdrawal applications, multi-layered no-objection protocols, and rigid compliance 

standards — created additional hurdles. PMUs in low-capacity environments 

frequently lacked the support needed to navigate these systems efficiently. Further, 

as noted earlier, the introduction of corporate disbursement caps in 2020, aimed at 

managing liquidity risks, had unintended consequences. IFAD’s own RIDE 2022 

linked these constraints to reduced outreach and compromised outcomes. 

180. Disbursement planning efforts under IFAD11 yielded short-term 

improvements, following concerns over low disbursement ratios during IFAD10 

 
122CLE analysis of 15 CSPEs published during 2023-2025, covering activities primarily under IFAD11 and IFAD12, 
shows that 12 countries experienced delays linked to slow and complex administrative and internal procedures, 
particularly on the government side. 
123 IOE ARIE 2024, 90. 
124 IOE ARIE 2024. 
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(13 per cent in 2017 versus a RMF target of 15 per cent). A 25-point disbursement 

action plan led to increases to 17.8 per cent in 2018 and 17.9 per cent in 2019, 

with improved implementation rates in projects that adopted early engagement 

strategies. However, these gains were offset by the continued use of disbursement 

caps and the complexity of project designs, especially those integrating multiple 

thematic priorities such as climate, youth, and nutrition, which added 

administrative and fiduciary burdens. 

181. Successful project delivery correlated with several enabling factors.125 

These included strong country ownership, proactive ministries employing 

incentivized PMUs, adequate and relevant staffing and/or consultant deployment at 

project onset, stronger linkages between government and project teams, and 

flexible disbursement mechanisms tailored to national systems. These positive 

outliers suggest that while IFAD’s core systems require reform, staffing, 

government leadership, and adaptive design can significantly mitigate delays. 

Key points 

• Institutional efficiency ratios suggest cost efficiency improvements were created in the period 
IFAD11-12, reflecting progress in resource utilization and emerging economies of scale in delivery 
systems and project management. 

• Indicators suggest that budgetary discipline has kept pace, despite IFAD’s portfolio growing in 
financial value and complexity, and the impact of decentralization costs. 

• IFAD’s budget management processes, standards and capacity are not yet fit-for-purpose to 
meaningfully manage for results. 

• Planning and allocation of human resources in IFAD is not considered a strategic lever and 
continues to face challenges. The triangulation of the CLE e-survey, case studies and HQ 
interviews confirms that despite gains in headcounts, many decentralized offices continue to face 
high workloads due to vacancies, which in some instances affect project delivery and non-lending 
activities. 

• Evidence suggests there are critical inefficiencies in the generalized reassignment model: it does 
not adequately match staff skills with operational needs, and its logistical approach disrupts 
country teams and operations. 

• The overhaul of delegation of authority enhanced field-level responsiveness and decision-making. 
However, enduring centralization in core functions, uneven technical support, and staffing gaps 
(especially in fragile situations) have limited the intended agility gains. 

• Despite an increase in funding for project design and implementation support in 2023, cumulative 
growth over IFAD11 and IFAD12 remained low, reflecting chronic underinvestment in country 
programme delivery, not keeping pace with the growing size and complexity of projects. 

 
125 A CLE analysis of 15 CSPEs published during 2023-2025, covering activities primarily under IFAD11 and IFAD12. 
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V. Conclusions and recommendations 

A. Conclusions 
182. The CLE reviewed a period of dynamic organizational change marked by 

accelerated reform efforts across financial architecture, HR systems, operational 

delivery and budgetary governance. These reforms were driven by an ambition to 

enhance IFAD’s institutional effectiveness, meet rising stakeholder expectations 

and position the organization as a key enabler of rural transformation under the 

2030 Agenda. Reflecting advances in decentralization, the range of financial tools 

and policies and mainstreaming of key themes were strengthened. According to 

self-reported data by IFAD Management, most relevant RMF targets were either 

met or largely met over IFAD11 and IFAD12.126 However, it is important to bear in 

mind the inevitable lag between making changes in IFAD’s business model and 

those changes being reflected in the results tracked in the RMF. This means that 

achievement of the RMF targets found in tiers 1 and 2 mainly reflected 

performance under IFAD’s model before changes introduced under IFAD11 and 

IFAD12. Notwithstanding the limited evidence of results on the ground, the CLE 

concludes that IFAD’s overall strategy, reflected in becoming bigger, better and 

smarter, remains relevant. 

183. IFAD has committed to an ambitious reform programme, which 

overstretched its internal capacities. IFAD has shown a capacity to learn from 

experience over the replenishment periods, as shown by the adaptation of its 

approach to integrating mainstreaming themes into its projects and programmes 

under IFAD13. Yet, despite progress in several aspects of the bigger, better and 

smarter objectives, a strategic gap persists between internal capabilities and the 

level of transformation required to deliver development results commensurate with 

replenishment ambitions. 

184. Replenishment commitments were not matched by adequate financial and 

human resources. While nearly all MAs were implemented and many RMF targets 

were met, the evaluation found that trade-offs between the bigger, better and 

smarter objectives were neither explicitly acknowledged nor systematically 

managed. Expanding scope and complexity — particularly through the integration 

of mainstreaming themes and operations in fragile situations — was not matched 

by sufficient human and financial resourcing, creating delivery constraints and 

potential risks of sustaining programme-induced benefits. IFAD’s constrained 

regular budgets during IFAD11 and IFAD12 were inadequate to fully fund the 

incremental costs of implementing replenishment commitments and 

decentralization. Additionally, staff reassignment undermined business continuity 

and technical skills gaps limited effectiveness. In sum, IFAD recognized key 

challenges but did not successfully address the inherent trade-offs between scaling 

ambition, operational quality, and institutional efficiency during the two 

replenishment cycles.  

185. IFAD’s move into demand-led lending was welcome but constrained by 

cautious internal, as well as member countries’ risk attitudes. IFAD has 

taken the steps to set itself up as a player within a competitive global financial 

environment. However, while it successfully expanded its financial tools and policies 

(e.g. BRAM loans, private sector instruments), actual uptake was limited due to 

cautious internal risk perceptions, notably around concern of mission drift by some 

member countries, and market borrowing — fears not substantiated by the risk 

frameworks put in place. Furthermore, resource distribution remains anchored in 

PBAS-style top-down planning. This approach is misaligned with the demand-driven 

 
126 Exceptions were targets under IFAD11 related to nutrition and gender mainstreaming, time from concept note to 
approval and from project approval to first disbursement, time to fill professional vacancies and the ratio of IFAD’s 
administrative expenditure to PoLG. 
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nature of new instruments (BRAM, private sector), creating tensions in resource 

deployment and strategic responsiveness. 

186. Despite incremental efforts to improve cost awareness and resource 

alignment, budgeting processes are not embedded in a medium-term 

budget framework, results-based budgeting has not been introduced and 

DoA remains constrained. As a result, corporate budget decisions lack agility 

and strategic responsiveness, increasing the risk of inefficient resource utilization 

and misalignment with operational and strategic priorities. On the positive side, the 

imperative of transforming IFAD’s budget systems is recognized in the new 

Strategic Framework 2025-2031 and IFAD13 commitments. 

187. HR reforms, particularly through decentralization and mobility exercises in 

2020 and 2022, increased IFAD’s country-level presence. Nevertheless, 

dynamic workforce planning remains fragmented. Unclear methods to define 

resourcing levels, vacancy rates in key technical and operational roles, turnover in 

leadership posts, and inadequate role alignment continue to undermine 

performance. The organization continues to face a high risk of misallocating HR, 

especially in fragile situations and high-volume contexts, impacting its ability to 

deliver results reliably and equitably, while exerting strain on its staff. 

188. Across systems, reform efforts have lacked an ecosystem approach ─ they 

appear siloed, fragmented and unevenly implemented. Institutional readiness 

─ particularly the ability to sequence reforms, align delivery structures and respond 

adaptively ─ is insufficient to meet the expectations of recent replenishments. The 

CLE identified significant risks that organizational constraints will inhibit IFAD’s 

ability to translate internal efforts into external results. Without integrated planning 

and operational cohesion, the organization faces a continued risk of 

underperformance in relation to the targets and ambitions that underpin global 

development commitments under the 2030 Agenda. 

189. IFAD’s future credibility will depend on delivering transformative results 

on the ground; but certain strategic and operational aspects do not yet 

offer the necessary platform to deliver development results. Intentions 

around delivering systemic/transformational change were hampered by limited 

synergy across lending, non-lending and policy influence support, delivered 

through a programmatic, rather than project-focused approach. Clear theories of 

change showing how change through such programmatic approaches were missing 

while specific guidance on how scaling up might take place was weak. Performance 

in terms of sustainability, scaling up and policy integration remained poor. 

Fragmented KM systems exacerbated this challenge, further weakening IFAD’s 

ability to leverage evidence across geographies and modalities. This limits IFAD’s 

transformative footprint, and introduces the risk that promising innovations remain 

siloed or transient, especially in countries with limited absorptive capacity. This is in 

a context where underfunding core operational services (project design and 

supervision and implementation support), as well as of KM and country policy work 

continues, despite the recent budget increase in this area. There is a tangible risk 

that it will fall short of positioning itself as a credible and effective actor in rural 

transformation under the 2030 Agenda. 

190. IFAD has recognized the significance of partnerships to achieve its 

ambition despite its relatively small size; however, efforts have fallen 

somewhat short of aspiration. IFAD is considered a strong partner by the 

borrowing governments, and its performance in exceeding cofinancing targets is 

proof of its reputation with other development partners and donors. However, 

despite increasing financial and institutional pressures on the public sector, IFAD 

has struggled to build a convincing portfolio of programmes that mobilizes private 

sector ingenuity, management skills, market knowledge, technology and finance. 
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The record of limited success has persisted over the years, despite different 

approaches and strategies taken. 

191. Looking forward, IFAD replenishments will play a dual role: they are intended to 

sustain and grow IFAD’s equity base — the foundation for long-term lending 

capacity — but also fund grants, operating expenditures, depreciation and 

allowances for impairment losses and external shocks. The question is whether 

replenishment commitments will continue at their current level or will shrink, given 

the rapid decline in ODA being witnessed, and how successful IFAD can be in 

increasing other sources of financial support ─ such as supplementary funds. This 

burdened configuration creates a fragile balance in IFAD’s financial architecture. 

While equity showed incremental growth between 2022 and 2024, external factors 

such as foreign exchange volatility and unpredictable impairment provisioning 

inject fiscal uncertainty. This is especially important as this CLE highlights whether 

the administrative budget is sufficient for the organization to deliver its strategic 

aspirations. 

B. Recommendations to IFAD 
192. The proposed recommendations offer to reinforce the strengths and to address the 

weaknesses identified in this report. They have been developed to be useful and 

applicable across a range of possible significant changes in the context within which 

IFAD operates. This CLE notes that some of the challenges identified were also 

identified in the CLE of IFAD's decentralization experience (2023) and the CLE of 

KM practices in IFAD (2024). This CLE therefore does not repeat the 

recommendations made in those CLEs. A CLE covering HR is planned for 2026 and 

it is assumed that recommendations from that CLE will more comprehensively 

address the human resource management issues flagged in this report. 

193. Recommendation 1: Enhance prioritization during replenishment 

consultations to safeguard strategic focus. IFAD, working together with 

Member States, should limit commitments to those with high strategic 

value and feasible delivery while explicitly considering trade-offs and 

complexity. To mitigate risks of delivery fragmentation and safeguard strategic 

focus, IFAD should: 

D. Continue present trends to limit the number of commitments per 

replenishment. 

E. Enhance prioritization of potential commitments during the replenishment 

consultation process with a focus on assessing strategic value versus 

operational feasibility and absorptive capacity. 

F. Ensure consultations explicitly consider potential trade-offs and 

unintended consequences, including those driven by increased complexity 

in what, and how, IFAD is expected to deliver; this is particularly needed 

in fragile situations and low-capacity contexts. 

194. Recommendation 2: With the support of IFAD’s member countries, embed 

costing and budget alignment into the replenishment process. To ensure 

replenishment commitments are realistic, strategically focused, and financially 

viable, IFAD should institutionalize a more integrated and disciplined approach to 

commitment formulation and resource planning. 

2a. Introduce indicative costing for all proposed commitments and MAs prior 

to endorsement, including estimates of regular and supplementary 

budget implications, delivery modalities and staffing requirements. 

2b. Support better Executive Board oversight through costed annexes and 

real-time budget scenario planning, supporting informed decision-making 

and strategic trade-off deliberations. 
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195. Recommendation 3: Further modernize IFAD’s budget systems to support 

performance-driven delivery and strategic alignment. 

3a. Implement results-based budgeting with clear deliverable linkages, 

performance metrics, supported by bottom-up departmental inputs in 

budget planning. 

3b. Establish a rolling three-year budget framework synchronized with 

replenishment and operational cycles. Further, synchronize commitment 

timelines with medium-term budget planning, aligning final commitment 

decisions with the start of budget formulation to enable early resource 

alignment and avoid downstream rigidity. 

3c. Expand delegation of budget authorities, particularly around staff costs, 

to match decentralization and enable operational flexibility and agility. 

3d. Accelerate implementation of full costing for business processes. Deliver 

on the IFAD11 commitment by embedding staff time-tracking, standard 

costing protocols, and predictive analytics into budget systems 

development. Ensure commitments made during replenishment 

consultations reflect realistic scenarios of budget affordability, reducing 

downstream tension between ambition and implementation costs.  

196. Recommendation 4: Continue to optimize IFAD’s balance sheet to achieve 

maximum outreach and impact for lending. To realize the potential of BRAM 

loans and private sector lending, IFAD should: 

4a. Eliminate leverage ceilings and BRAM / NSO caps among commitments. 

Instead focus on maximizing operations within a framework of risk limits 

set by IFAD’s optimized equity and countries’ absorptive capacity. 

4b. Determine BRAM and private sector operation volumes on the basis of 

demand, aligned with IFAD’s capital adequacy framework and risk 

thresholds. 

4c. Establish financial on-boarding protocols for country teams engaging with 

BRAM and NSOs to ensure alignment between global strategy and field-

level execution. 

4d. Introduce product-specific cost attribution to achieve greater 

transparency and allow data-driven decisions on product expansion. 

197. Recommendation 5: Prioritize transformational delivery at country level. 

Ultimately, IFAD’s success will depend on delivery of the transformative results at 

country level. 

5a. Prioritize simplicity and feasibility in project design relative to country 

capacity. Shift from compliance-based checklist reviews for project 

design finalization to a focus on realistic delivery, country capacity and 

designs clearly embedded in a broader transformational programme that 

will deliver both enhanced results and greater sustainability. 

5b. Embed sustainability and scaling pathways into the project lifecycle, by 

strengthening partnerships with national institutions, using sovereign 

operations to crowd-in private investment, scaling resilience through 

integrated mainstreaming frameworks, budgeting for scale transitions 

and linking pilots to broader rural development systems. 

5c. Institutionalize and build on examples of iterative adjustments in 

approaches based on evolving contextual insights, stakeholder feedback, 

and implementation realities. Utilize project mid-cycle reflection 

processes, not merely as reactive measures to resolve implementation 
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challenges but as proactive opportunities for enhancing the probability of 

transformational change. 

5d. Review the staff reassignment approach and the standard duration of 

assignment to facilitate stability in ICO staffing and integrate country 

context, portfolio size and portfolio complexity into the staff resourcing 

model for ICOs.  

C. Recommendation to the Member States 
198. Recommendation 6: Support IFAD to introduce formal costing of 

commitments prior to their agreement. To avoid downstream misalignment 

between ambition and feasibility and support strategic prioritization: 

6a. Support prioritization of indicative costing for all proposed commitments 

and MAs prior to their endorsement. 

6b. Request IFAD Management to provide clear estimates of the regular and 

supplementary budget implications, including associated delivery and 

staffing needs. 

6c. Consider how, and whether, effective Executive Board oversight might be 

enhanced through use of costed annexes that support strategic 

prioritization and trade-off deliberations. 

6d. Consider introducing real-time budget scenario planning during the 

consultation process to identify delivery risks before formal commitment.
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Evaluation framework 

Criterion Evaluation 
Question 
(EQ) 

Indicators Sub-EQ Data collection method and evidence sources 

Relevance EQ1. To what 
extent are the 
replenishment 
goals and 
targets 
aligned with 
the 2030 
Agenda, 
IFAD’s 
mandate and 
priorities, 
client country 
priorities, and 
beneficiary 
needs in all 
development 
contexts? 

• IFAD's replenishment goals are aligned 
with the 2030 agenda. IFAD's 
replenishment goals are aligned with 
country priorities. 

• IFAD's replenishment goals are aligned 
with IFAD's priorities. 

• IFAD's replenishment targets are aligned 
with beneficiary needs. 

• IFAD's replenishment priorities are aligned 
with IFAD's mandate. 

• IFAD's replenishment priorities are aligned 
with IFAD's targeting strategy for fragile 
and non-fragile contexts. 

• IFAD's commitments are relevant in 
changing external contexts. IFAD's risk 
management mechanisms are relevant in 
changing contexts. 

• Financial instruments are relevant in 
changing contexts. 

• Flexibility in budget and lending are 
relevant in changing contexts. 

• Operations are adaptive and consider 
changing contexts.  

EQ1.1. To what extent is IFAD’s portfolio 
(operations) aligned with IFAD’s 
replenishment priorities, including reaching 
the poorest and the poorest countries in 
fragile and non-fragile contexts? 

EQ1.2. to what extent these commitments 
and priorities remain relevant in the face of 
rapid changes to context such as debt crisis, 
pandemic, conflicts (risk management- 
relevant organizational mechanisms, 
financial instruments, flexibility in budget and 
lending [PBAS] allocation, adaptive 
operations)? 
 

• Document review of alignment of IFAD11 and 
IFAD12 replenishment goals and targets to project 
designs/COSOPs. 

• AI-driven portfolio analysis of targeting. Source: IOE 
project- and country-level evaluations. 

• Case studies to inform the relevance of targeting in 
respective countries. 

• Document review of targeting synthesis (2023). 

• Data analysis of amount and percentage of total 
funding (including budgets) allocated to projects in 
the poorest countries. 

• Data analysis of beneficiary reach. The intended 
number of direct beneficiaries reached by projects, 
disaggregated by gender, age, and other relevant 
demographics. 

• AI-driven document review of IOE project- and 
country-level evaluations on external shocks, such 
as COVID-19. 

• Case studies to inform relevance and effectiveness 
of IFAD's operations and responses in the face of 
external shocks and internal changes (including 
project adaptation, emergency funds, flexibility of 
financial mechanisms for changing contexts. 

• Deep dive reports on budget and financial 
architecture financial instruments, lending 
mechanisms and flexibility in budget. 

• Data analysis of number of risk management plans 
implemented. 

• MOPAN report. 

Coherence EQ2. To what 
extent the 
organizational 
changes, 
financial 
architecture, 
operational 
arrangements 
and budget 
allocation 
were coherent 
and consistent 

• Decentralization aligns with replenishment 
commitments and targets. 

• Recalibration aligns with replenishment 
commitments and targets. 

• Financial architecture aligns with 
replenishment commitments and targets. 

• Budget allocation aligns with 
replenishment commitments and targets. 

• Risk management governance coheres 
with the expanding PoW in a decentralized 
structure. 

EQ2.1. To what extent do the ongoing 
recalibration exercise and the 
Decentralization 2.0 cohere with the need to 
deliver replenishment commitments and 
targets? 

EQ2.2. To what extent are the risk-
management governance and delegation of 
authority adequate/optimal in the context of 
an expanding PoW and decentralization 
efforts? 

• Deep dives on HR, institutional changes and financial 
architecture. 

• Document review of CLE financial architecture 
(2018), CLE Decentralization (2023), IOE’s review of 
the implementation of Management’s response to 
the 2018 corporate-level evaluation of IFAD’s 
financial architecture (2024). 

• Percentage of monitorable actions completed and 
RMF targets met. 

• Case studies information on adequacy of human 
resources (number + skills), budget, and support 
allocated to ICOs. 
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in supporting 
IFAD’s 
replenishment 
commitments 
and targets? 

• DoA framework and its implementation 
coheres with the expanding PoW in a 
decentralized structure. 

• IFAD's policies, strategies and guidelines 
cohere with IFAD's targets and 
commitments. 

 • E-survey responses on decentralization and 
recalibration and how they affected staff's work. 

• HQ interviews on the relevance of recalibration and 
decentralization. 

• Case studies to inform us on adequacy of DoA of 
ICOs, and on risk-management governance. 

• HQ interviews with Risk Management Office on risk-
management governance. 

• Data analysis of reduction in risk incidents (Risk 
Management Office) 

• MOPAN review 

• Case studies on whether policies, strategies and 
guidelines are understood by IFAD staff and project 
implementing staff. 

• Document review of most pertinent policies, 
strategies and guidelines and their relevance to 
Fund's targets and commitments. 

• Training participation rates on completion of 
sessions on guidelines, policies, strategies. 

• Case studies on whether policies, strategies and 
guidelines are understood by IFAD staff and project 
implementing staff. 

• Document review of most pertinent policies, 
strategies and guidelines and their relevance to 
Fund's targets and commitments. 

• Training participation rates on completion of 
sessions on guidelines, policies, strategies. 

Effectiveness EQ3. To what 
extent is IFAD 
achieving or 
likely to 
achieve the 
increase in 
effectiveness 
envisaged 
under IFAD11 
and 12? 
 

• Replenishment commitments, monitorable 
actions, and targets are achieved. 

• Portfolio activities are effective. 

• Synergies are built between lending and 
non-lending activities. 

• Mainstreaming activities are effective. 

• IFAD leverages its own financial resources 
and financial architecture to establish a 
larger PoW. 

• IFAD’s financial instruments are adequate 
and demand driven. 

• IFAD effectively assembled cofinancing 
from partners. 

• Country-level programmatic approach is 
sustainable. 

• Portfolio activities are scaled up. 

• Staff understand and own mainstreaming 
efforts. 

• Staff understand results to be achieved - 
IFAD has the necessary organizational 

EQ3.1. To what extent is IFAD’s country-level 
programmatic approach promoting a portfolio 
that is: efficient? sustainable? Mainstream 
with results orientation, build synergies 
between lending and non-lending activities 
and support the Fund achieve its 
replenishment targets and commitments? 

EQ.3.2. To what extent do IFAD and project 
staff understand and own mainstreaming and 
the results to be achieved? 

EQ3.3. To what extent is the level of 
coverage, credibility and accuracy of IFAD’s 
progress-tracking and reporting adequate to 
exercise the necessary oversight (by IFAD 
senior management) and accountability (by 
governing bodies) towards achieving the 
Fund’s commitments and targets? 

EQ 3.4. To what extent the resource 
mobilization targets were achieved, and 

• Quantitative analysis of effectiveness, sustainability, 
scaling up and non-lending activities ratings by 
PCRVs and PPEs (see ARIE). 

• AI-driven portfolio analysis of effectiveness and non-
lending activities. Source: CSPEs. 

• Document review of TE gender, TE nutrition, and TE 
climate change adaptation to inform effectiveness on 
mainstreaming efforts. 

• Case studies on the effectiveness of country-level 
programmatic approach. 

• Case studies on synergies between lending and non-
lending activities. 

• Case studies on cofinancing results. 

• Data analysis of OBI POW dashboard and ORMS 
project financing data on cofinancing figures. 

• Document review and data analysis on cofinancing 
efforts and ratio. 

• Case studies for information on how PMUs 
understand mainstreaming and the results to be 
achieved. 
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tracking and reporting systems and uses 
these to its advantage. 

• IFAD learns and integrates lessons. 

• IFAD manages adaptively. 

• Decentralization is conducive to achieve 
replenishment commitments and targets. 

• Distribution of regional offices and ICOs is 
adequate and realistic to achieve 
replenishment commitments and targets. 

• Recalibration structure is conducive to 
achieve replenishment commitments and 
targets. 

• Operational arrangements are conducive 
to achieve replenishment commitments 
and targets. 

• Delegation of authority is conducive to 
achieve replenishment commitments and 
targets. 

• Financial architecture is conducive to 
achieve replenishment commitments and 
targets. 

• Budgetary resources are adequate and 
realistic to achieve replenishment 
commitments and targets. 

• Adequate human resources are in place 
achieve replenishment commitments and 
targets. 

• The skills are in place to achieve 
replenishment commitments and targets 

• Staff are in the right place in a 
decentralized and recalibrated structure. 

• Client countries have adequately 
absorbed capacity. 

• Funds have been adequately disbursed. 

• Smallholder needs have been met in 
fragile and non-fragile contexts, in LMICs, 
MICs, and UMICs. 

• Adequate resources have been allocated 
to country programmes. 

• Resource mobilization targets have been 
met. 

balanced with (adequate and realistic) 
budgetary resources to deliver the 
replenishment commitments and targets? 

EQ3.5. To what extent are transformational 
approaches successfully used in achieving 
the desired effect? 

EQ 3.6. To what extent are partnerships used 
to leverage scale and impact on the ground? 

• Document review of TE gender, TE nutrition and TE 
climate change adaptation to understand the 
ownership of these mainstreaming themes among 
staff. 

• Data analysis on training participation rates on 
mainstreaming themes. 

• Analysis of percentage of mainstreaming targets met 
in projects (RMF). 

• Deep dive reports on HR, budget, and financial 
architecture should inform us of the adequacy of 
these three pillars facilitating the achievement of 
commitments and targets. 

• E-survey results will inform us of the adequacy of HR 
and budgetary resources for people's work in 
delivering on targets. 

• Institutional ratios such as institutional efficiency 
ratios, as well as debt-to-equity ratio. 

• Data analysis of project completion rates: 
percentage of projects completed on time. 

• Review of adequacy and proportions of funding 
diversification (e.g. replenishments, supplementary 
funds, cofinance, private sector investments). 

• HQ interviews; e-surveys; global staff surveys; 
country case studies to inform adequacy of DoA. 

• DoA frameworks and their implementation/uptake. 

• Quantitative analysis of resource mobilization targets 
and actual achievements. 

• Deep dive report on HR will give us information on 
whether human resources are adequate and have 
the right skills. 

• Analysis of reporting mechanisms on replenishment 
performance. 
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Efficiency EQ4. To what 
extent did 
changes in the 
business 
model agreed 
under IFAD11 
and IFAD12 
enhance the 
efficient 
delivery of 
IFAD’s 
programmes?  

• IFAD’s portfolio activities are efficient. 

• IFAD’s delegation mechanisms allow for 
efficient delivery of country programmes. 

• IFAD disburses efficiently. 

• IFAD examines client country borrowing 
capacity. 

• IFAD optimizes its resource use, including 
both budgetary and human resources. 

• IFAD has realistic ambitions and matches 
them to the available budgetary and 
human resources and staff capacities. 

• IFAD has the necessary experience to 
inform its ambitions. 

• IFAD has adequate internal systems to 
efficiently deliver programmes. 

• IFAD staff have the right skills in place to 
deliver programmes. 

• IFAD has the right people in the right 
place. 

EQ4.1. To what extent were cost efficiency 
measures undertaken, and to what extent did 
they help resource use optimization? 

EQ4.2. To what extent was delegation of 
authority successful in enhancing field-level 
responsiveness and decision-making? 

EQ4.3. To what extent were internal 
processes improved and successful? 

EQ4.4. To what extent were structural 
changes in decentralization and recalibration 
aligned with the delivery imperatives under 
the replenishments?  

EQ4.5. To what extent did staff training lead 
to skills development? 

EQ4.6. To what extent was operational 
efficiency achieved?  

EQ4.7. To what extent was the staff 
deployment model aligned with operational 
needs? 
 

• Data analysis of trends on efficiency indicators, such 
as disbursement rates and ratio, timeliness (months 
from concept approval to entry-into-force, and 
months from entry-into-force to first disbursement); 
and institutional efficiency indicators. 

• Benchmarking exercise with MDBs on institutional 
efficiency. 

• Deep dive reports on HR and budget on resource 
optimization in a decentralized structure. 

• AI-driven document review to capture drivers of 
efficiency and inefficiency (source: CSPEs). 

• Document review; HQ interviews; GSS results on 
efficiency of internal processes. 

• Document review; HQ interviews; GSS results: case 
studies on effectiveness of delegation of authority 
mechanisms. 

• Document review of IOE products including CLE 
review of Management's response to financial 
architecture 2018 CLE and CLE decentralization 

• Training data; e-surveys; HQ interviews on adequacy 
of training efforts. 

• Case studies on the client country borrowing volume 
and to what extent this has been met, and 
information on the examination of sustainability. 

• HQ interviews with Development and Budget 
Division (POB) on country borrowing capacity. 

• Data analysis on training conducted and 
participation. 
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Elaboration of the theory of change for IFAD11 and IFAD12 
Figure 16 
Schematic of the theory of change for IFAD11 and IFAD12 
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IFAD contribution to achieving the 2030 Agenda - sustained reduction in rural poverty and food insecurity 

IFAD’s contribution to development results: 

a) Enhanced IFAD contribution to country-level development results 

b) Enhanced country programme results 

 Bigger Better Smarter 

Achieving of objectives Commitments related to bigger objective 
achieved; IFAD successfully strengthened its 
financial architecture, which provides a solid 
basis for growth in programming, supported by 
the diversification of IFAD’s funding sources. 

Commitments related to better objective 
achieved; deeper impact achieved on the rural 
communities that IFAD’s investments serve 
through strengthened country programmes. 

Commitments related to smarter objective 
achieved; development results delivered 
making most efficient and effective use of all 
resources at IFAD’s disposal.  

    

Immediate outcomes of IFAD’s 
business model 

 

Successfully leveraged diversified sources of 
development finance to increase its programme 
of loans and grants through new and 
strengthened policies and reforms and new 
financial instruments. 

Stronger strategic partnerships in-country for 
leveraging cofinancing assisted by 
decentralization and increased targets on 
cofinancing. 

Increased focus on the poorest and most 
vulnerable across and within countries through 
prioritizing resources for poorer countries and 
fragile situations. 

Stronger adaptive programme management 
through increased ability to learn, respond and 
evolve quickly and proactively ensuring right 
actions taken in a timely manner. 

Enhanced sustainability and scaling in country 
programmes through ensuring programmes 
fully align with national priorities and with strong 
national ownership. 

Increased focus on mainstreaming by 
systematizing the mainstreaming agenda and 
integrating its themes in operations and making 
them integral parts of an overall country-level 
approach. 

Enhanced focus on systemic change in country 
programming achieved through programmatic 
approach. 

Enhanced operational efficiency and 
effectiveness through enhanced recalibrated 
workforce, streamlined processes and 
corporate and project-level cost efficiencies 

 

Commitment (outputs) related to:  Bigger Better Smarter 

 IFAD11: 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 3.5.  

IFAD12: 1.3, 1.4, 4.1. 

IFAD11: 2.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.6, 4.1.  

IFAD12: 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3. 

IFAD11: 3.1, 3.2, 4.1, 4.3.  

IFAD12: 2.1, 3.1.  
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Assumptions:  

• Management is committed to the full implementation of replenishment commitments and shows leadership towards their 

implementation and associated goals. 

• Leadership changes in IFAD are associated with major changes to the organizational structure. These changes are in the best 

interest of the organization and the benefits of the changes outweigh the cost of disruption caused by these changes. 

• Organizational and operational arrangements for delivering replenishment commitments are transparent, have staff buy-in and 

allow sufficient time to get staff feedback and course correct.  

• IFAD can find qualified personnel in a timely manner to have the full workforce to deliver the Fund’s PoW. 

• Strategic oversight is exercised by the Executive Board and the Governing Council to ensure that lessons are learned from 

experience, Management reflects the lessons from strategies and work programme delivery, and replenishment goals and targets 

are realistic. 

• Demand for BRAM loans on top of PBAS allocations increases IFAD’s impact and improves its finances. 

• Management learns from evaluative evidence, including independent evaluations, and pursues actions that effect the necessary 

organizational and behavioural changes to correct the course. 

Risks: 

• External shocks (pandemics, war, economic melt-down) could hinder achieving replenishment targets. 

• Shareholders may not be able to provide the necessary financial capital in a timely and sustained manner. 

• Strong government ownership and capacity to support rural development and IFAD’s country programme approach in client 

countries (including where decentralized field offices are hosted). 
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Methodology for evidence blocks 

Synthesis of evidence from recent evaluations 

48. Many responses to the evaluation questions were addressed in recent corporate-

level and thematic evaluations of IOE and external evaluation products. Evaluation 

questions were refined into more specific sub-questions and mapped against the 

scope of past evaluations to identify the most relevant findings. Key findings from 

all the selected evaluation reports were collected and compiled. Country case 

studies, key informant interviews, review of documents and the e-survey were 

used to verify the continued validity of the findings. In this evaluation, the 

following evaluation products were reviewed: 

• Corporate-level evaluation of IFAD’s knowledge management practices 

(2024).  

• Corporate-level evaluation of IFAD’s decentralization experience (2023).  

• Corporate-level evaluation of IFAD’s support to innovations for inclusive and 

sustainable smallholder agriculture (2020).  

• Corporate-level evaluation of IFAD’s engagement in pro-poor value chain 

development (2019). 

• Corporate-level evaluation of IFAD’s financial architecture (2018). 

• Thematic evaluation on IFAD's support to gender equality and women’s 

empowerment (2025). 

• Thematic evaluation of IFAD’s support for smallholder farmers’ adaptation to 

climate change (2023). 

• Sub-regional evaluation of countries with fragile situations in IFAD-WCA. 

• Review of management response to the CLE of IFAD’s financial architecture 

(2024) and of the Results Management Framework (RMF) 12 (2024). 

• MOPAN assessment of IFAD 2023 (2024).  

Thematic deep dives 

49. Four thematic deep dives were conducted, aligned with the core pillars of IFAD’s 

institutional performance as outlined in the evaluation approach: budget 

management, financial architecture, human resource management and 

organizational changes, and institutional and operational performance. These deep 

dives explored how well IFAD’s internal systems and reforms enabled the 

organization to deliver on its IFAD11 and IFAD12 replenishment commitments. 

Each examination drew on evidence from the broader evaluation evidence blocks 

(such as key informant interviews, country case studies, document reviews, and 

the e-survey) while keeping a focus on a specific thematic perspective. The 

resulting deep dive reports served as key technical inputs to the evaluation. The 

following paragraphs summarize the scope, objectives, and evidence base of each 

thematic deep dive. 

50. Budget. This deep dive aimed to assess the extent to which IFAD’s regular budget 

management ─ covering planning, allocation, execution, monitoring, and reporting 

─ supported the achievement of IFAD11 and IFAD12 replenishment commitments. 

It examined how well regular budget allocations were aligned with strategic 

priorities, how realistic and flexible the budget was in addressing operational 

demands, and the efficiency and coherence of budget management systems and 

reporting. Besides utilizing evidence from all other evaluation evidence blocks, this 

deep dive particularly relied on internal budget documents (including high-level 

reviews), RMF indicators, RIDE reports, OBI data, and delegation of authority 
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records to assess the adequacy and institutional fit-for-purpose nature of IFAD’s 

budget processes.  

51. Human resource management and organizational changes. This deep dive 

aimed to assess the extent to which IFAD’s organizational structure, staffing 

capacity, skills, and workplace culture supported the delivery of commitments 

made during IFAD11 and IFAD12. It focused on the alignment of HR reforms ─ 

such as decentralization, reassignment, dynamic workforce planning, the 

delegation of authority framework, and staff training ─ with replenishment 

commitments and operational priorities. The deep dive also evaluated how 

effectively IFAD deployed its workforce, managed vacancies, and supported staff 

performance, well-being, and skills development. Besides utilizing evidence from all 

other evaluation evidence blocks, this deep dive particularly examined HR data 

(headcount, vacancies, grade mix), training records, the Global Staff Survey 

results, and independent reviews (e.g. McKinsey and IFAD’s Global People Culture 

[previously called Human Resource Division] reports) to assess whether the HR 

function has enabled the organization to deliver on its development mandate.  

52. Financial architecture. This deep dive aimed to assess the financial reforms 

undertaken during IFAD11 and IFAD12 and to evaluate how well IFAD has 

leveraged its financial instruments, capital base, and borrowing capacity to 

optimize its equity and scale up its development impact. The deep dive examines 

key reforms, including the Capital Adequacy Policy, Liquidity Policy, the Integrated 

Borrowing Framework, the introduction of BRAM and private sector financing, and 

the increasing cofinancing targets. Besides utilizing evidence from all the other 

evaluation evidence blocks, this deep dive particularly examined internal financial 

policy documents, loan allocation data, cofinancing data, and IFAD’s borrowing and 

lending records to assess how well the new financial architecture was implemented 

and utilized. 

53. Institutional and operational performance. This deep dive assessed IFAD’s 

operational effectiveness under IFAD11 and IFAD12. The analysis was framed by 

the operational pathway of the TOC developed for this evaluation, which outlined 

how institutional inputs, delivery mechanisms, and programmatic strategies were 

expected to contribute to transformative rural development outcomes. The deep 

dive made extensive use of the CLE’s country case studies, IOE evaluation reports, 

COSOP documents and project design reports and IFAD operations-related 

database. 

Document and data review 

54. IFAD documents related to replenishment consultations were reviewed. These 

included documents related to IFAD10, IFAD11 and IFAD12 replenishments; results 

reports to the Executive Board, such as the Results of IFAD’s Development 

Effectiveness (RIDE); IFAD strategic frameworks; IFAD annual reports; corporate-

level strategy and action plans relevant to IFAD11-12 period; relevant COSOPs, 

design reports, PCRs and supervision reports; publications related to PoWs and 

PoLGs; President’s bulletins; human resource policies and procedures; delegation 

of authority and accountability frameworks; budget and financial management 

reports, such as annual budget documents and financial statements; selected 

internal audit reports. The evaluation team also reviewed the recent IOE Annual 

Report of Independent Evaluations (ARIE) and its database, as well as previous 

evaluations from IOE as mentioned in first evidence block and country case study. 

The list of documents reviewed is in annex XI.  

55. Data were extracted from IFAD’s financial, human resource, and administrative 

systems and relevant divisions. Information gathered from IFAD systems includes 

PoLG and PoW portfolio, cofinancing, project timelines, disbursements, RMF 

indicators, and country profiles. Additional data collected from divisions ─ such as 

budget guidelines, annual budget submissions, internal communications, 
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expenditure reports, staff full-time equivalent, recruitment and vacancy trends, 

training participation, turnover rates, dynamic workforce planning documentation, 

ICT for development initiatives, and NSO data ─ were used to analyze institutional 

performance. These datasets informed assessments of resource allocation, staffing 

adequacy, operational efficiency, reform implementation, and alignment with 

replenishment commitments. 

Key informant interviews 

56. Semi-structured key informant interviews were conducted with members of the 

Replenishment Coordination Committee, the Executive Board, Senior Management, 

and key staff from relevant headquarters units and field offices. Interviews were 

carried out involving 96 individuals, listed in annex X. The interviews were 

conducted in hybrid mode, allowing participants to join either in person at IFAD 

headquarters or online, depending on their preference and location. Most 

interviews involved one participant or small groups of two to three individuals 

working in the same area. Interviews with Executive Board members were 

organized in groups, with one session held for List A countries and another for Lists 

B and C. All interviews were recorded, and notes were taken using transcriptions 

generated by the recording platform, ensuring confidentiality. These notes were 

regularly synthesized to identify emerging findings, which helped guide and inform 

subsequent thematic deep dives. 

57. During the country case studies, beneficiaries, government officials and other in-

country development partners (e.g. civil society representatives, international 

development partners, private sector partners, and national project officers) were 

also interviewed. 

Country case studies 

58. The evaluation included ten country case studies ─ four conducted onsite 

(Bangladesh, Brazil, Ethiopia and Nigeria) and six conducted remotely (Egypt, 

Haiti, Mali, Rwanda, Viet Nam and Türkiye). These case studies assessed IFAD’s 

performance against four overarching EQs and their respective sub-EQs.  

59. Criteria for selecting case studies included: (1) geographic balance, with two 

countries selected from each of IFAD’s five regions; (2) income classification, 

comprising four LICs, four LMICs, and two UMICs; (3) fragility status, with four 

countries identified as fragile and six as non-fragile; (4) type and maturity of 

decentralized structures, resulting in the inclusion of three MCOs and seven ICOs; 

(5) project performance ratings, ensuring a range of experiences; (6) portfolio size 

and composition, including the presence of cofinancing, BRAM, and NSO 

instruments; (7) continuity with case studies in earlier IOE evaluations, allowing for 

follow-up on previous evaluation findings; and (8) linkages with other ongoing 

evaluations, such as the Viet Nam CSPE, to reduce the evaluative burden on 

country stakeholders. While the selection was not intended to be representative of 

IFAD’s global or regional portfolios, it aimed to include a diverse and informative 

set of countries and engagements from which the CLE could draw valuable insights. 

60. The selection process occurred in two stages. In the first stage, the CLE team 

identified ten countries based on the above criteria. In the second stage, the team 

consulted with IFAD Management to assess the feasibility of conducting each case 

study, including the willingness and ability of country teams to cooperate and 

support the evaluation. In cases where feasibility was a concern, alternate 

countries were considered. Ultimately, the CLE team and IFAD Management 

reached a mutual agreement on the final selection of ten countries. 

61. Each country case study was developed using a common analytical framework 

specifically designed for the CLE. A detailed background note was prepared for 

each case, serving as the foundation for the study. These notes included 

information on the history of decentralization in the country, the structure and 

staffing of ICOs or MCOs, relevant content from COSOPs or CSNs (with emphasis 
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on strategic goals, non-lending activities, fragility, cofinancing, and partnerships), 

portfolio composition and financing terms, key project documents, and findings 

from prior self-assessments and independent evaluations. For remote case studies, 

between 10 and 20 interviews were conducted with a range of stakeholders, 

including IFAD country staff, project management units, government partners, 

other development actors, and representatives from the private sector. Onsite case 

studies included all of the above, along with field visits to IFAD-supported project 

sites. Data from interviews were analyzed in conjunction with desk-based research, 

drawing on both qualitative and quantitative evidence. Each country case study 

culminated in a standalone report, which was subsequently triangulated and 

synthesized into a broader country case study synthesis report. This synthesis 

served as a key evidence base for the CLE, alongside other evaluation inputs. 

Electronic survey 

62. An electronic survey (e-survey) of key stakeholders was conducted to understand 

attitudes towards replenishment across a range of domains. The survey explicitly 

aimed to understand views within the broad domains of budget and financial 

management, working conditions, IFAD’s loans and products, and areas of 

potential future focus for IFAD. E-surveys were conducted with IFAD staff, 

government officials that work with IFAD, and private sector partners to IFAD, with 

a customized questionnaire designed for each group. 

63. The data collection process started with the design of survey questionnaires for 

each respondent category. This process was driven by senior consultants of deep 

dive themes, who were each asked to develop several survey questions to address 

research questions within their deep dive theme. In this regard, the surveys served 

as an omnibus data collection effort. After the initial proposal of survey questions, 

the survey was refined to be appropriate to the data collection format and standard 

survey best practices. 

64. The surveys covered the following thematic areas on attitudes towards: 

• Budget and financial management. 

• Working conditions, staffing, and a variety of workplace initiatives and 

reforms within IFAD (e.g. decentralization). 

• Demand for IFAD’s products. 

• Areas which could be improved. 

• Sociodemographic variables (e.g. gender, region of work, job roles). 

65. Following the design of the questionnaire, the survey was entered into the Survey 

Monkey platform and iteratively tested to ensure effective survey design and 

programme functionality. Next, the survey was translated into French and Spanish, 

uploaded into the Survey Monkey site, and again iteratively tested. Thereafter, the 

survey link was sent to respondents from the IOE director’s email.  

66. The survey was conducted between 7 April and 2 May 2025. It resulted in 243 

responses from IFAD staff, 42 responses from private sector partners, and 201 

responses from government officials. This results in a response rate of 23.6 per 

cent for IFAD staff, 16.3 per cent for government, and 7.4 per cent for business. 

Importantly, these response rates likely underestimate the actual response rates, 

as many of the original respondents from the sampling frame reported to be non-

profits. The theoretical margins of error for IFAD staff stood at 5.5 per cent, for 

government at 6.3 per cent, and for business at 14.6 per cent.  

67. After data collection, the data were downloaded, cleaned, and merged into a single 

database, and then analyzed. Data analysis consisted of two main statistical tools ─ 

frequencies and crosstabulations. Frequencies provided an overall picture of the 

data, while crosstabulations disaggregated the data by different groups of 
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respondents. For IFAD staff, crosstabulations were conducted by gender, region, 

managerial status (i.e. whether the respondent was a manager), duty station 

(headquarters or not), and self-reported familiarity with IFAD operations. For 

government respondents, data was broken down by gender and region. 

Crosstabulations were not applied to data from business partners. Aside from the 

frequencies and crosstabulations, notable quotations from open-ended responses 

were used to enrich the interpretation of the data. Ultimately, an e-survey report 

was produced to offer insights for thematic deep dives and to support evidence 

triangulation. 

Portfolio analysis: quantitative analysis of ratings and key indicators. 

68. A quantitative analysis of ratings and key indicators from IOE evaluations, PCRs, 

project supervision reports, and IFAD databases (OBI and ORMS) was conducted to 

assess the performance of IFAD operations across IFAD10-IFAD12. The analysis 

was structured around the replenishment cycles, with IFAD10 as a reference point 

to provide insights on long-term trends. Information was collected on all projects 

that were either approved or completed during IFAD10-IFAD12. For this 

assessment, neither cancelled and suspended projects were considered. 

Importantly, a project was defined as completed if its current competition date fell 

within the calendar year, whereas it was considered approved if it received 

Executive Board approval within the same period. For the yearly analysis, a project 

was considered ongoing if it had received Executive Board approval on or before 31 

December of a given year and had a current completion date scheduled after 31 

December of that same year. Similarly, for the replenishment cycle analysis, a 

project was considered ongoing if it had received Executive Board approval on or 

before 31 December of the final year of the replenishment cycle and had a current 

completion date scheduled after 31 December of that same year.  

69. The data used provided information on the financial and funding aspects of each 

project, including the approved amount, project size, PBAS allocation, among other 

indicators. Additionally, it also included information on the project timelines (e.g. 

project's age, delays, effectiveness lag), as well as project performance and 

commitments.  

70. For greater granularity, the assessment also examined projects on an annual basis, 

covering the years 2016 to 2024. In addition to the corporate-level analysis, the 

portfolio was disaggregated by IFAD’s five geographical groupings: Asia and the 

Pacific; East and Southern Africa; West and Central Africa; Latin America and the 

Caribbean; and the Near East, North Africa, and Europe. Lastly, the analysis 

considered the socio-economic context of the countries involved, with particular 

focus on those classified as low-income and having fragile settings. 

Impact assessment 

71. IFAD publishes a corporate-level impact report, which provides estimates of the 

organization’s impact based on a sample of projects within its portfolio. The report 

reflects efforts of one of the only international organizations that systematically 

estimates its impact via a meta-analysis of a substantial share of its projects, 

making use of the tools of meta-evaluation. The corporate-level impact analysis is 

built on three fundamental processes: selecting a representative sample of projects 

for impact assessment, ensuring the quality of those evaluations, and credibly 

aggregating and reporting the findings. This section evaluates each of these three 

areas by addressing specific questions. First, it examines whether the projects 

selected for impact assessment are representative of all projects completed during 

a given replenishment period. Second, the quality of each individual impact 

assessment is assessed by examining elements such as data collection methods, 

analytical rigour, use of robustness checks, peer review, and the balance and 

clarity in reporting. Third, the quality of corporate-level reporting is evaluated by 

reviewing the methodology used for aggregating results, the handling and 

communication of uncertainty, and the transparency and completeness of findings.  
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72. Sample representativeness. This study first evaluated whether the sample of 

projects selected for IFAD’s impact assessments (IAs) was representative of the 

wider universe of IFAD projects. Six key criteria were used to test 

representativeness: diversity of project sectors, geographic distribution, project 

size and investment scale, project duration, IOE project ratings, and the presence 

of cofinancing or partnerships. To assess this, the study employed both simulation-

based and traditional statistical tests. Simulation-based tests involved generating 

10,000 random samples to compare with the actual IA sample, evaluating how 

often a truly random sample would match the characteristics of the observed one. 

Traditional tests, such as t-tests and chi-squared tests, served as robustness 

checks. The Holm–Bonferroni method was applied to adjust for multiple hypothesis 

testing, helping to reduce false positives while maintaining statistical power.  

73. IA quality assessment. To ensure that IFAD’s corporate-level impact estimates 

are based on reliable project-level data, the study assessed the quality of individual 

impact assessments using six criteria: data collection and sampling, outcome 

indicators, evaluation design, robustness checks, peer review, and presentation of 

results. Each IA was scored on a scale from one (poor quality) to three (high 

quality) based on these factors. For example, assessments were checked for use of 

random sampling, credible baselines, the validity of control groups, and the 

appropriateness of statistical designs. Robustness was also examined by evaluating 

whether results held up under different model specifications or sensitivity tests. 

Multiple reviewers rated each IA independently and reconciled their findings 

through discussion to ensure consistent and fair evaluations. These ratings were 

then compiled into a dataset for further analysis of IA quality.  

74. Aggregation and extrapolation. This section evaluated how IFAD aggregated 

impact findings to produce corporate-level conclusions, essentially conducting a 

meta-analysis of individual IAs. This included reviewing the statistical techniques 

used for aggregation, how heterogeneity across evaluations (e.g. design and 

sample size differences) was handled, and whether the resulting estimates were 

plausible. The study also examined whether IFAD accounted for uncertainty 

through confidence intervals and sensitivity analysis. Furthermore, the report was 

evaluated for transparency and clarity in communicating its methods, findings, 

limitations, and the external validity of its conclusions. Each domain ─ statistical 

aggregation, handling of uncertainty, and reporting quality ─ was rated on the 

same three-point scale used in earlier sections. These domain scores were 

averaged to create an overall quality rating for each reporting period and for the 

IFAD corporate-level impact reporting process.
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Matrix of commitments and monitorable actions for IFAD11127 and IFAD12128 
IFAD 11 

Commitments Monitorable actions RMF indicators 

1.1 Increase resources by 
integrating borrowing into 
IFAD’s financial 
framework and achieving 
the target programme of 
loans and grants (PoLG) 
of US$3.5 billion 

1. Secure replenishment contributions and Debt Sustainability Framework (DSF) compensation for 
IFAD11 

3.1.1 Achievement of IFAD11 PoLG target 

3.1.2 Debt-to-equity ratio 

2. Present proposals for concessional partner loans and sovereign borrowing to the Executive Board 

3. Implement the agreed actions in the road map for IFAD’s financial strategy 

4. Undertake analysis and develop an action plan to enhance IFAD’s resource mobilization 

1.2 Strengthen IFAD’s role as 
an assembler of 
development finance to 
expand the programme of 
work to US$8.4 billion 

5. Undertake a cofinancing analysis and develop an action plan to reach a cofinancing ratio of 1:1.4 
(international 1:0.6 and domestic 1:0.8), define different forms of cofinancing and methodologies for their 
calculation, including quantification of in-kind contributions, improve monitoring and reporting on 
cofinancing by source and country category, and better measure IFAD’s crowding in of private investment 

3.1.3 and 3.1.4 Cofinancing ratios 

3.3.4 Partnership-building 

6. Update IFAD’s strategy for engagement with the private sector and enhance instruments to collaborate 
with the private sector and foundations, including development of the Smallholder and Small and Medium-
Sized Enterprise Investment Finance Fund 

2.1 Optimize allocation of 
resources at the macro 
level, ensuring that 90 per 
cent of core resources are 
allocated to low-income 
countries (LICs) and 
lower-middle-income 
countries (LMICs), 50 per 
cent to Africa, 45 per cent 
to sub-Saharan Africa, 
and 25-30 per cent to the 
most fragile situations 

7. Select approximately 80 countries to receive performance-based allocation system (PBAS) allocations 
during IFAD11 on the basis of agreed country selection criteria and the revised PBAS formula. 

3.2.1 Share of core resources allocated through 
the PBAS to LICs and LMICs; and upper-middle-
income countries (UMICs) 

3.2.2 Percentage of PBAS reallocated in IFAD11 

3.2.3 Number of countries included in the PBAS at 
the beginning of the cycle 

3.2.4 Average size of IFAD’s investment projects 
(IFAD financing) 

8. Present a transition framework to the Executive Board 

2.2 Increase focus on the 
poorest and most 
vulnerable people within 
each country 

9. Revise IFAD’s operational guidelines on targeting, including with regard to youth, ensuring appropriate 
differentiated approaches for young women and young men, and consider how best to ensure the 
inclusion and address the needs of people with disabilities, in line with the Sustainable Development Goal 
agenda of “leaving no one behind” 

3.2.5 Appropriateness of targeting approaches in 
IFAD investment projects 

10. Provide a report that analyses the link between people with disabilities and IFAD interventions 

 
127 Report of the Consultation on the Eleventh Replenishment of IFAD's Resources, GC 41/L.3/Rev.1. 
128 Report of the Consultation on the Twelfth Replenishment of IFAD's Resources, GC 44/L.6/Rev.1. 
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11. Provide a proposal for disaggregating data on people with disabilities in IFAD projects which has been 
piloted in at least five projects following the methods used by the United Nations Washington Group on 
Disability Statistics, such as the Short Set of Disability Questions 

3.1 Increase outward-facing 
capacity and advance 
IFAD’s decentralization 

12. Present an update to the Executive Board on the front-loading of IFAD’s decentralization 3.6.1 Ratio of budgeted staff positions in 
ICOs/regional hubs  

3.6.2 Ratio of IFAD’s investment projects (volume) 
managed by ICOs/regional hubs  

3.6.3 Percentage of supervision/implementation 
support budget through ICOs/regional hubs 

13. Increase accessibility of corporate ICT systems to IFAD Country Offices (ICOs), including PeopleSoft 
human resources and finance functions 

14. Revise the delegation of authority framework 

15. Enact revised supervision and implementation support procedures 

3.2 Enhance focus, flexibility 
and agility in use of 
resources while 
considering appropriate 
risks 

16. Reform the operations review and clearance process to render it more agile, with the flexibility to fast-
track evidence-based designs and low-risk projects 

3.3.1 Relevance of IFAD country strategies  

3.4.1 Overall rating for quality of project design 

3.5.1 Time from concept note to approval  

3.5.2 Time from project approval to first 
disbursement  

3.5.3/4 Disbursement ratios 

17. Introduce a project restructuring policy and corresponding procedures, in line with the concept 
introduced in the Development Effectiveness Framework and the business model paper 

18. Implement the disbursement action plan 

19. Prepare an update on enterprise risk management, with particular attention to country and operational 
risk, financial risk, preparedness for market borrowing, and decentralization 

3.3 Mainstream the key 
cross-cutting themes of 
nutrition, gender, youth 
and climate 

20. Present an action plan for youth mainstreaming to the Executive Board, including a focus on youth 
employment 

2.1.5 Number of people with improved nutrition  

2.2.6 Gender equality  

2.3.1 Number of persons receiving services 
(gender and age-disaggregated)  

2.3.5 Number of persons/households provided with 
targeted support to improve their nutrition  

2.3.6 Percentage of women reporting improved 
quality of their diets 

2.3.11 Number of groups supported to sustainably 
manage natural resources and climate-related 
risks 

2.3.12 Number of persons accessing technologies 
that sequester carbon or reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions 

2.3.15 Number of tons of greenhouse gas 
emissions (CO2) avoided and/or sequestered 

21. Review and strengthen IFAD’s gender action plan, to achieve a gender-transformative approach (25 
per cent of projects to be gender transformative) and gender parity at all levels of IFAD’s staffing, in line 
with United Nations targets, and implement relevant provisions of the United Nations system-wide action 
plan on gender equality and the empowerment of women (UN-SWAP) 2.0. 

22. Provide a report that analyses IFAD’s gender-transformative approach using appropriate qualitative 
and quantitative approaches 

23. Increase target in the nutrition action plan for share of projects that are nutrition-sensitive to 50 per 
cent 

24. Present a new climate and environment strategy and action plan to the Executive Board that will 
strengthen IFAD’s approach to mainstreaming climate and environmental sustainability including 
expanding efforts on mitigation 

25. All new COSOPs during IFAD11 analyse nationally determined contribution targets and commitments 
to inform IFAD interventions 
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26. Undertake systematic use of Rio markers (climate adaptation and mitigation, biodiversity, 
desertification) and tracking of climate finance using MDB methodology, ensuring 25 per cent of the 
IFAD11 PoLG is climate-focused 

27. Develop a framework for implementing transformational approaches to the mainstreaming themes, 
including attention to horizontal integration and interlinkages. 

28. Report on progress across the four mainstreaming themes in the Report on IFAD’s Development 
Effectiveness (RIDE). 

3.4 Strengthen synergies 
between lending and non-
lending engagement 

29. Present a new knowledge management strategy to the Executive Board 3.3.3 Effectiveness of IFAD country strategies  

3.3.4 Partnership-building  

3.3.5 Country-level policy engagement  

3.3.6 Knowledge management 

3.3.7 SSTC in COSOPs 

30. Develop a South-South and Triangular Cooperation funding facility 

31. Update IFAD’s procedures for country strategies to reflect the IFAD11 commitments, ensuring that 
they become long-term transition strategies, and include provisions for joint country strategies with RBAs 
and other partners, and share with Members through the Executive Board or informal seminars. 

3.5 Make strategic 
partnerships for financing, 
knowledge, advocacy and 
global influence a 
cornerstone of IFAD 
operations 

32. Develop and implement a framework to strategically plan and monitor IFAD’s partnerships at country, 
regional, global and institutional levels, including collaboration with the Rome-based agencies, 
international financial institutions, national and bilateral partners, and engagement in multi-stakeholder 
partnerships. 

3.1.3 and 3.1.4 Cofinancing ratios 

3.3.4 Partnership-building 

33. Increase investment in strategic communication to raise awareness of IFAD’s unique brand and 
improve the visibility of its work to support poor rural people and assess effectiveness of IFAD’s 
investments through periodic measurement of IFAD’s profile among target audiences 

3.6 Pilot diversified products 
tailored to different 
country circumstances 

34. Present a proposal for a project preparation advance facility to the Executive Board, including a 
mechanism for building capacity and implementation readiness in fragile situations. 

3.3.1 Relevance of IFAD country strategies 

3.5.4 Disbursement ratio – fragile situations only 

35. Launch a special programme for countries with fragile situations. 

36. Develop a proposal to pilot results-based lending for consideration by the Executive Board, and 
explore other lending and risk management products, including options for regional lending operations. 

4.1 Strengthen capacity and 
systems to manage for 
results 

37. Launch phase II of the Programme in Rural M&E to build country-level monitoring and evaluation  
capacity and pilot a global certification framework for M&E professionals. 

2.2.1 Overall project achievement  

3.5.3 Disbursement ratio  

3.7.5 Percentage of countries with disbursable 
projects using the IFAD Client Portal  

3.7.6 Percentage of IFAD operations using ORMS  

38. Roll out the Operational Results Management System (ORMS). 

39. Mainstream use of the IFAD Client Portal among most borrowers. 

40. Present an ICT for development (ICT4D) strategy to the Executive Board. 
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41. Continue fine-tuning the Results Management Framework, in cooperation with Member States, to 
enable optimal reporting of the outcomes/impact of their contributions to IFAD, and submit any proposed 
updates to the Executive Board 

3.7.7 Percentage of IFAD-supported projects 
trained through Centres for Learning on Evaluation 
and Results/Programme in Rural M& E initiatives 

4.2 Increase transparency and 
openness 

42. Fully operationalize the transparency action plan, including publication of IFAD’s travel policy and 
quarterly reporting to the International Aid Transparency Initiative 

3.9 Transparency 

43. Fully implement International Financial Reporting Standard 9 (Impairment) to support compliance with 
best practice financial reporting and provide progress updates to the Audit Committee and Executive 
Board 

44. Develop a framework for timely operational feedback from stakeholders, including a revamped client 
survey and an approach to beneficiary feedback/engagement. 

4.3 Enhance IFAD’s service 
delivery platform 

45. Develop a tailored system to quantify the full costs of key business processes 3.7 Institutional efficiency 

3.8 Workforce management 

46. Implement the value-for-money scorecard and report annually on its implementation through the RIDE 

47. Fine-tune the link between strategic planning and the yearly budget exercise, based on the IFAD 
Strategic Framework 2016-2025 results pillars 

48. Develop an action plan for IFAD's response to the Secretary-General's strategy to improve the United 
Nations response to sexual exploitation and abuse 

4.4 Midterm review of the 
IFAD Strategic 
Framework 2016-2025 
and engagement with 
United Nations reform 

49. Present a midterm review of the IFAD Strategic Framework 2016-2025 to the Executive Board. 

 

50. Engage with the United Nations reform process and develop a proposal to implement key 
recommendations of relevance to IFAD 
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IFAD 12 

Commitments Monitorable actions RMF indicators 

1.1. Increased ambition on 
mainstreaming and other 
priority issues, and 
enhanced targeting of 
the most vulnerable rural 
people 

 

1. Increase target for climate finance to 40 per cent of the IFAD12 PoLG 2.2.8 Number of beneficiaries with new 

jobs/employment opportunities ─ tracked  

2.3.7 Gender equality (ratings 4 and above) 

(percentage) ─ 90 per cent 

2.3.8 Environment and natural resource 
management (ratings 4 and above at design for 

new projects) percentage ─ 90 per cent 

2.3.9 Climate change adaptation (ratings 4 and 

above) (percentage) ─ 90 per cent 

3.2.3 Projects designed to be gender 

transformative (percentage) ─ 35 per cent 

3.2.4 Climate finance: Climate-focused PoLG 

(percentage) ─ 40 per cent 

3.2.5 Climate capacity: Projects designed to build 

adaptive capacity (percentage) ─ 90 per cent 

3.2.6 Appropriateness of targeting approaches in 

IFAD investment projects (percentage) ─ 90 per 
cent  

All person-based indicators will be disaggregated 
by youth status (youth and not youth), and sex, as 
well as indigenous person status when relevant to 
the specific focus of the project. Reporting 
towards the commitment 1.1.10 (projects include 
persons with disabilities as a priority target group) 
will be done on a project basis. 

2. Present a strategy on biodiversity to the Executive Board 

3. Develop specific agro-biodiversity initiatives to improve management and restoration of water and 
land ecosystems 

4. Ensure that 60 per cent of new investment projects explicitly prioritize youth and youth employment 

5. Ensure that 60 per cent of new investment projects are nutrition-sensitive at design 

6. Present an updated policy for IFAD’s work with indigenous peoples for approval to the Executive 
Board 

7. Ensure that at least ten new projects include indigenous peoples as a priority target group 

8. Replenish the Indigenous Peoples Assistance Facility including through mobilization of additional 
resources from other partners 

9. Present a strategy for persons with disabilities to the Executive Board 

10. Ensure that at least five new projects include persons with disabilities as a priority target group 

11. Revise IFAD’s targeting policy to better reflect mainstreaming and social inclusion priorities 
(indigenous peoples, persons with disabilities) 

12. Strengthen reporting on mainstreaming themes and commitments through a stand-alone annual 
report to complement the RIDE 

1.2. Strategic focus on 
fragility, conflict and 
building resilience 

13. Review IFAD’s engagement in fragile situations, including the special programme on fragility, to 
improve performance in building resilience, reducing humanitarian need and engaging effectively in 
conflict-affected situations 

RMF indicators can be disaggregated by fragility 
status 

14. Develop specific initiatives for enhanced IFAD engagement in the Sahel and Horn of Africa, 
leveraging the Rural Resilience Programme (including the Initiative for Sustainability, Stability and 
Security in Africa and the Great Green Wall initiatives) to increase resources and strengthen 
collaboration with partners 

15. Allocate at least 25 per cent of core resources to countries with fragile situations 

16. Develop a new strategy for IFAD’s engagement in small island developing states 



Appendix    EB 2026/147/R.7 
   EC 2026/132/W.P.7 

87 

 

 

1.3. Prioritizing IFAD’s core 
resources for the poorest 
countries 

17. Allocate 100 per cent of core resources to LICs and LMICs, ensuring that 55 per cent are allocated 
to Africa, and 50 per cent to sub-Saharan Africa 

 

18. UMICs access between 11 per cent and 20 per cent of the IFAD12 PoLG through the use of 
borrowed resources 

19. Present a graduation policy for approval to the Executive Board 

1.4. Strategic partnerships to 
enhance impact 

20. Present a new SSTC strategy to the Executive Board 3.1.3 Partnership-building (ratings of 4 and above) 

(percentage) ─ 90 per cent 

3.1.6 COSOPs integrating private sector 

interventions complementing the PoLG  ─ 50 per 
cent 

3.4.3 Cofinancing ratio ─ 1:1.5  

3.4.4 Leverage effect of IFAD private sector 

investments (average leverage factor) ─ 5:1 

21. Expand the SSTC Trust Fund and develop new SSTC initiatives in at least ten country 
programmes 

2.1 Enhancing performance 
and efficiency 

22. Develop an action plan on project-level efficiency 3.3.1 Disbursement ratio percentage) ─ 15 per 
cent 

3.3.2 Overall implementation progress (ratings 4 

and above) ─ 85 per cent 

3.3.3 Proactivity index ─ 70 per cent 

3.5.2 Ratio of the administrative budget to the 
ongoing portfolio of loans and grants 

23. Develop a project-level M&E action plan 

24. Review and update IFAD’s Development Effectiveness Framework 

25. Update IFAD’s value for money scorecard for IFAD12 and continue reporting on it as part of the 
RIDE 

26. Develop an operating model and guidelines for innovation in IFAD 

27. Ensure that 50 per cent of COSOPs and CSNs approved in IFAD12 have identified ICT4D 
opportunities 

28. Ensure that at least five projects integrate ICT for Development or digital agricultural approaches 

2.2 Sustainability and 
scaling up results 

29. Enhance tools and approaches to achieve policy impact related to IFAD’s strategic objectives 3.1.4 Country-level policy engagement (ratings of 

4 and above) ─ 90 per cent 

2.3.6 Scaling up (ratings 4 and above) ─ 95 per 
cent 

30. Introduce country programme-level indicators on measuring policy impact related to IFAD’s 
strategic objectives 

31. Develop and implement an action plan on the sustainability of results 

32. Update IFAD’s scaling up strategy 

2.3 Expanding IFAD’s toolkit 
for supporting rural poor 
people 

33. Present a new Policy for Grant Financing for the approval of the Executive Board 

 

34. Develop guidelines and pilot multi-phased programmatic approaches 
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3.1 Increase IFAD’s 
decentralization, while 
strengthening 
institutional safeguarding 
mechanisms and risk 
management 

35. Increase decentralization from 32 per cent to 45 per cent of staff 3.6.1 Ratio of budgeted staff positions in 

ICOs/regional hubs ─ 45 per cent 

3.6.2 Decentralization effectiveness ─ 80 per cent  

3.7.3 Percentage of staff completing SH/SEA 

online training ─ 98 per cent 

3.7.3 Percentage of PMUs completing training on 

SH/SEA for new projects ─ 50 per cent 

36. Develop biennial IFAD action plans to prevent and respond to SH/SEA aligned with the United 
Nations Sustainable Development Group strategies and best practices, and provide regular 
implementation updates to the Executive Board on progress, challenges and risks, including on 
victim/survivor-centred approaches and action at HQ and country staff 

37. Building on IFAD’s anti-hate speech action plan, undertake an IFAD-wide survey, including 
questions on racism, and report the results to the Executive Board 

4.1 Increase resources by 
integrating borrowing to 
achieve a target PoLG of 
US$3.8 billion and 
introducing two new 

programmes ─ ASAP+ 

and PSFP ─ with a view 
to an overall PoW of 
approximately US$ 11 
billion 

38. Establish the PSFP to crowd in private sector investments, know-how and innovation for the benefit 
of small-scale producers 

3.4.1 Debt-to-equity ratio (percentage) – tracked 

4.2 Deployable capital (percentage) – tracked 

39. Establish ASAP+ to assist in closing the climate finance gap for small-scale producers and 
strengthening the resilience of vulnerable populations, and mobilize additional resources through the 
Rural Resilience Programme 

40. Present a proposal for establishment of an access mechanism for borrowed resources to the 
Executive Board 

41. Participate in MDB debt management working groups and seek to engage with other global forums 
on debt monitoring, transparency and debt management 



Appendix    EB 2026/147/R.7 
   EC 2026/132/W.P.7 

89 

 

 

Key changes over the period of IFAD10 to IFAD13 
The table presents some of the key changes over the period of IFAD10 to 13, as well as the periods directly preceding and following. Firstly, 

it presents some of the organizational reforms initiated in each cycle; secondly, it lists some of the key instruments introduced in each 

replenishment; thirdly, it lists some of the new or revised corporate strategies and action plans on specific themes; finally, it presents the 

main elements which are considered by IFAD in its decision-making process to allocate PoLG resources to its members. The table also lists 

some of the key global events which have significantly affected the replenishment cycles, both in terms of resource mobilization, planning 

and implementation. 

  IFAD10 

(2016-2018) 

IFAD11 

(2019-2021) 

IFAD12 

(2022-2024) 

IFAD13 

(2025-2027) 

Organizational reforms 
introduced 

Decentralization 

Establishment of the Strategy and 
Knowledge Department (SDK) 

Decentralization 2.0 

IFAD obtains credit ratinga 

Disbursement caps introduced 

Revised delegation of authority 
framework 

People, Processes and Technology 
Plan (PPTP) 

Establishment of Enterprise Risk 
Management Office  

Revision of Integrated Borrowing 
Framework 

Decentralization 2.0 (cont.) 

Recalibration of HQ divisions (SKD 
dismantled) 

Finalization of decentralization 
process 

Business model-related 
instruments introduced  

 Non-sovereign operations 

Integrated Borrowing Framework  

Reviewed debt sustainability 
framework 

BRAM 

 

IFAD13 business model (enhanced 
focus on fragility, private sector, risk 
management and skills development 
of IFAD staff) 

New or updated IFAD 
strategies/action plans 

Strategy and action plan on 
environment and climate change 

Development of Core Indicator 
framework to monitor project 
performance (replacing RIMS) 

Strategy for engagement in 
countries with fragile situations 

IFAD Private Sector Engagement 
Strategy 2019-2024 

Cofinancing strategy and action plan 
(approved Dec. 2018)  

Action plan on youth mainstreaming 

Review gender action plan 

Knowledge management strategy 

Establishment of the Operational 
Results Management System 
(ORMS) 

Strategy for persons with disabilities 

Strategy on biodiversity 

Strategy for engagement in small 
island development states 

Review of IFAD engagement in 
fragile situations 

Update of scaling up strategy 

Graduation policy 

 

New criteria and targets for 
allocation of IFAD’s 

PBAS formula Revised PBAS Formula  BRAM  

Targets for climate finance  
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Programme of loans and 
grants 

Some targets for mainstreaming 
climate and genderb 

Targets for all mainstreaming 
themes (gender, youth, nutrition, 
climate) 

Targets for LICs and LMICs and 
UMICS 

Targets for sub-Saharan Africa and 
for fragile situations 

Significant external global 
events affecting IFAD 
replenishments 

  Onset of COVID-19 pandemic Continued effects of COVID-19 
pandemic 

War in Ukraine  

 US tariff directive 

a This was achieved through the prior approval of a set of financial architecture reforms including: the DSF reform, Asset and Liability Management (ALM) Framework, Liquidity Policy, Capital 
Adequacy Policy and Integrated Borrowing Framework. 
b Goal of 100 per cent of COSOPs mainstreaming climate,15 per cent of projects being gender transformative and 50 per cent of projects mainstreaming gender.
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Comparison of replenishment priorities and commitments 

Area IFAD10 IFAD11 IFAD12 

RMF  5 tiers, 58 indicators 3 tiers, 79 indicators 3 tiers, 66 indicators 

Agenda 2030 Global poverty reduction, food security, 
agricultural investment 

(Drafted prior to 2030 Agenda)  

SDG 1: No poverty; SDG 2: Zero hunger. 

Supporting the achievement of SDG 5, SDG 8, 
SDG 10, SDG 13, SDGs 14 and 15, and SDG 
17. 

(As in IFAD11) 

SDGs 1 and 2; and impact on 5,8,13,15, and 17 

Targeting 

 

 

Outreach target 

Rural women, indigenous peoples 

 

 

Fund aims to reach 110-130 million receiving 
services from IFAD-supported projects 

90 per cent allocation of IFAD’s core resources 
to LICs and LMICs; 45 per cent to sub-Saharan 
Africa 

Fund aims to reach 120 million poor rural people 

100 per cent of core to LICs and LMIC; 50 per cent 
to sub-Saharan Africa. 

A new targeting policy (e.g. on persons with 
disabilities).  

Fund aims to reach 127 million people receiving 
services.  

Organizational changes • Decentralization: Expanding to 50 country 
offices, with nearly half in fragile states. 

• Human resource management. 

• Annual strategic workforce planning to 
determine the size, skills, and 
competencies needed for IFAD's 
workforce. 

• Consolidating HR reforms from IFAD9, 
including refining staff rules and 
addressing staff concerns. 

• Upgrading ICT architecture and 
streamlining internal processes to reduce 
transaction costs.  

• A user-friendly e-procurement interface 
and revised corporate procurement 
guidelines. 

• Upgrade the RIMS and a multi-pronged 
strategy for impact assessment. 

• Implementing Development Effectiveness 
Framework  

• Human resource management to support 
decentralization. 

• IFAD's gender and diversity targets (e.g. 
number of women at grades P-5 and 
above). 

• Upgrade ICT systems to support 
decentralization and better measure, 
monitor and manage for results.  

• Roll out the Operational Results 
Management System (ORMS). 

• Continuing decentralization 

• Focus on adaptive management 

Operational commitments: 

focus on fragility, 

mainstreaming, 

guidance, 

m&e system  

• Develop differentiated approaches for 
middle-income countries and countries in 
fragile situations. 

• Integrate innovation, learning, and scaling 
up into all IFAD operations. 

• 100 per cent of IFAD operations to 
mainstream climate change by 2018; a 
nutrition lens will be used at each stage of 
the project cycle, from design through 
implementation; at least 15 per cent of 

• 25-30 per cent of core resources to most 
fragile situations  

• Integration of the mainstreaming themes 

• Synergies between lending and non-
lending activities 

• 25 per cent of core resources allocated to 
countries with fragile situations. 

• 40 per cent of PoLG climate-focused  

• Tailored solutions and adaptable 
programming (referred to as 
“transformational country programmes”) 

• Adaptive management  

• Increase mainstream targets for all themes. 
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project designs are gender-transformative 
and at least 50 per cent achieve full gender 
mainstreaming. 

• Establish public-private-producer 
partnerships, country-level and global 
policy engagement, and SSTC. 

• Focus on knowledge management. 

• Build cofinancing partnerships. 

• Systematic support to project-level M&E. 

• Increased focus on sustainability and 
scaling up (latter through non-lending 
activities). 

• Expanding SSTC. 

• Deploy fewer and typically larger 
operations, with more cofinancing, tailored 
approaches to countries in transition and 
targeting extreme poverty and food 
insecurity. 

Financial architecture and 
resource mobilization 

• US$3.0 billion in PoLG and US$0.6 billion 
for administrative and other expenses. 

• Replenishment contributions target 
US$1.44 billion.  

• Unrestricted complementary contributions 
to support climate change, SSTC, 
nutrition-sensitive agriculture, and the 
public-private-producer partnerships 
initiative. 

• Mobilize resources with sovereign 
borrowing. 

• Supplementary funds for thematic 
priorities. 

• Mobilization of cofinancing.  

• PoLG target of US$3.5 billion, 
representing an increase of about 10 per 
cent. 

• Replenishment contributions target 
US$1.2 billion. 

• Increased mobilization of private sector 
investment. 

• Integrate borrowing from markets into 
IFADs’ financial framework. 

• Mobilize cofinancing. 

• PoLG target US$3.8 billion.  

• PoW target approximately US$11 billion. 

• Establish ASAP+ and PSFP and BRAM 

• For UMICs and interested other countries, 
BRAM mechanism. 

• A new DSF-mechanism. 

• Continued focus on cofinancing. 

Commitments  Innovation, learning and scaling up; climate 
adaptation; improved nutritional impact; public-
private-producer partnerships; gender equality 
and women's empowerment; country-level policy 
engagement; global policy engagement: South-
South and Triangular Cooperation: more 
differentiated country approaches; further 
enhancing the operations delivery model and 
tools; enhancing financial management and risk 
assessment capacity; proactive HR 
management; upgrading communication and 
ICT systems; enhancing systems for 
procurement, facilities management and travel; 
governance; administrative efficiency; Results 
Measurement System for IFAD10; Financing 
options for IFAD’s future. 

Borrowing from market to achieve the target 
PoLG; strengthen IFAD's role as an assembler 
of development finance to expand the PoW; 
optimize macro-level allocation of resources; 
increase focus on the poorest and most 
vulnerable people; advance IFAD's 
decentralization; enhance focus, flexibility and 
agility in use of resources, and consider 
associated risks; mainstream the key cross-
cutting themes of nutrition, gender, youth, and 
climate; strengthen synergies between lending 
and non-lending engagement; make strategic 
partnerships for financing, knowledge, 
advocacy, and global influence a cornerstone of 
IFAD operations; pilot diversified products 
tailored to different country circumstances; 
strengthen capacity and systems to manage for 
results; enhance IFAD's service delivery 
platform; midterm review of the IFAD Strategic 
Framework 2016-2025 and engagement with 
United Nations reform.  

• Increased ambition on mainstreaming and 
other priority issues, and enhanced 
targeting of the most vulnerable rural 
people. 

• Strategic focus on fragility, conflict, building 
resilience, countries in transition. 

• Prioritizing IFAD’s core resources for the 
poorest countries 

• Strengthen strategic partnerships with a 
wider range of partners, especially private 
sector. 

• Increase IFAD’s decentralization, while 
strengthening institutional safeguard 
mechanisms and risk management. 

• Integrate borrowing to achieve PoLG target 
and introduce two new programmes – 
ASAP+ and PSFP – to achieve targeted 
PoW. 

Source: IOE determination from replenishment consultation documents GC38/L.4/Rev.1(2015), GC41/L.3/Rev.1 (2018), and GC44/L.6 (2021)
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Evolution of the IFAD structure 

2018 2021 2024-2025 

Office of the President and Vice 
President 

Office of the President and Vice 
President 

Office of the President and Vice 
President 

Office of Audit and Oversight Office of Audit and Oversight Office of Audit and Oversight 

Office of the General Counsel Office of the General Counsel Office of Legal and Governance 

Office of Budget and Development Office of Strategic Budgeting Planning, Organizational 
Development and Budget Division 

Quality Assurance Group Quality Assurance Group 

 

Ethics Office Ethics Office Ethics Office 
 

Office of Enterprise Risk Management Office of Enterprise Risk 
Management 

  

Office of the Secretary 

Independent Office of Evaluation Independent Office of Evaluation Independent Office of Evaluation 

External Relations and Governance 
Department 

External Relations and Governance 
Department 

External Relations Department 

Office of Partnership and Resource 
Mobilization 

Global Engagement, Partnership and 
Resource Mobilization Division 

Global Engagement, Partnership and 
Resource Mobilization Division 

Communications Division Global Communication and Advocacy 
Division 

Communications Division 

Office of the Secretary Office of the Secretary 

 

Global Engagement and Multilateral 
Relations Division 

  

 

Food Systems Coordination 

 

Financial Operations Department Financial Operations Department Financial Operations Department 

Financial Management Services 
Division 

Financial Management Services 
Division 

Procurement and Financial 
Management Division 

Treasury Services Division Treasury Services Division Treasury Services Division 

Accounting and Controllers Division Financial Controllers Division Financial Controllers Division 

Programme Management 
Department 

Programme Management 
Department 

Department of Country Operations 

Operational Policy and Results 
Division 

Operational Policy and Results 
Division 

 

Asia and Pacific Division Asia and Pacific Division Asia and Pacific Division 

East and Southern Africa Division East and Southern Africa Division East and Southern Africa Division 

Latin America and Caribbean Division Latin America and Caribbean Division Latin America and Caribbean Division 

Near East, North Africa and Europe 
Division 

Near East, North Africa and Europe 
Division 

Near East, North Africa and Europe 
Division 

West and Central Africa Division West and Central Africa Division West and Central Africa Division 
  

Private Sector Operations Division 

   

Strategy and Knowledge 
Department 

Strategy and Knowledge 
Department 

Office of Technical Delivery 

Research and Impact Assessment 
Division 

Research and Impact Assessment 
Division 
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Sustainable Production, Markets and 
Institutions Division 

Sustainable Production, Markets and 
Institutions Division 

Sustainable Production, Markets and 
Institutions Division 

Environment, Climate, Gender and 
Social Inclusion Division 

Environment, Climate, Gender and 
Social Inclusion Division 

Environment, Climate, Gender and 
Social Inclusion Division 

  

Office of Development 
Effectiveness 

Corporate Services Department Corporate Services Department Corporate Services Department 

Human Resources Division Human Resources Division People and Culture Division 

Information and Communications 
Technology Division 

Information and Communications 
Technology Division 

Information and Communications 
Technology Division 

Administrative Services Division Administrative Services Division Management Services Division 

Field Support Unit 

  

Source: PB/2018/02 ; IFAD Organogram as of 1 December 2021; IFAD Organogram as of 1 October 2024.
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Supporting tables and figures 
Figure 17 
Categories of IFAD11 monitorable actions on efficiency  

 
Source: IFAD11 commitment tracker. 

Figure 18 
Percentage of ratings 4 and above of acceptable disbursement rate in supervision reports (2016-2024) 

 
Source: OBI-IFAD, 31 December 2024. 

Figure 19 
Percentage of approved projects in fragile situations (number of projects & total financing) IFAD-10 to 
IFAD-12 

 

Source: OBI-IFAD, 31 December 2024.
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Figure 20 
Number of missions and budget allocations129 (%) for project design and supervision & implementation 
support in fragile (FS) and non-fragile situations (N-FS) 

Source: IOE analysis of data provided by DCO. 

Figure 21 
Areas of incremental budget allocation in 2019-2024 (per budget document – excludes redeployments) 

 

Source: IFAD budget documents for 2019-2024.

 
129 Budget allocation data is not available for 2018. 
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Figure 22 
Evolution of PoLG and budget allocations to PMD, SKD and CSD: 2019-2024 (US$ million) 

 
* CSD data excludes budgets for institutional support activities of CSD – implementation of decentralization and ICT services. 

Sources: Budget data for PMD, CSD and SKD 2019-2023 – budget documents; 2024 budget data – POB. PoLG data 2019-2023 
– 2025 budget document; 2024 data – OBI Investment Projects and Grants (Project Framework – Pipeline Monitoring). 

 
Table 18 
Components of budgets of country programme delivery (CPD): 2018-2024 

 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Budget 
CAGR 

2018-
2024 

Project design: budget (US$ million) 19.1 19.9 14.9 13.3 14.7 25.3 22.1  

Share of IFAD budget (%) 12 12 9 8 9 14 12 2.4 
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Share of IFAD budget (%) 52 52 51 49 49 55 57 4.4 

*Other country programme delivery comprises work on country strategies, policy engagement, management functions and 
allocated corporate costs. 
Source: IFAD budget documents for 2018-2024. 

Table 19 
Summary of delegation of authority framework for budget management 

Position Authority to approve 

President Carry-forward of funds to following financial year, up to 3 per cent 

Vice President  Reallocation of funds between categories of administrative budget, after Board 
approval; reallocation of funds within categories of administrative budget; year-end 

budgetary adjustments 

Relevant Head of 
Department/Chief of Staff for 
Departments 

Reallocation of non-staff funds; allocation of ICOs’ non-staff budget 

Division Director Commitments against division’s non-staff budget 

Director, POB Prepare medium-term projections of IFAD’s total budget 

ICO Director Commitments against unit’s non-staff budget 

Unit Head Commitments against unit’s non-staff budget 

Source: PB/2019/01 and interviews. 

 
Table 20 
Headcount distribution across HQ and country offices in selected MDBs (2023–2024) 

Organization Year HQ CO Total Offices Average per 
office 

African Development Bank 2023 1 242 842 2 084 42 20 

Asian Development Bank 2023 2 997 997 3 994 40 25 

World Bank 2023 6 167 6 955 13 122 140 50 

European Bank for 
Reconstruction and 
Development 

2023 2 041 1 046 3 087 37 28 

IFAD 2024 393 534 927 51 10 

Source: African Development Bank Group Annual Report 2023,49; https://www.adb.org/documents/adb-annual-report-2023; 
World Bank Annual Report 2024,77; https://www.ebrd.com/home/who-we-are/our-organisation/ebrd-people.html; IFAD 
headcount data and data on country offices. 

Table 21 
Headcount, total contract days, consultant FTEs and total loans and grants per unit  

Year Head 
count 

Total 
contract 

days 

Consultant 
FTEs* 

Total 
capacity 

Consultant FTE 
as % of 

headcount 

Average 
vacancy 

rate 

2019 707 105 556 406 1 113 57 no data 

2020 767 113 200 435 1 202 57 no data 

2021 689 129 314 497 1 186 72 16.25% 

2022 713 135 615 522 1 235 73 15.43% 

2023 806 143 485 552 1 358 68 13.23% 

2024 927 145 172 558 1 485 60 14.65% 

*FTE is calculated by dividing the total contract days by 260 (total working days per year for one full-time equivalent position). 
Source: IFAD headcount and consultant data, HR dashboard, IFAD Annual Report 2021 and budget papers. 

https://www.adb.org/documents/adb-annual-report-2023
https://www.ebrd.com/home/who-we-are/our-organisation/ebrd-people.html
file:///C:/Users/Sally/Dropbox/2.%20Current/IFAD%202024/03.%20Input/Headcount%20Data/250527%20Integrated%20Consultants.xlsx%23RANGE!A12
file:///C:/Users/Sally/Dropbox/2.%20Current/IFAD%202024/03.%20Input/Headcount%20Data/250527%20Integrated%20Consultants.xlsx%23RANGE!A12
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Table 22 
P-grade distribution 2019 to 2024 

 

P-1 P-1 
Total 

P-2 P-2 
Tota

l 

P-3 P-3 
Total 

P-4 P-4 
Total 

P-5 P-5 
Tota

l 

Year  HQ 

 

Field HQ 

 

Field HQ 

 

Field HQ 

 

Field HQ 

 

2019 2% 2% 3% 14% 17% 10% 19% 29% 8% 20% 28% 9% 16% 24% 

2020 1% 1% 3% 16% 19% 7% 20% 27% 10% 19% 30% 9% 14% 23% 

2021 1% 1% 3% 12% 15% 8% 23% 31% 11% 20% 31% 8% 15% 23% 

2022 1% 1% 3% 12% 16% 9% 21% 30% 14% 17% 31% 8% 15% 23% 

2023 1% 1% 3% 11% 14% 10% 22% 32% 14% 18% 32% 8% 13% 21% 

2024 1% 1% 3% 11% 14% 12% 23% 35% 13% 19% 32% 7% 11% 18% 

Source: IFAD headcount data. 

Table 23 
N-O grade distribution 2019 to 2024 

Year  NOA NOB NOC NOD 

2019 21% 20% 57% 1% 

2020 19% 23% 58% 0% 

2021 15% 32% 53% 0% 

2022 11% 46% 41% 3% 

2023 8% 50% 40% 2% 

2024 10% 44% 44% 1% 

Source: IFAD headcount data. 

Figure 23 
Paygrades of CDs/heads of Hub-MCO-subregional office and SSTC  

 
Source: IFAD headcount data.
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Figure 24 
IFAD vacancy rate from Q1 2021 to Q3 2024 

Source: IFAD HR dashboard.  

Table 24 
Number of positions recruited per division 2021 to 2024  

Year CSD CSSG ERG FOD PMD SKD Total 

2021 1 

 

2 

 

7 1 11 

2022 6 3 2 3 39 4 57 

2023 13 6 5 2 44 15 85 

2024 3 9 4 6 32 13 67 

Grand total 23 18 13 11 122 33 220 

Source: IFAD recruitment data. 

Table 25 
Positions recruited as a percentage of headcount per division 2021 to 2024  

Year CSD CSSG ERG FOD PMD SKD 

2021 1% 0% 3% 0% 3% 1% 

2022 5% 5% 2% 4% 15% 4% 

2023 12% 9% 6% 3% 14% 12% 

2024 2% 13% 4% 7% 9% 8% 

Source: IFAD headcount data and IFAD recruitment data. 
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Figure 25 
Total training courses in priority skills completed as a percentage of total staff 2020 to 2024  

 

Source: IFAD training data and IFAD headcount data. 

Table 26 
Top five most frequently completed training courses during IFAD11 (2019–2021) 

Skills 2019 Skills 2020 Skills 2021 

Gender 113 Risk management 428 Gender 284 

Integrity and ethics 71 Gender 276 Financial crime 220 

Cybersecurity 51 Integrity and ethics 213 Integrity and ethics 194 

Security 47 Logistics management 195 Logistics management 188 

Corporate approach 36 Cybersecurity 146 Risk management 181 

Source: IFAD training data. 

Table 27 

Top five most frequently completed training courses during IFAD12 (2022–2024) 

Skills 2022 Skills 2023 Skills 2024 

Integrity and ethics 906 Integrity and ethics 1373 Integrity and ethics 1 358 

Basic ICT & digital fluency 406 Risk management 419 Cybersecurity 743 

Programme/project 
development, management 

225 Procedure adherence 414 Risk management 354 

IFAD financing structure 218 Programme/project 
development, management 

408 Basic ICT & digital 
fluency, emerging 

technologies 

277 

Technical enablement of 
conferences/ meetings and 
collaboration tools, data 
management, basic ICT & 
digital fluency 

198 Technical enablement of 
conferences/ meetings and 

collaboration tools, data 
management, basic ICT & 

digital fluency 

339 Programme/project 
development, 
management 

263 

Source: IFAD training data.
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Table 28 
Projects approved and completed, by region 

 Approved Completed 

Regions IFAD11 IFAD12 IFAD11 IFAD12 

APR  18 18 23 23 

ESA  20 19 18 19 

LAC  10 13 13 20 

NEN  8 8 16 13 

WCA  27 10 14 10 

Total  83 68 84 85 

Source: OBI-IFAD, 31 December 2024. 

Table 29 
Ongoing projects130 in the portfolio by year  

Region/Year 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 

APR  62 60 56 54 51 51 

ESA  52 47 51 48 49 51 

LAC  32 30 33 30 29 26 

NEN  40 40 35 30 29 30 

WCA  49 57 58 57 55 58 

Total  235 234 233 219 213 216 

Source: OBI-IFAD 31 December 2024. 

Figure 26 
Age distribution of ongoing project portfolio by replenishment cycle  

 

 
130 An "ongoing project" is defined as one that has received Executive Board Approval on or before 31 December of a 
given year and has a current completion date scheduled after 31 December of that same year. 
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Source: OBI-IFAD 31 December 2024. 

Figure 27 
Age distribution of completed projects 

 

 
Source: OBI-IFAD, 31 December 2024. 
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Figure 28 
Time lag from project approval to effectiveness 

 

 
*The 18 IFAD12 projects shown as “No data” correspond to approvals that had not yet become effective at the time of data 
collection (they do not imply missing data). 

Source: OBI-IFAD, 31 December 2024.  

Table 30 
Completed and ongoing projects that experienced delays/extension during IFAD11 

  Completed projects Ongoing projects 

Region  Number  Delayed/extended  Number  Delayed/extended  

APR  23 12 33 18 

ESA  18 17 32 11 

LAC  13 13 13 2 

NEN  16 14 22 11 

WCA  14 10 48 22 

Total  84 66  148 64 

Source: OBI-IFAD 31 December 2024. 
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Table 31 
Completed and ongoing projects that experienced delays/extension during IFAD12 

  Completed projects  Ongoing projects 

Region  Number  Delayed/extended  Number  Delayed/extended  

APR  23 18   51 18 

ESA  19 18    51 11 

LAC  20 14   26 2 

NEN  13 10   30 11 

WCA  10 5   58 22 

Total  85 65 216 64 

Source: OBI-IFAD 31 December 2024. 

Figure 29 
Financing sources by region (million US$)  

 

 
Source: OBI-IFAD. 
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Figure 30 
Time lag from project approval to first disbursement 

 

 
Source: OBI-IFAD. 

Table 32 
Volume of projects approved under IFAD11 and IFAD 12 (US$millions)  

   2019  2020  2021  IFAD11 2022  2023  2024*  IFAD12 

Total 
PoLG  

1 922  971  1 387  4 280  1 125  755  2 248  4 128 

Total 
PoW  

5 078  2 012  3 399  10 469  2 085  2 641  7 205 11 931 

* forecasted value  

Source: OBI-IFAD 31 December 2024. 

Table 33 
Projects that ended earlier than the originally intended completion date  

Project Id  Country  Project name  Original 
completion  

Current 
completion  

2000001405  Zambia  Enhanced Smallholder Agribusiness 
Promotion Programme  

30/09/2024  30/09/2022  

2000001517 Sudan Integrated Agriculture and Marketing 
Development Project 

31/03/2024 15/02/2024 

2000002071 Angola Smallholder Resilience Enhancement 
Project 

30/09/2026 31/12/2024 

2000001468  Mexico  Social Economy: Territory and Inclusion 
Project  

30/06/2023  10/03/2022  

1100001744  Lao People's 
Democratic 

Republic 

Northern Smallholder Livestock 
Commercialization Project: Rural 

Financial Services Programme  

31/03/2022  31/12/2019  
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2000001420  India  Andhra Pradesh Drought Mitigation 
Project  

30/09/2022  31/12/2021  

2000001070  Gabon  Agricultural and Rural Development 
Project, Phase II  

30/06/2026  31/12/2023  

Source: OBI-IFAD, 31 December 2024. 

Table 34 
Projects cancelled/ on hold/ suspended after Executive Board approval 

   IFAD11 IFAD12 

Cancelled 2 1 

On hold/ suspended   0 0 

Suspended by major force   0 0 

Total 2 1 

Source: ORMS
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Leveraging ethical and responsible use of AI in the CLE 
of the institutional and operational performance under 
IFAD11 and IFAD12 
75. The CLE of IFAD’s institutional and operational performance during the IFAD11 and 

IFAD12 replenishment cycles presented major analytical demands. The evaluation 

covered several aspects of IFAD’s business model, including its financial 

architecture, its human resources management and its operations. As such, data 

collection and analysis was required on a broad scope of indicators and datasets. 

The evaluation spanned multiple evidence blocks (see annex III), including 

structured interviews with HQ stakeholders, country case studies, past CLEs, 

thematic evaluations, country strategy and programme evaluations (CSPEs) and a 

growing corpus of strategic and operational reports. To meet these demands, the 

Independent Office of Evaluation (IOE) integrated Artificial Intelligence (AI) into 

the evaluation process, an innovation aligned with IOE’s AI strategy131132 and 

IFAD’s data governance policy.133 The integration of AI in the CLE was supported 

by IFAD’s ICT Division through infrastructure support, technical guidance on model 

selection, and technical clearance for procurement following risk assessment. 

Informal exchanges with ICT also helped IOE adopt good practices for a 

responsible and ethical approach.  

A. AI applications in the CLE 

76. AI was used not as a substitute for evaluator judgment, but as a decision-support 

system to organize large volumes of qualitative data, accelerate evidence retrieval, 

ensure analytical consistency, and enable traceability of findings. Each AI workflow 

was designed to preserve evaluation standards of credibility, transparency, and 

utility, and adhered to the United Nations Evaluation Group’s ethical norms, 

including data privacy safeguards and human validation protocols. The key 

applications are explained below and summarized in table 18. 

77. Structured interview analysis from country case studies. To analyse 

structured interviews across country case studies, IOE employed generative 

transformer-based models to support transcription, extraction and synthesis. Audio 

recordings from data collection interviews were converted into structured text, 

after which AI was applied at the interview-question level, extracting key points, 

timestamped quotations, and stakeholder attributions. These were then mapped to 

sub-evaluation questions (sub-EQs) to align with the evaluation framework. AI-

generated summaries provided preliminary syntheses across stakeholders for each 

sub-EQ, highlighting common themes and divergent perspectives. Evaluators used 

these insights as input for triangulation, not as final findings. Important to note 

here is that, all identifying information was removed before processing, and models 

were run in secure environments.  

78. AI chatbot for interview-based evidence retrieval. To facilitate real-time 

exploration of interview data, the evaluation team developed an AI-powered 

chatbot trained exclusively on around sixty anonymized meeting minutes. The 

chatbot enabled team members to pose natural language questions (such as “What 

challenges have been discussed regarding recruitment?”) and receive answers 

directly drawn from interview data, complete with verbatim quotes, timestamps, 

and links to original transcript files, which allows evaluators to validate responses. 

This approach significantly enhanced transparency and reproducibility. It was 

particularly effective for straightforward evidence queries, while evaluators still 

reviewed more complex or interpretive questions. All user queries and outputs 

were archived for future reference. Evaluation staff reported that the system 

 
131 IOE AI Strategy 2024- 2026. 
132 IOE AI Strategy 2024- 2026. 
133 https://webapps.ifad.org/members/eb/137/docs/EB-2022-137-R-8.pdf. 

https://webapps.ifad.org/members/eb/137/docs/EB-2022-137-R-8.pdf
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reduced time spent searching for quotes from hours to minutes, while ensuring 

that every citation was traceable and verifiable. 

79. Large-scale AI-assisted screening of non-lending activities, operational 

parameters and transformational change. Advanced AI-enabled workflows 

were employed to systematically review and classify large volumes of evidence 

from a comprehensive universe of publicly available documents including CSPEs, 

COSOPs, CSNs, MOPAN reports and Board documents. Rather than relying solely 

on keyword searches, the evaluation utilized prompt-based large language model 

classification, closely aligned with IFAD’s official definitions for each area of 

analysis. 

80. To examine how IFAD performed across non-lending activities (knowledge 

management, policy engagement, and partnerships), the team deployed an AI 

pipeline that screened and classified over 95 evaluation and strategic reports. Each 

paragraph was tagged with metadata (e.g. country, year, theme), and classified 

into one of 33 sub-dimensions using GPT-based models trained on operational 

definitions validated by subject matter experts. The system allowed the team to 

generate dynamic analytics on any sub-theme by region or period. Accuracy 

benchmarks ranged from 81 per cent to 95 per cent across themes, with all 

outputs audited against human-coded samples. The resulting evidence base-

supported triangulation reduced manual screening time substantially and therefore 

allowed for a larger body of evidence instead of selecting a sample. 

81. Similarly, the AI workflow enabled the extraction, tagging, and indexing of 

paragraphs related to core operational parameters, such as:  

• processes and procedures: including guidelines, policies, decision-making 

processes, and delegation of authority; 

• disbursement performance: assessing the effectiveness and drivers of fund 

disbursement; 

• timeliness: measuring periods from concept note to project approval, and 

from project approval to first disbursement, in order to identify both positive 

and negative drivers of timeliness; 

• budget management: covering budget allocation, adequacy, and utilization. 

82. The workflow was also used to systematically identify and tag evidence related to 

transformational change (e.g. scaling up, systemic impact, sustainability of 

results), supporting structured analysis of this strategic cross-cutting theme within 

IFAD operations. 

83. All AI-classified outputs underwent iterative human validation and were enriched 

with metadata (such as region, country, document type, reporting year, and 

paragraph number), enabling evidence to be filtered and analyzed by metadata 

type. A key feature was the explicit identification of drivers of positive and negative 

performance, linked to the actor responsible. This provided actionable, actor-

specific insights for both operational and strategic improvement. The AI-enabled 

process significantly reduced analysis time from weeks to days, strengthened 

traceability, and enhanced evidence triangulation across multiple sources. 

84. Triangulation across multiple evidence streams. AI was also deployed to 

assist triangulation of findings across the “evidence universe” of the CLE, 

comprising: (i) structured interviews from HQ and field; (ii) country case studies; 

(iii) evidence syntheses from previous CLEs, and thematic evaluations; and (iv) 

COSOPs and CSPEs. Evaluators used AI to extract and compare evidence on 

individual sub-EQs across these sources, allowing structured triangulation matrices 

to be generated at scale. Each finding was reviewed across at least three sources, 

improving reliability and ensuring balanced perspectives. This AI-supported 

triangulation strengthened the credibility of evidence by systematizing how 
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multiple sources were compared, especially for cross-cutting topics such as 

mainstreaming, non-lending activities or decentralization. 

B. Validation of results 

85. The credibility of AI-assisted outputs in the CLE was ensured through a structured 

multi-step validation process. All AI-generated outputs were systematically 

reviewed by evaluators, who conducted spot-checks against manually coded 

samples and focused reviews for complex themes. The evaluation team 

benchmarked AI model performance against human-coded data, with documented 

F1 score134 rates between 0.63 to 0.79 for thematic areas such as non-lending 

activities or budget. All outputs were linked to their original sources via metadata 

to enable full auditability. Peer review and documentation of prompts and coding 

rules further supported consistency. Findings generated by AI chatbot were cross-

validated with at least three independent evidence streams before being included in 

the synthesis using the RACCA (relevance, accuracy, clarity, conciseness, and 

appropriateness) AI response evaluation framework.135 In addition, cross-checking 

of coded evidence across qualitative sources (such as interviews, country case 

studies, and evaluation syntheses) ensured replicability and minimized potential 

bias, with AI serving strictly as a supplementary tool rather than a substitute for 

evaluator judgment. 

86. Several challenges were encountered during validation. The AI models occasionally 

misclassified paragraphs with nuanced or overlapping content, necessitating further 

human review. Some evidence sources contained ambiguity or insufficient detail, 

limiting the AI tool’s ability to accurately code content. Technical errors, such as 

optical character recognition or speech-to-text inaccuracies, introduced additional 

glitches and required manual correction. Changes to prompts or model versions 

occasionally led to inconsistent outputs which were addressed through regular 

calibration and review. Although AI reduced the time spent on repetitive coding, 

the initial stages of validation and model refinement required considerable human 

effort. 

87. User validation confirmed that the effectiveness of AI outputs was influenced not 

only by model performance but also by the quality and completeness of underlying 

data sources. While clarity and coherence of chatbot responses were consistently 

rated highly, relevance and factual accuracy varied, particularly for complex or 

multi-dimensional queries. Several users noted that, without access to the full set 

of underlying documents, it was difficult to comprehensively assess the 

completeness or accuracy of responses. This underscored the importance of 

comprehensive data preparation, clear user guidance, and continuous human 

oversight in the application of AI to evaluation. 

C. Added value, challenges and lessons learned 

Added value 

88. The integration of AI into the CLE process delivered tangible benefits across several 

dimensions. First, the use of AI-enabled classification and evidence retrieval led to 

substantial time savings. Manual screening and coding of large volumes of textual 

evidence, which previously required several weeks of dedicated effort, was 

completed within days. For example, the AI chatbot reduced the time evaluators 

spent searching for and validating quotations from hours to minutes, allowing the 

 
134 Performance was assessed using the F1 score, a metric that balances precision and recall providing a single 
measure of how effectively the AI identified relevant, factually correct responses. See: Anuj, Harsh; Raimondo, Estelle 
Rosine; Boer, Hannah Den. “Balancing Innovation and Rigor : Guidance for the Thoughtful Integration of Artificial 
Intelligence for Evaluation” (Guidance Note) (English). IEG Methods and Evaluation Capacity Development Working 
Paper Series Washington, D.C. : World Bank Group. 
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/099136005132515321.  
135 Maynard, A. (2023). “Prompt and response evaluation”. Retrieved from https://andrewmaynard.net/prompt-and-
response-evaluation/.  

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/099136005132515321
https://andrewmaynard.net/prompt-and-response-evaluation/
https://andrewmaynard.net/prompt-and-response-evaluation/


Appendix-Annex IX   EB 2026/147/R.7 
  EC 2026/132/W.P.7 

111 

team to focus on higher-value analytical work. Another example for non-lending 

activities, the AI model screened and classified 62 COSOPs and 35 CSPEs, covering 

a total of 97 documents. This comprehensive coverage would not have been 

feasible in terms of time or cost through manual review, and it has significantly 

strengthened the robustness and representativeness of the evaluation’s evidence 

base. 

89. Secondly, the workflow strengthened traceability. Each AI-supported output was 

linked to its source paragraph and associated metadata (including country, year, 

document type and paragraph number), creating a transparent audit trail from 

initial data point to final finding. This has enhanced both the reproducibility of the 

evaluation and its accountability to internal and external reviewers. 

90. Thirdly, the introduction of AI contributed to improved analytical consistency. The 

prompt-based classification system, anchored in IFAD’s operational definitions and 

subject to human validation, reduced subjectivity in coding and ensured that 

similar evidence was treated in a comparable way across themes, countries and 

time periods. This has resulted in a more robust and standardized evidence base. 

91. Finally, the investments in workflow design, model/prompt fine-tuning, and 

metadata structures have improved scalability. The systems and protocols 

established for this CLE are now available for future evaluations, reducing start-up 

time and supporting organizational learning within IOE. 

Challenges 

92. The adoption of AI also surfaced important limitations. Despite high overall 

accuracy, ambiguous or context-dependent responses frequently required human 

review. Evaluators found that certain nuanced themes, such as transformational 

change or complex institutional processes, still demand subject matter expertise 

and careful interpretation. 

93. Technical challenges were also encountered. The speech-to-text models struggled 

to accurately transcribe specialized terminology and accented speech, requiring 

additional manual correction. Similarly, optical character recognition errors in 

scanned documents necessitated pre-processing before analysis. Designing 

effective prompts and refining classification categories required several rounds of 

iteration to balance coverage and specificity. 

94. Another challenge relates to the risk of business interruption due to reliance on 

external AI service providers. For example, during the evaluation, the team was 

unable to produce time-sensitive analysis when API credits ran out and could not 

be replenished immediately. This highlights potential risks of infrastructure or 

procurement failures (whether due to provider limitations, internal processes, or 

data issues) which can disrupt AI workflows during the evaluation. 

Lessons learned 

95. Key lessons have emerged from this first large-scale application of AI in a 

corporate-level evaluation at IFAD. The experience confirms that AI adds the most 

value when embedded within structured, question-driven evaluation workflows. 

Automated analysis is not a substitute for expert judgment but serves as a 

powerful complement, accelerating evidence-gathering and synthesis while 

maintaining rigour. 

96. Human validation remains essential to uphold evaluation standards. Every stage of 

the process — from model selection to prompt design, coding, and synthesis — 

benefits from iterative review and adjustment by experienced evaluators. Finally, 

the systematic documentation of prompts, decision rules, and coding protocols is 

crucial for transparency, replicability and organizational learning. 
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D. Way forward 

97. The integration of AI into the CLE of IFAD’s institutional and operational 

performance during IFAD11 and IFAD12 marks a significant advance for IOE’s 

evaluation practice. Building on the lessons from this evaluation, IOE will continue 

to invest in the responsible and effective use of AI, with a focus on the following 

priorities. 

• Enhancing technical capacity: further refine classification accuracy, actor-

mapping, and real-time analytics to ensure outputs remain aligned with 

evolving evaluation needs. 

• Strengthening collaboration: work closely with IFAD’s IT Division and external 

partners (such as MDBs, IFIs, other United Nations organizations, a community 

of practices, AI service providers) to ensure data security, interoperability, and 

ethical AI use. 

• Investing in evaluator capacity: develop targeted training and guidance for 

evaluators on the integration of AI tools into standard evaluation workflows. 

• Documenting and disseminating good practices: systematically record and 

share lessons learned, protocols, and methodologies, both internally and with 

the wider evaluation community. 

98. The experience from this CLE demonstrates that with careful design and oversight, 

AI can become an integral part of IOE’s toolbox supporting rigorous, transparent, 

and timely evaluation in an increasingly complex operational environment. 

Table 35 
Summary of AI use cases in CLE of IFAD 11–12 

AI use case Description Evidence source(s) Outputs Validation 
strategies 
employed 

Structured interview 
analysis from country 
case studies. 

Automated 
transcription, 
extraction, and 
mapping of 
stakeholder 
interviews to sub-
EQs using Open AI’s 
GTP models 

Country case study 
interviews 

Key points mapping 
per question, 
timestamped 
quotations, theme 
syntheses 

Manual review of 
extracts; spot-checks 
against original 
recordings; peer 
validation of mapped 
outputs 

AI chatbot for 
interview-based 
evidence retrieval. 

AI-powered chat 
interface for 
retrieving interview 
evidence with 
traceable citations 
and source links 

HQ interview minutes Instant responses 
with quotes, referred 
question, and minute 
links 

RCCA Framework; 
spot-checks of 
chatbot responses 

Large-scale AI-
assisted screening of 
thematic issues 

Prompt-based large 
language model 
classification and 
tagging of evidence 
for thematic issues 

CSPEs, COSOPs, 
CSNs, MOPAN, 
Board documents 

Paragraph-level 
database by theme, 
region, year, sub-
dimension 

F1 score; iterative 
prompt refinement; 
audit trails for all tags 

AI-assisted 
triangulation 

AI-enabled 
extraction and 
comparison of 
findings across 
multiple evidence 
blocks 

All evidence blocks  Triangulation 
matrices and 
structured evidence 
maps 

Triangulation 
matrices reviewed by 
evaluation team; 
multiple-source 
validation before 
synthesis 
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List of key persons met136 
Name  Function / Organization 

IFAD stakeholders 

Department for Country Operations (DCO) 

Donal Brown Associate Vice-President 

Bettina Prato Former Lead Policy and Technical Advisor to the 

Associate Vice-President 

Enika Basu Senior Technical Advisor to the Associate Vice-

President 

Yukta Kumar  Senior Specialist (Fragility) 

Ama Brandford-Arthur  Global SSTC Coordinator 

Mattia Barina  Temporary Professional Officer (SSTC) 
  

Asia and the Pacific Division (APR) 

Reehana Raza Regional Director 

Abdelkarim Sma Lead Regional Economist 

Kaushik Barua Senior Portfolio Advisor 

Liliana Miro Quesada Regional Specialist 
  

IFAD Country Office in Bangladesh 

Valantine Achancho  Country Director  

Arnoud Hameleers  Former Country Director 

Nabil Rahaman Country Programme Coordinator 

Rilla Kirk Special Programme Officer  

Mashiat Chowdhury Country Programme Analyst 

Farhana Urmee KM and Communications Consultant 

Rechel Rema Country Programme Assistant 

Md Uzzal Miah Driver 
  

IFAD Country Office in Viet Nam 

Ambrosio Barros Country Director 

Francisco Pichon Former Country Director (2021-2022) 

Thanh Tùng Nguyễn Country Programme Coordinator 

Thomas Rath Former Country Programme Manager  

Thu Hoài Nguyễn Country Programme Analyst 

Quang Nguyễn Consultant 

Khánh Nguyễn Country Programme Assistant 

Thanh Tú Nguyễn Administrative Assistant 
  

East and Southern Africa Division (ESA) 

Sara Mbago-Bhunu Regional Director  

Francesco Rispoli Hub Director, Country Director 

Sara Aya Kouakou Senior Portfolio Advisor 

Daniel Higgins Programme Officer  

 
136 Persons met during the evaluation design workshop, country case studies and headquarters interviews. 
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IFAD Multi-Country Office in Ethiopia 

Mawira Chitima Hub Director, Country Director 

Caroline Mwongera Country Director for Eritrea and South Soudan 

Metadel Fentahuan Country Programme Officer  

Dagim Kassahun Programme Analyst 

Amleset Haile Abreha Programme Analyst 

Kadei Kadre Programme Officer 

Siele Wondifraw Country Programme Assistant 

Yeabtsega Molla Tilahun Country Administrative Assistant 

Minasse Mulugeta Driver/Clerk 
  

IFAD Country Office in Rwanda 

Dagmawi Habte Selassie  Country Director 

Francesco Rispoli  Former Country Director 

Aimable Ntukanyagwe Country Programme Officer  

Alice Uwimana Country Programme Assistant 
  

Latin America and the Caribbean Division (LAC) 

Enrique Hennings MesoAmerica and the Caribbean Hub Head 

Ricardo Fort Meyer Lead Regional Economist 

Maine Astonitas Senior Portfolio Advisor  

Daniel Anavitarte Former Regional Specialist 

Gaetan Tanet Programme Officer 

Rosamaria Dasso Consultant, Behavioural Decision-Making & Public 

Policies, Development, Design & Evaluation   

IFAD Country Office in Brazil 

Arnoud Hameleers  Country Director SSTC & KC 

Hardi Vieira Country Programme Coordinator 

Gleice Meneses Country Programme Assistant 

Norberto Filho Administrative Assistant 

Maria Claudia De Jesus Driver & AA 
  

IFAD Country Office in Haiti 

Isabel de la Peña Former Country Director ad interim 

Paolo Silveri Former Country Director 

Maija Peltola Former Country Director 

Ronie Zamor Country Programme Coordinator 

Christele Frederique Administrative Assistant 
  

Near East, North Africa and Europe Division (NEN) 

Naoufel Telahigue Regional Director  

Dina Saleh Former Regional Director 

Gianluca Capaldo Senior Portfolio Advisor  
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IFAD Multi-Country Office in Egypt 

Mohamed Abdelgadir  Head of Cairo Multi-Country Office, Country Director 

Zeinab Awad  Country Programme Coordinator  

Amira Mekheimar  Country Programme Analyst  

Sahar Ahmed  Country Administrative Assistant  

Rabab Riad Mohamed  Country Programme Assistant  
  

IFAD Multi-Country Office in Türkiye 

Liam Francis Chicca Head of Istanbul Multi-Country Office, Country 

Director 

Bernard Hien Former Country Director 

Taylan Kiymaz Country Programme Coordinator  

Aysegul Şahinkaya Country Operations Analyst   

Simay Keskin Country Programme Assistant 

Hulya Ozel Country Programme Assistant 
  

West and Central Africa Division (WCA) 

Bernard Hien Regional Director, Country Director 

Matteo Marchisio Head of Hub/ Country Director 

Athur Mabiso Lead Regional Economist 

Tarek Ahmed Senior Portfolio Advisor 

Ashley Davidson Regional Specialist 

Yuna Salmon Programme Analyst 

Seynabou Diack Country Operations Analyst 
  

IFAD Country Office in Mali 

Ndaya Beltchika Country Director 

Norman Messer Former Country Director (2021-2023) 

Issiaka Magassa Country Programme Analyst 
  

IFAD Country Office in Nigeria 

Dede Ekoue  Country Director  

Isaac Mensah  Country Programme Officer  

Chioma Adiele-Okpara  Country Programme Officer  

Adebayo Ogunniyi  Country Programme Analyst   

Patricia Wills-Obong  Programme Assistant  
  

Private Sector Operations Division (PSD) 

Francisco Rubio Senior Technical Specialist, ABC Fund 

James Marc de Sousa-Shields Former Director ad interim 
  

Corporate Services Department (CSD) 

Guoqi Wu Associate Vice-President 

Nerina Muzurovic Senior Advisor 
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Management Services Division (MSD) 

Giorgia Salucci Regional Teams Manager 
  

People and Culture Division (PCD) 

Stella Atela Director 

Candida Sansone Former Director  

Francesca Maselli Chief, People Operations & Policy 

Saadia Imad Chief, Talent Management Unit 

Richard Aiello Lead, Culture Transformation & Employee Relations 

Suyun Kim  Senior HR Specialist 

Cristina Schiarini HR Specialist (Recruitment Coordinator)  

Laura Teunissen  Payroll & Data Analytics Consultant 

Beatrice Basham Consultant (Learning Management System) 

Vuk Gavrilovic HR Analyst (Corporate Processes)  

Alessandro Sampieri Consultant (Talent Data) 
  

Information and Communications Technology Division (ICT) 

Thomas Bousios Director 

Eilish O'neill Senior Core Operations Systems Lead 

David Hughes ICT Solutions Coordinator & GIS Lead 
  

External Relations Department (ERD) 

Federica Diamanti Associate Vice-President  

Rebecca Slocum Senior Technical Advisor 
  

Communications Division (COM) 

Bruce Murphy Chief, Corporate Content and Regional Outreach Team 

David Suttie Communication Officer, Writer 
  

Global Engagement, Partnership and Resource Mobilization Division (GPR) 

Ronald Thomas Hartman Director 

Max Von Bonsdorff  Chief Partnership Officer 

Federica Cerulli Chief Partnership Officer, Member State Engagement  

Denisa Butnaru Partnership Officer, Funds Management 

Charlotte Thumser Partnership Analyst 

Linda Arena Consultant 
  

Financial Operations Department (FOD) 

Hernan Alvarado  Former Associate Vice-President and Chief Financial 

Officer 

Malek Sahli   Lead Development Finance Officer  

Claudio di Benedetto Senior Technical Advisor to the AVP 

Fabrizio Vivarini Financial Management Officer 
  

Financial Controller's Division (FCD) 

Allegra Saitto  Director & Controller  
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Vittorio Buonanno Senior Finance Specialist 
  

Treasury Services Division (TRE) 

Gulnara Yunusova  Director & Treasurer  

Advit Nath Former Director and Controller 

Natalia Toschi Treasury Senior Officer 
  

Office of Development Effectiveness (ODE) 

Carola Alvarez  Managing Director 

Chitra Deshpande  Lead Advisor, Results & Resources 

Han Ulac Demirag  Chief, SECAP, Mainstreaming Compliance and Quality 

Assurance Unit 

Arundhati Willetts Lead Advisor, SECAP, Mainstreaming and Climate 

Tracking 

Thomas Rath Lead Advisor, Operational Policy & Programme 

Delivery Risk 

Tisorn Songsermsawas Senior Economist 

Leon Williams Senior Specialist (M&E) 

Aboubacar Diaby Senior Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Specialist 

(SECAP) 

Maria Soledad Marco Senior Specialist (Results and Resources) 

Caroline Bidault Senior Specialist Policy and Results 

Dimitra Stamatopoulos Specialist Policy and Results  

Michele Pennella Specialist Policy and Results  

Vittoria Bellia Consultant, PRISMA 
  

Office of Enterprise Risk Management (RMO) 

Roger Fischer  Director & Chief Risk Officer 

Alberto Cogliati Former Associate Vice-President & Chief Risk Officer 

Jose Morte Molina Former Lead Financial Risk Officer 

Laura Berardino Lead Operational Risk Officer 
  

Office of Legal and Governance (LEG) 

Katherine Meighan  Chief Legal and Governance Officer 

Sylvie Arnoux Senior Legal Officer 

Itziar Garcia Villanueva Deputy General Counsel Operations 

Matthew Moorhead  Legal Officer 
  

Office of the President and Vice-President (OPV) 

Gerardine Mukeshimana Vice-President 
  

Office of the Secretary (SEC) 

Deirdre Mc Grenra Chief, Institutional Governance and Member Relations 

Andreas Kassab Institutional Governance and Member Relations Officer 
  

Office of Technical Delivery (OTD) 

Sustainable Production, Markets and Institutions Division (PMI) 
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Nigel Brett  Director  

Brenda Gunde  Lead Global Technical Specialist - ICT4D 

Anne Mottet  Lead Global Technical Specialist - Livestock 

Marco Camagni Lead Global Technical Specialist - Rural Institutions 
  

Environment, Climate, Gender and Social Inclusion Division (ECG) 

Juan Carlos Mendoza 

Casadiegos  

Director 

Hisham Zehni Lead Technical Specialist (Youth) and Social Inclusion 

Cluster Coordinator 

Pierre-Yves Guedez Lead Climate and Environmental Funds  

Jahan-Zeb Chowdhury Former Lead Technical Specialist - Environment & 

Climate Cluster Coordinator 

Jack Rossiter  Senior Technical Specialist (ASAP Manager 

Environment & Climate) 

Daniela Morra  Senior Technical Specialist (SECAP) 

Ilyasse Elbaroudi Technical Specialist (SECAP) 
  

Planning, Organizational Development and Budget Division (POB) 

Edward Gallagher Director 

Francesco Ranalletta  Senior Budget Specialist 

Silvia Di Pilla  Budget Specialist (Management and Planning) 
  

Former Budget and Organization Development Division 

Saheed Adegbite Former Director 
  

Former Operational Policy and Results Division 

Priscilla Torres Rossel Former Chief Project Procurement 
  

Former Field Support Unit  

Raniya Sayed Khan Former Chief 
  

Former Quality Assurance Group 

Robson Mutandi Former Chief ad interim 
  

Former Strategy and Knowledge Department 

Jyotsna Puri  Former Associate Vice-President 
  

Former Research and Impact Assessment Division 

Sara Savastano Former Director 
  

Executive Committee of the Staff Association - IFAD Staff Association 

Francesco Ranalletta  Former Chair 

Lenyara Fundukova  Former Chair 

Leon Williams  Former Vice-Chair  
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Replenishment Coordination Committee 

Kyle Peters  Replenishment Coordination Committee Chair (IFAD 

12, 13) 

Johannes Linn  Former Replenishment Coordination Committee Chair 

(IFAD 9, 10, 11)   

Executive Board Representatives 

Oussama Achouri Councellor, Alternate Permanent Representative of the 

People's Democratic Republic of Algeria to IFAD 

Julian Perez  First Secretary, Permanent Representation of 

Argentina to the International Organizations in Rome 

Peter Istjan-Hölzl Senior Advisor, International Financial Institutions, 

Federal Ministry of Finance of the Republic of Austria 

Flora Endl Advisor, International Financial Institutions, Federal 

Ministry of Finance of the Republic of Austria 

Raquel Porto Ribeiro Mendes General Coordinator for Global Development 

Institutions of the Secretariat for International Affairs, 

Ministry of Finance of the Federative Republic of Brazil 

Lívia Batista Maciel Braga Infrastructure Analyst, Secretariat for International 

Affairs, Ministry of Finance of the Federative Republic 

of Brazil 

Médi Moungui  Deputy Permanent Representative of Cameroon to the 

United Nations Organizations for Food and Agriculture 

in Rome 

Flora Mak  Deputy Director, Global Institutions, Agriculture and 

Food Systems Division (MSF), Global Issues and 

Development Branch, Global Affairs Canada (GAC) 

Alexandra Ricard-Guay Senior Program Officer, Permanent Mission of Canada 

to the United Nations Food and Agriculture Agencies in 

Rome 

Tanguy Bernon Head, Office of Multilateral Finance for Climate and 

Development, Directorate General of the Treasury, 

Ministry for the Economy, Finance and Industrial and 

Digital Sovereignty of France 

Anais Deffrennes Advisor, Permanent Representation of France to the 

United Nations in Rome 

Ronald Meyer Former Counsellor, Alternate Permanent 

Representative of the Federal Republic of Germany to 

the International Organizations in Rome 

Erma Rheindrayani Counsellor, Alternate Permanent Representative of the 

Republic of Indonesia to IFAD, Embassy of the 

Republic of Indonesia to Italy 

Purna Cita Nugraha First Secretary, Alternate Permanent Representative of 

the Republic of Indonesia to IFAD, Embassy of the 

Republic of Indonesia to Italy 

Francesca Lombardo Officer, Multilateral Development Banks and Funds, 

Ministry of Economy and Finance of the Italian 

Republic 

Gian Paolo Ruggiero Director, International Financial Relations, Ministry of 

Economy and Finance of the Italian Republic 

Paola Ramírez Alternate Permanent Representative of the United 

Mexican States to the UN Agencies based in Rome 
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Jan Bade Deputy Permanent Representative of the Kingdom of 

the Netherlands to the United Nations Organizations 

for Food and Agriculture in Rome 

Ingrid Dana Counsellor, Deputy Permanent Representative of the 

Kingdom of Norway to IFAD 

Even Stormoen Senior Advisor, Section for Food Security, Health and 

Education, Royal Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

Cornelia Hett Deputy Head of Health and Food Systems, Thematic 

Cooperation Division, Swiss Agency for Development 

and Cooperation 

Marlene Heeb Counsellor, Deputy Permanent Representative of 

Switzerland to the United Nations Organizations in 

Rome 

Liz Nasskau Counsellor, Deputy Permanent Representative of the 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 

to the United Nations Food and Agriculture Agencies in 

Rome 

Christopher Clem International Economist, Office of International 

Development Policy, Department of the Treasury of 

the United States of America 

James Catto Director, Office of International Development Policy, 

Department of the Treasury of the United States of 

America 

Representative Permanent Representation of the Bolivarian Republic 

of Venezuela to FAO and the United Nations 

Organizations 

External stakeholders 
 

Bangladesh 
 

Mohammad Emdad Ullah Mia Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture 

Mohammad Jahangir Alam  Joint Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture 

Ahsan Kabria Siddiqui Additional Secretary and Wing Chief, Economic 

Relations Division, Ministry of Finance  

Shankar Kumar Mazumeder  Deputy Director, Department of Agricultural Extension, 

Bagerhat  

Md Abdur Rashid Miah Chief Engineer, Local Government Engineering 

Department of Bangladesh 

Enamul Kabir Project Director, CDRSSWRMP 

Md Zakir Hussaon Deputy Project Director, CDRSSWRMP 

Muhammad Emdadul Haque Project Director, SACP + RAINS 

Md Farrukh Ahmed M&E Specialist, SACP + RAINS 

Kanez Fatema Finance Specialist, SACP + RAINS 

Gour Gobindo Das Deputy Project Director, PARTNER 

Kazi Gias Uddin M&E Specialist, PARTNER 

Md Habibur Rahman Project Director, RMTP 

Earfan Ali Value Chain Project Manager, RMTP 

Md Mizanur Rahman M&E Specialist, RMTP 

Md Fazlul Kader Managing Director, Palli Karma-Sahayak Foundation  

Rudaba Khondker Country Director, GAIN 
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Mohammad Monirul Hasan Country Advisor - Foresights & Food Systems, GAIN 

Imran Haque CEO, Green Harvest 

Sayed Zubaer CEO, Krishi Shwapno 

Na Won Kim Country Operations Head, Asian Development Bank 

Syed Matiul Ahsan Programme Adviser, Embassy of Denmark in 

Bangladesh 

Shibly Sadik Senior Water Resource Policy Advisor, Embassy of the 

Kingdom of the Netherlands in Bangladesh 

Jiaoqun Shi  Country Representative, FAO  

Dia Sanou Deputy Representative, FAO  

Katarzyna Czaplicka Senior Technical Advisor, FAO 

Amadou Ba Senior Agriculture Economist, World Bank 

Simone Lawson Parchment Deputy Country Director, WFP 
  

Brazil 
 

Moisés Savian Secretary, Ministry of Agrarian Development 

Raquel Mendes General Coordinator, Ministry of Finance  

Saulo Ceolin General Coordinator of Food and Nutritional Security, 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

Renata Amaral  Secretary of International Affairs and Development, 

Ministry of Planning  

Viviane Vecchi Mendes Muller Assistant Secretary of International Affairs and 

Development, Ministry of Planning 

Paulo Henrique Mendes Leandro 

Beserra 

Undersecretary for External Financing, Ministry of 

Planning 

Anael Aymore Jacob Representative of the Secretariat for International 

Affairs and Development, Ministry of Planning 

Dayene Cristine Peixoto General Coordinator for Social Projects and 

Sustainability, Ministry of Planning 

Josiane Fortes Ferreira Costa  Head of the Social Projects and Sustainability Division, 

Ministry of Planning 

Felipe Caixeta Carvalho General Coordinator of Projects and Regional 

Integration, Ministry of Planning 

Lilian dos Santos Rahal National Secretary for Food and Nutrition Security, 

Ministry of Social Development 

Ana Patricia de Ramos Barros Specialist in Public Policy and Governance, Ministry of 

Social Development 

Carlos Gabas Secretary, Consortium Northeast 

Jeandro Ribeiro  President, CAR 

Wilson Dias Ex-President, CAR 

Gabriel Castro Paulo Freire Project 

Marcos Bastos Paulo Freire Project, SDA 

Luciana Magalhães  Paulo Freire Project, Cetra 

Neila Santos Paulo Freire Project, Cetra 

Luisa Amalia Secretary, SEPLAN 

Moisés Braz Secretary, SDA 
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Marcos Jacinto SDA 

Irineuda Lopes SDA 

Odalea Severo SDA 

Rocicleide Ferreira SDA 

Maria Iris Tavares SDA 

Regina Regia SDA 

Francisca Sena Rodrigues SDA 

Rones Maciel SDA 

Maria Lucia Ferreira SDA 

Maria Mourão SDA 

Humberto Carvalho SDA 

Florença Moreira Gonçalves SDA 

Mireya Valencia Researcher, UnB/Procasur 

Ana Clara Rodrigues President, Embrapa Caprinos e Ovinos  

João Flávio Veloso President, Embrapa Alimentos e Territorios  

Marcus Cardoso  Chief, BNDES 

Gabriel Delgado National Representative, IICA 

Jorge Meza Representative, FAO 

Octavio Damiani Senior Rural Development Specialist, Inter-American 

Development Bank 

Leonardo Bichara  Senior Economist for Agriculture, World Bank 

Daniel Balaban Director, WFP Centre of Excellence against Hunger in 

Brazil, Representative of WFP in Brazil 

Silvia Rucks UN Resident Coordinator  
  

Egypt 
 

Moustafa Al Sayad   Deputy Minister, Ministry of Agriculture and Land 

Reclamation  

Doaa Oraby  Team Leader for Regional Cooperation File, Ministry of 

Planning, Economic Development and International 

Cooperation  

Abdelrahman Darwish Hany   Project Director, SAIL, STAR  

Manal Zein Elabdeen  Engineer, SAIL, STAR  

Ismail Mahmoud Karim  M&E Specialist, SAIL, STAR  

Anwar Gomaa   M&E Specialist PRIDE  

Noha Tawfik  Business Manager, Mozare3 Company 

Abdourahmane Diaw  Country Manager, AFDB  

Mohamed Yacoub  Assistant Representative in Egypt, FAO  

Laurent Debroux  Program Lead, World Bank  

Fatma El Zahraa Aglan   Agricultural Specialist, World Bank  

Rossella Fanneli  Deputy Country Director WFP  
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Ethiopia 
 

Berhanu Anbesa Head of International Financial Institutions 

Cooperation Division, Ministry of Finance  

Bereket Fisehatsion State Minister, Ministry of Planning and Development 

Eyasu Elias State Minister, Natural Resource Development, 

Ministry of Agriculture  

Melese Mekonen State Minister, Agriculture and Horticulture 

Development, Ministry of Agriculture  

Elias Awol  Director, Irrigation Directorate, Ministry of Agriculture  

Seid Omer   National Project Coordinator, LLRP 

Esayas Nigatu Task Team Leader, LLRP, World Bank  

Nuredin Asaro  Project Coordinator - PACT, Ministry of Agriculture  

Tefera Befekadu  National Project Director, RUFIP III 

Samson Alemayehu Finance Manager, RUFIP III  

Berhanu Dufera  Director, Saving and Cooperative Finance 

Development, Ethiopian Cooperative Commission 

Teshome Kebede Executive Director, Association of Ethiopian Micro-

Finance Institutions 

Tewodros Y. Ayele Country Director , Heifer International 

Solomon Kebede Deputy Country Director, VITA Impact 

Sultan A. George Head of Program, VITA Impact 

Mandefro Nigussie  CEO, Ethiopian Agricultural Transformation Agency 

Gizaw Desta G. Interim Country Representative, ICRISAT 

Andre F. van Rooyen Principal Scientist, ICRISAT 

Mercedes Marin Nortes Delegate, Delegation of the European Union to 

Ethiopia  

Farayi Zimudzi Representative, FAO 

Abera Awano  Senior Program Officer, JICA 

Ramiz Alakbarov UN Resident Coordinator 
  

Haiti 
 

Moïse Fils Jean Pierre Minister of Environment 

Emmanuel Philippe  General Director, Ministry of Environment 

Estelle-Laure Gilles Counselor Chargé d’Affaires ad interim, Embassy of 

the Republic of Haiti, Rome 

Jean-Mary Georges Executive Director (UTE-MEF), Ministry of Economy 

and Finance     

Jean-François Thomas  General Director, National Agency for Protected Areas 

Cherlineda Laviolette   Manager, National Agency for Protected Areas 

Jean Junior Auguste Coordinator I-BE 

Robert Chéry Former Programme Coordinator PITAG 

Pierre Antoine Saintilus Programme Coordinator PIGAG  

Bruno Jacquet Rural Development Coordinator, Inter-American 

Development Bank 

Sardou Jean-Denis  Program Manager, Inter-American Development Bank 
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Celine Cardinael Program Manager, Inter-American Development Bank 

Ariel Pino Resident Coordinator, ILO 

Xavier Michon Resident Representative, UNDP 

Ingeborg Ulrika Ulfsdotter 

Richardson 

Deputy Special Representative of the Secretary-

General, UN Resident and Humanitarian Coordinator 

Anne-Lucie Lefebvre Country Manager, World Bank 
  

Mali 
 

Ely Prosper Arama Head, International Financial Institutions Cooperation 

Division (Public debt), Ministry of Economy and 

Finance 

Siaka Kante Director, Micro-Finance Institutions Supervision 

Directorate, Ministry of Economy and Finance 

Abdoulaye Kaya Director, National Agency for Biofuel Development 

(ANADEB), Ministry of Energy and Water 

Madani Koumaré Technical Coordinator of Refinancing Mechanism for 

Microfinance Institutions, Ministry of Industry and 

Trade 

Alhassane Ibrahima Diall Director, Center for Promotion and Support of 

Microfinance Institutions, Ministry of Industry and 

Trade 

Lamine Diassana Coordinator of Rural Youth Vocational Training, 

Employment and Entrepreneurship Support Project 

(FIER) 

Fatoumata Coulibaly Touré Coordinator PAFEEM   

Dramane Sidibe Coordinator, Inclusive Finance in Agricultural Value 

Chains Project and SD3C Mali 

Sadio Diallo Technical Director, Professional Association of the 

Decentralized Financial System  

Oumou N’Tji Coulibaly General Director, Faso Kaba (seed development 

enterprise) 

Oumar Traoré Vice-President, Mali Consumers' Association / Group 

for the Defense of Consumers, Mali (REDECOMA) 

Tangara Technical Coordinator, Association of Professional 

Organizations of Farmers' (AOPP) 

Ibrahim Toure Country Representative, CIFOR/ICRAF 

Sory Diallo CIFOR/ICRAF 

Boca dit Siré Ba Senior Development Officer, Embassy of Denmark in 

Mali 

Maleye Diop Resident Representative, UNDP  
  

Nigeria 
 

Bukar Musa  Director, NPCU, Federal Ministry of Agriculture and 

Food Security  

Foluke Tunde Daramola  Permanent Secretary, Ondo State Ministry of 

Agriculture  
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Orioye Gbayisemore  Senior Special Assistant to the Governor of Ondo State 

on Youth Empowerment, Employment, and Job 

Creation, Ondo State 

Ogunleye Babajide  ADP Programme Manager, Ondo State Ministry of 

Agriculture  

Adenula Sunmade  ADP Extension Agent, Ondo State Ministry of 

Agriculture  

Ameh Onoja  Country Programme Advisory Team, CPAT, Federal 

Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security 

Abuodun Sami  National Programme Coordinator, Life ND, Federal 

Government of Nigeria 

Ian Gbinigie  M&E Coordinator, LIFE ND, Federal Government of 

Nigeria 

Yusuf Kabir   National Programme Coordinator, SAPZ, Federal 

Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security  

Fatima Aliyu  National Programme Coordinator, VCDP, Federal 

Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security  

Olawumi Fayemi-Obayelu Chairman, House Committee on Women Affairs in 

Ondo State 

Ikuomola Tomilola  Ondo State Coordinator, Small and Medium 

Enterprises Development Agency of Nigeria  

Folashade Arise  Chairperson for the Ondo State, Agency for Welfare of 

Persons with Disabilities  

Felix Ogidi  National Agency for Food and Drug Administration and 

Control 

Ayeni Adenike  Nigerian Agricultural Insurance Corporation 

Oluyole Kayode  Chief Research Officer, Cocoa Research Institute of 

Nigeria  

Sally Ibrahim  Project Manager, AFD 

Orison Amu  Country Representative, AFDB 

Briggs Hugh  Senior Programme Manager, Delegation of the 

European Union to Nigeria 

Koffy Dominique Kouacou  Representative ad interim, FAO 

Ruskiyat Badmus  Programme Officer, GIZ 

Umar Halilu  Senior Program Officer, JICA   

Mohamed M. Malick Fall  UN Resident and Humanitarian Coordinator  
  

Rwanda 
 

Olivier Kamana Permanent Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture and 

Animal Resources 

Stephen Rwamulangwa Coordinator/Single Project Implementation Unit, 

Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources 

Sarah Nyiramutangwa Cross-Cutting Program Manager, Ministry of 

Agriculture and Animal Resources 

Gerald Mugabe Director General, External Finance Division, Ministry of 

Finance and Economic Planning  

Theogene Uwitonze Project Manager, KIIWP2  

Olivier Faida M&E Specialist, KIIWP2  
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Emmanuel Gusasira M&E Specialist, PSAC 

Hannington Namara Country Manager, Equity Group Holdings 

Sylvestre Barajiginywa Cooperative Manager, Tuzamurane Pineapple 

Cooperative 

Mari Cruz Del Saso Antunano Head of Operations, Department of FONPRODE Office 

and of Financial Cooperation, AECID 

Nomathemba Mhlanga Representative ad interim, FAO  

Mehnaz Ajmal Senior Policy Advisor, FAO  

Andrea Bagnoli Country Representative, WFP  

Asa Giertz Senior Agriculture Economist, World Bank 

Esdras Byiringiro Agriculture Economist, World Bank 
  

Türkiye 
 

Tolgahan Bahtiyar Deputy Head of Survey and Projects Department, 

General Directorate of Agricultural Reform, Ministry of 

Agriculture and Forestry 

Melis Yenersoy Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

Pelin Koklu Arslan Treasury and Finance Expert, Ministry of Treasury and 

Finance 

Güler Besen URDP 

Cemre Özcanlı M&E Coordinator, GOSKU (2016-2025) and UDRP 

(2018-2027) 

Nezaket Cömert   Survey and Project Department, Monitoring and 

Evaluation Working Group for GTWDP and URDP 

Nejat Aydin Project Coordinator, URDP  

Şerife Ercan  URDP 

Ömer Tugrul Zor Procurement Specialist, UNDP - GTWDP & URDP 

Fatih Denek Finance Analyst, GTWDP & URDP 

Ender Yeşil Business Development Analyst, UNDP - URDP & 

GTWDP 

Esra Karataş URDP 

Kamile Seçil Hatip Finance, UNDP - URDP & GTWDP 

Erhan Byasan M&E Specialist, URDP & GTWDP  

Nilüfer Güder GTWDP Working Group Manager 

Fatma Can Sağlık Coordinator, Sütaş Milk Company 

Asli Köse Manager, Ferrero Hazelnut 

Ulrich Apel Technical Reviewer, GEF 

Bora Surmeli Sr Agricultural Specialist, IBRD 

Mohamed Ishthiaq Akbar Country Operations Manager, IsDB 

Ayşegül Selışık Deputy Representative in Türkiye, FAO 

Stephen Cahill Representative/Country Director, WFP  
  

Viet Nam 
 

Minh Tuấn Nguyễn International Cooperation Department, Ministry of 

Agriculture and Environment 
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Thị Diệu Trinh Nguyễn Deputy Director General, Department of Debt 

Management and Foreign Economic Relations, Ministry 

of Finance 

Trọng Nghĩa Nguyễn Head of Planning and Risk 

Management, Department of Debt Management and 

External Finance, Ministry of Finance 

Lan Anh Nguyễn Deputy Head of Multilateral Division, Department of 

Debt Management and Foreign Economic Relations, 

Ministry of Finance 

Ngọc Khuê Nguyễn Official of MC Division, Ministry of Finance 

Đức Thuận Nguyễn Operational Focal Point for GEF, GEF/VEPF 

Thị Vân Hồng Lê Former Project Director, PMU SRDP Quang Binh 

Quỳnh Hoa Dương Former Project Director, PMU SRDP Ha Tinh 

Anh Thiện Lê Former Project Director, PMU TNSP Gia Lai (and 

RECAF) 

Tuấn Anh Phạm Former Director of 3EM project, Member of RECAF 

Project Preparation Board, Director, Department of 

Agriculture and Rural Development Dak Nong Province 

Van Tùng Nguyễn Deputy Head of Planning Department, PMU of 

Infrastructural Investment in Agriculture and Rural 

Development of Thanh Hoa province 

Quang Thịnh Đặng Director, CC Division, CCCR/IMHEN 

Ánh Ngọc Lê International Cooperation Division, CCCR/IMHEN 

Hoài Thư Nguyễn CC Expert, CC Division, CCCR/IMHEN 

Thị Quỳnh Nga Nguyễn CC Expert, CC Division, CCCR/IMHEN 

Xuân Trường Hoàng Deputy Director, CASRAD 

Brice Even Research Team leader, Food Environment Specialist, 

CIAT 

Công Thắng Trần Director, IPSARD 

Estelle Biénabe ASSET Scientific Coordinator/ V-SCOPE Project Lead, 

CIRAD 

Phương Trang Đinh Country Coordinator-Indochina, Deltares 

Lany Rebagay Regional Program Manager, AFA 

Thị Việt Hà Nguyễn Vice-Director of External Affairs and International 

Cooperation Department (EAICD), Vietnam Farmers 

Union 

Thị Mỹ Linh Hà External Affairs and International Cooperation 

Department (EAICD), Vietnam Farmers Union 

Hùng Nguyễn Principal Country Economist and Programming Head, 

ADB 

Antoine Le Bihan Head of the Public Policy and Partnerships Section, 

AFD 

Nguyen Hoai Nam Senior Programme Manager, Australian Embassy 

Cathy McWilliam First Secretary, Australian Embassy 

Diego Naziri Value Chain and Postharvest Specialist, CIP 

Thanh Hoàng Senior Officer of Cooperation, Delegation of the 

European Union to Vietnam 
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Gonzalo Serrano Deputy Head of Cooperation, First Councellor, 

Delegation of the European Union to Vietnam 

Rémi Nono Womdim Representative, FAO 

Song Hà Nguyễn Assistant to FAOR_Programme, FAO 

Hà Giang Hoàng International Cooperation Division, GEF/VEPF 

Thị Nam Phương Lê GEF Office, GEF/VEPF 

Quang Linh Lê GEF Office, GEF/VEPF 

Ruedi Luethi Lead, Water, Food and Climate Department, Helvetas 

Mikio Miyazoe Project Formulation Advisor, JICA 

Thị Thu Hằng Nguyễn Technical Cooperation and  Grant Project, JICA 

Trần Thị Minh Anh  Yen Loan Project at Lam Dong Province, JICA 

Gunwoo Lee Deputy Country Director, KOICA 

Hang Lee ODA Specialist, KOICA 

Ramla Al Khalidi Resident Representative, UNDP 

Thái Trường Vũ National Technical Specialist, UNDP 

Văn Minh Bùi Agriculture Specialist, UNDP 

Pauline Tamesis UN Resident Coordinator 

Dũng Việt Đỗ Senior Country Officer, World Bank 

Li Guo Senior Agriculture Economist, World Bank 

Thăng Bình Cao Senior Agricultural Specialist, World Bank 

Thị Hồng Thu Vũ Vice Chairman, Farmer Union, Bac Can 

Thị Thúy Triệu Chairwomen, Women Union, Bac Kan 

Thanh Tú Trịnh Vice Director, Women Development Fund, Cao Bang 

Thị Lê An Đoàn Chairwomen, Women Union, Cao Bang 

Ngọc Bích Hoàng Head of division, Women Union, Ha Giang  

Thị Thủy Nguyễn Vice Chairman, Farmer Union, Ha Giang 

Thị Hà Lữ Vice Chairman, Women Union, Ha Giang 

Thị Minh Châu Ban Deputy Director, Women Development Fund,Tuyen 

Quang 

Quang Nhật Nong Vice chairman, Bac Kan PPC 

Văn Giáp Hoàng Vice Director/ Director of PMU, DOF, Bac Kan 

Mỹ Hải Nguyễn Vice Director, Department of Agriculture and 

Environment 

Văn Hoan Dương Vice Director, Department of Industry and Trade, Bac 

Kan 

Duy Tăng Lâm Vice Director, PCU, Cao Bang 

Đức Hiệp Giang Head of Department, Department of Crop and Plant 

Protection, Ha Giang 

Tấn Sơn Đỗ Vice Director, DAE, Ha Giang 

Thị Phương Vũ Acting Director, PCU, Tuyen Quang 

Minh Quang Hà  Vice Director, PMU, Bac Kan 

Thị Hồng Thủy Vũ Director, PCU CSSP, Cao Bang 

Đình Huy Đỗ Vice Director, PCO of Ha Giang CPRP 
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Thị Kim Thoa Nguyễn Chairperson, Provincial Women's Union, Ben Tre 

Đăng Khoa Nguyễn Official, Farmers Association, Ben Tre 

Thị Phương Trịnh Chairperson, Women Union, Tra Vinh 

Thị Thu Hương Võ Director, WDF, Tra Vinh 

Thị Lan Đậu Deputy Head, Provincial Women's Union, Ninh Thuan 

Thanh Hùng Lê Chairperson, Provincial Farmers Association, Ninh 

Thuan 

Trúc Sơn Nguyễn Standing Vice Chairman, Provincial People's 

Committee, Ben Tre 

Thị Như Thảo Đinh Vice Director, Department of Finance, Ben Tre 

Quang Đức Huỳnh Vice Director, Department of Agriculture and 

Environment, Ben Tre 

Thị Trương Thi Phạm Deputy Head of Foreign Affairs, Provincial People's 

Committee Office, Ben Tre 

Văn Hòa Châu Vice Chairperson, Provincial People's Committee, Tra 

Vinh  

Phước Trãi Phạm Vice Director, Department of Industry and Trade , Tra 

Vinh 

Minh Hùng Trịnh Vice Director, Department of Home Affairs, Tra Vinh  

Do Oanh Trần Vice Director, Department of Home Affairs, Ninh Thuan 

Văn Dương Bạch Vice Director, Department of Ethnic and Religious 

Affairs, Ninh Thuan 

Quốc Sanh Trần Vice Director, Department of Industry and Trade, Ninh 

Thuan 

Ngọc Minh Nguyễn Vice Director, Department of Finance, Ninh Thuan 

Ngọc Hiếu Trần Vice Director, Department of Agriculture and 

Environment, Ninh Thuan 

Chăn Pi Năng Head of Department, Department of Ethnicity & 

Religion, Ninh Thuan 

Khắc Hân Nguyễn Director, CSAT Project Management Board, Ben Tre 

Hoài Nam Nguyễn Vice Director, CSAT Project Management Board, Ben 

Tre 

Diễm Thúy Trần Vice Director, CSAT Project Management Board, Ben 

Tre 

Ngọc Hùng Hồng Director, PMU of CSAT, Tra Vinh 
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Senior independent advisor’s report 
Statement of Rob D. van den Berg on the final report of the corporate-level 

evaluation of the institutional and operational performance under IFAD11 and 

IFAD12 

I would like to state that this is a great corporate-level evaluation, focusing on the 

institutional and operational performance under IFAD11 and IFAD12. Its final report 

brings all details that are needed to substantiate what is being concluded, and with 

conclusions that are highly relevant to IFAD’s practice and to a large extent can be used 

for future actions and programming of IFAD. It is also clear that IFAD as organisation is 

changing rapidly and aims to further improve its role in agricultural development 

throughout its interactions with partner countries and partner organisations. The 

evaluation is therefore a picture of a moving object. Usually, such pictures come out with 

a certain haziness and blurring where the change is happening quickly. While the 

dynamic of the organisation is captured in the evaluation, it is not always completely 

clear how IFAD should proceed, but these are the real predicaments any international 

organisation faces in current times. The evaluation should provide inspiration to IFAD.  

What the evaluation tackles 

The key changes in IFAD over the period 2019-2024, as made visible in table 1 of the 

evaluation, were set in motion in 2019 and are still ongoing. The evaluation points to 

where these changes are in danger of becoming good intentions rather than fully 

informed and evaluated new priorities. It also contains many concrete suggestions on 

how to proceed in the direction that IFAD aims for.  

An emerging difficulty is that IFAD has formulated its goals as relative rather than 

absolute. The goal is to become bigger, better, and smarter, and IFAD has not taken 

decisions on exactly how much bigger, better, and smarter it should become. This 

reminds one of governments promising the population that policies would become more 

effective with less staff and less money. It sounds great, but often this did not deliver on 

the promises. For example, many governments had to hire more staff to identify how 

they could reach the goal of less staff. The bigger, better and smarter goals are thus 

easily understandable as expressions of intent, but less understandable when looking at 

what should happen exactly in IFAD’s investment programmes. What if bigger turns out 

to be less smart? What if better would be served by adopting smaller interventions? The 

evaluation discusses how the intentions can be filled in; my suggestion would be to use 

this over time to move from relative goals to quantitative, reachable goals, which should 

be clearer in painting the role of IFAD in partner countries.  

Let me give another example of an issue that would lend itself to achieve a reachable 

quantitative goal. Paragraph 43 points to a substantial gap in financing available to 

small-holder farmers. IFAD could commit to an quantitative rather than a relative goal to 

meet this demand. The evaluation has gathered evidence that could help IFAD in this, 

surmounting the problems in programming and priority setting, as well as in risk 

management. The lack of investment because the money is simply not available, is very 

worrying, especially since development funding is dramatically decreasing. If IFAD could 

have a quantitative role in supporting investments, this would tackle an urgent problem.  

Partnership is probably one of the most difficult concepts to fill in when an organisation is 

quickly changing over time. The evaluation reports on the challenges faced and supports 

the prioritisation of partnerships in country programmes. The evaluation brings findings 

and considerations to support further work on this in partner countries.  

The richness of the evidence in this report should not be undervalued. In this regard the 

evaluation is of the highest international standard. As Figure 2 on page 6 shows, the 

evidence ranges from existing evaluative evidence, thematic deep dives to country case 

studies and portfolio analysis, as well as impact assessment and other efforts to deepen 

the evidence emerging in this evaluation. Evaluators like to triangulate – i.e. to have 
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three different sources of knowledge and evidence to strengthen conclusions – and this 

evaluation uses eight different sources.  

Further improvements over time 

On two issues I believe that the Office of Independent Evaluation and Management of 

IFAD can do better. First, the timing and scope of the evaluation, and how it fits in the 

replenishment cycle. While the replenishment cycle takes three years, the evaluation 

tackles six years; two of these cycles. This is not ideal, and it may have led IOE to turn 

this corporate level evaluation into one that aims to tackle all aspects, rather than to 

focus on the most important ones for the 12th replenishment. It would be better if each 

replenishment cycle would have a separate comprehensive evaluation report to inform 

the replenishment partners and member countries. While this brings extra work for the 

Office of Independent Evaluation, this can be ameliorated by building evaluative evidence 

relevant for the replenishment in a more consolidated fashion, so that each year an 

update is available of evaluated trends in the organisation. Furthermore, the Board of 

IFAD could indicate which issues are of higher priority for a specific replenishment 

negotiation, and the OIE could focus on these and on a subset of issues (identified by 

IOE) that have emerged from previous evaluations.  

While this corporate level evaluation builds on 10 earlier evaluations, and appropriate 

references are made in respective paragraphs, it would have been great if what has been 

drawn from these 10 evaluations would have been further illustrated in an annex.  

These issues should not be seen as shortcomings of the evaluation; as noted before, this 

evaluation is at the level of international best practice, and its complexity has been well 

navigated. Corporate level evaluations are highly complex and inevitably have to focus 

on a selection of the issues noted. This evaluation does not fail in this regard. Within the 

confines of the chosen evaluation criteria (relevance, coherence, effectiveness and 

efficiency), the evaluation has aimed to report on each and every aspect of 

programming, interaction with partners, outreach to beneficiaries and so on. The 

evaluation should be congratulated with this exhaustive overview of achievements and 

challenges. However, in its success lies also the birth of what could become a more 

effective exchange with the replenishment process. The challenge for IFAD and for OIE is 

to focus on what the issues will be in the next replenishment cycle, and to provide 

evaluative evidence, insight and foresight on those issues.  

Impact and sustainability 

Two evaluation criteria were not included in this evaluation to the full extent: impact and 

sustainability. The evaluation pays attention to impact assessment in IFAD in several 

places and discusses this in a satisfactory way. The report also addresses sustainability in 

many places, but mainly either referring to the Sustainable Development Goals, or 

discussing the sustainability of financing or production. In paragraph 92, sustainability is 

linked to greater development impact but focused on sustainability of results. I would 

suggest that the future of humanity will need to be sustainable in the sense of stopping 

the exploitation of the social and environmental domains to the benefit of the economic 

domain. Without this sustainability at systems level, humanity will not survive in the 

longer run. IFAD and its evaluation office should consider a broader and deeper meaning 

of sustainability, as discussed in international fora after Agenda 2030 was published, and 

the many international and national efforts on transformational change and on transition 

to new renewable energy resources. To explore its role in the new world that is 

emerging, IFAD should discuss the many levels at which sustainability can be recognized, 

and how it can contribute to these processes.    

The role of Artificial Intelligence 

Let me congratulate the Office of Independent Evaluation on the way it has integrated 

Artificial Intelligence in the evaluation and report. In two paragraphs (30 and 39) as well 

as annex IX the use of Artificial Intelligence in the evaluation is highlighted, with proper 

attention for the validation of the work of AI and corrections of this work where 

necessary. This meant that tangible results were achieved with the help of AI but were 
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used in the evaluation with proper cautionary work to establish the veracity of 

statements. This should be helpful to many other evaluation offices both in the UN and 

the International Financial Institutions.  

Conclusions 

I hope this evaluation ensures a strong input in the replenishment process on the basis of 

the evidence it brings, which is nuanced, well researched, with full consideration of how 

this should inform IFAD, its Board and the 12th replenishment negotiations. This 

corporate level comprehensive evaluation is done according to the best international 

standards and raises a lot of issues that could enrich the priority setting in IFAD in the 

coming years. 

 

 


