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Executive Summary

i This summary report presents the main findimgsiclusions and recommendations of
an independent review of quality at entry of Afnc®evelopment Fund operations and
strategies for the years 2005 and 2008, commisdidne the Operations Evaluation

Department of the African Development Bank. Theeobyes of the study were: a) to assess
whether the quality at entry of strategies and aijp@ns financed through the ADF has

improved in recent years; b) to identify key fastalriving and/or constraining quality at

entry of strategies and ADF-funded operations; apdo recommend further actions to

strengthen the quality at entry of future ADF-finad strategies and operations.

il. Methodological approach. Quality at entry refers to aspects of a Bank qubj
programme or strategy at the time it enters théf@m—that is, after Board approval, but
before implementation begins. The evaluation wasetiaon: a) an assessment of quality at
entry in a sample of ADF-financed investment anlicgebased lending operations approved
during 2005 (the first year of operation under ADB- and during 2008 (the first year of
operation under ADF-11), drawing comparisons bemwtbe review years; b) an assessment
of quality at entry in a sample of country stragsgapproved between the beginning of 2005
and the end of 2008, looking for improvements dberreview period; c) a review of Bank
policies and procedures relevant to quality atyemticluding the effects of recent reforms on
quality at entry; and d) staff surveys and intemge

iii. Quality at entry: Performance of Operations. The overall quality at entry of
operations showed moderate improvement between 3a0652008. The panel assessment
using two different frameworks revealed this upwpetformance, which was also perceived
by the majority of the staff interviewed. On thesisaof the assessment undertaken using the
more conventional assessment framework, the pergenof operations with at least
moderately satisfactory or better quality at emoge from 68% in 2005 to 80% in 2008. A
similar trend is also noted in the aggregate qualitnension level scores, which show that
77% of the dimension level scores of all sampleraiens were at least moderately
satisfactory or better in 2005 and this figure rese84% in 2008. Statistically significant
improvements were noted in the quality dimensidngpTechnical, financial and economic
aspects; b) Policy and institutional aspects; antinplementation arrangements. However,
guality at entry between 2005 and 2008 significauniitteriorated for poverty, gender and
social development, and in terms of “storyline gs@l' (i.e. logic linking inputs with
expected results).

iv. Quality at entry: Performance of Country Strategy Papers. Of the 12 CSPs
reviewed, six recorded moderately satisfactoryeadtds quality at entry. These included two
2008 approvals and the two joint assistance siegaghich were reviewed. The quality at
entry of the remaining six was judged unsatisfactor

V. Quality at entry of CSPs was found to be beitbtecountries where the Bank has
relatively large portfolio of assistance and whére Bank has been undertaking regular
portfolio reviews (Ethiopia, Burkina Faso and Zaa)biThe Joint Assistance Strategies have
a significantly higher number of satisfactory rgsnoverall, except on efficiency and
crosscutting issues.

Vi. For four countries, CSPs from both 2005 and 8&QQere reviewed, allowing
comparison of CSPs over time. Although the smaihbber reviewed makes generalization



difficult, the comparisons revealed overall impnment of quality at entry to be negligible.
However, between 2005 and 2008, CSP quality ay @mtreased on four criteria: selectivity,
effectiveness, partnership and harmonisation, aagning from experience, and remained
unchanged on risk assessment and state fragilélysia. At the same time, quality at entry
performance deteriorated on four criteria: releeanefficiency, managing for results and
crosscutting issues. Poverty analysis, mainstregnaih crosscutting issues, stakeholder
participation and management for results have vedetonsiderable attention since 2000, but
did not improve during the review period.

Vii. Factorsinfluencing quality at entry. The major factors that were found to be relevant
to the quality at entry of operations and strategieclude commitment to results,
effectiveness of review structures and processesguacy of resources for preparation,
availability of staff capacity and required skiltsx, and realistic planning cycles and lending
targets.

viii.  In recent years, the Bank has implementecesikey measures to ensure quality at
entry, including the creation of the Quality Asswra and Results Department (ORQR), a
new review process spearheaded by the Operatiomm@tee, and simplification of
procedures. Various steps have been taken to ettmuomnsistency of operations with CSPs,
and to provide training in economic analysis, ficiah analysis, and logical frameworks.
PARs are now expected to include baseline infownativhich is a key requirement for
improving quality at entry and measurement of rssthroughout the project cycle. The new
PAR format issued in 2008 incorporates these measand Task Managers have been
following the new format.

iX. Most significantly, in the course of 2009, OR@Rs piloted Readiness Reviews (RR)
targeted directly at improving quality at entry. &Rppear to offer a powerful tool for
strengthening the focus on quality at entry. ThakBshould complete the piloting of RRs
and build this tool into its procedures, adaptini@i use with a range of aid instruments.

X. Some of the major reforms initiated by the Baihlat have the potential to
substantially influence quality at entry such asmho resource augmentation and
decentralisation are in the early stages of implgat®n and hence cannot be expected to
have impacted quality at entry of operations aratesgies in the period under review.

Xi. Recommendations. In order to improve quality at entry, it is recommded that the
Bank:

a) Set clear quality standards directly targeting quaity at entry. Readiness Reviews
provide a set of criteria against which to assasality at entry, but they do not
provide a clear statement of the standards to heEmnelicit quality standards should
be included in the forthcoming revised Operatioreniil.

b) Under the new quality standards for operations andcountry strategies, provide
Bank Staff and management with mandatory, high quaty training appropriate
to their various responsibilities. Training in this area has so far not been mandatory
and has been somewhat piecemeal. A concerted &ffoaise the level of staff skills
and awareness is required.

c) Carefully monitor compliance by Bank staff and management with the new
standards and processesManagement should undertake annual QEAs to monitor



d)

f)

the effectiveness of the ongoing reforms, includemnpliance with the relevant
standards and procedures. Independent assessnfemikl slso be undertaken
periodically for validation: CODE should considexsking OPEV to undertake a
further independent QEA review in 2011.

Undertake, as a priority, a review of constraints ontributing to weak quality at

entry with regard to poverty, gender and environmemal aspects in operations
and country strategies, and take appropriate meas@s to promote
improvements.

Put in place appropriate IT systems to enable arching of PAR Annexes and
supporting documentation for future use.Currently, this material cannot be readily
retrieved, despites its utility for project implemtation.

Re-emphasise the strategic role of the Operationsathmittee (OpsCom),in the
forthcoming review, in ensuring quality at entry iwing more attention to the
factors driving quality at entry, and ensure effectmanagement of the upstream
processes of project identification and design.



1. INTRODUCTION
Background

1.1  This report presents a summary of the main odsthfindings, conclusions and
recommendations of the synthesis report of an ieddent review of quality at entry of
African Development Fund (ADF) operations and sqas for the years 2005 and 2008,
commissioned by the Operations Evaluation Departrofthe African Development Barik.
Quality at entry refers to aspects of a Bank ptojprogramme or strategy at the time it
enters the portfolio—that is, after Board approvalt before implementation begins. The
quality at entry assessment was carried out asop&DF-11 mid-term revievi.The review
was launched in April 2009 and completed in Au@19.

1.2  This section of the summary report outlinesghgose and methods of the review.
The next section describes the Bank's approachalitg at entry, including ongoing reforms
and the results of previous quality-at-entry agsesss. Subsequent sections present the
review findings on the quality at entry of operasaand of country strategies; analysis of key
reforms and factors relevant to improve quality emtry. A final section presents the
conclusions and recommendations.

Purpose and objectives

1.3 The 2005-2008 Quality-at-Entry Assessment (QEv&)s designed to contribute

towards further strengthening of the quality, perfance and impact of the ADF strategies
and operations. The review aims to assess whdtbayuality at entry of ADF strategies and
operations has improved in recent years and totifgefactors driving and constraining

quality at entry with a view to identifying costfe€tive ways and means of supporting
sustained improvements in quality at entry in tbeurfe, as well as identifying risks and
constraints likely to reduce quality.

1.4  The key QEA questions were:

a) To what extent has the quality at entry of straegand operations financed
through the ADF improved in recent years?

b) What are the key factors driving and/or constrarnimprovements in quality at
entry of strategies and operations financed thrahgrADF?

c) What are the evidence-based conclusions and pmhctnd appropriate
recommendations for further actions to strengthenduality at entry of future
ADF-financed strategies and operations?

Methods

1.5 The review comprised: a) an assessment of tgquatientry in a sample of ADF-
financed investment and policy-based lending opmratapproved during 2005 (the first
year of operation under ADF X) and during 2008 (il year of operation under ADF XI),
drawing comparisons between the review years; bassessment of quality at entry in a
sample of country strategies approved between ¢lginbing of 2005 and the end of 2008,

! A UK-based consulting firm, ITAD Ltd., was comnimsed by OPEV to undertake the assessment. The team
was led by Charles G. Chandler, supported by a terseven consultants with a wide range of sector
experience.

2 In order to meet the deadlines for ADF-11 MTR,l@iormation Note on the main findings, conclusi@msi
recommendations based on the Technical Reporedévhluation, was sent to Management in August 2009



looking for changes over the review period; c) eiee of the framework of policies and
procedures relevant to quality at entry, includihg effects of recent reforms on quality at
entry; and d) staff surveys and interviews. Furttietails on the methodological approach
appear in some of the sub-sections of the subségaetions and in the Annexes.

1.6  Two QEA frameworks were used in the reviewmdrations. One was the framework
of assessment criteria developed by the Qualityrssge Group (QAG) at the World Bank
and also used by AfDB in previous QEAs. The oth@sva more stringent framework,
dubbed the “Best Practice Standard” (BPS), whichuigtes the QAG criteria, but in addition
defines quality at entry in terms of the articudatiof a viable intervention model focused on
achieving expected outcomes (in other words, a ¢&taryline” explicitly linking inputs and
activities with intended outcomes. See Annexe 4 ffother details). The review also
benchmarked the results of this review with thelltesof comparable studies of operations in
other MDBs (the World Bank in particular) whereenednt information was available.

1.7 The review of country strategies similarly usadcomprehensive assessment
framework to allow systematic analysis of 12 Cowrfitrategy Papers prepared between
2005 and 2008, with comparison of earlier and lateategies for four countries. While the
small number of cases makes generalisations diffidine analysis is nevertheless
illuminating.

1.8  The inception report and the technical repbthe review were reviewed by a review
committee within OPEV as well as by a Managemenvigaty Panel chaired by the
Directorate of the Quality Assurance and ResultpedEnent (ORQR), with membership
drawn from across the operational complexes.



2. CONTEXT

Does quality at entry matter?

2.1  Quality at entry is the foundation on which @ssful implementation is built.
According to the World Bank's Quality Assurance @rp “Quality at entry is a prime
determinant of successful development outcomes,defidiencies in design are difficult to
correct during Implementatior.’Clear confirmation of this is provided by statisii work
undertaken by the World Bank's independent evalnatiffice, which identified a strong
correlation between sound quality at entry and sssful development outcomes, as
indicated in the figure below.

Fig. 2.1: Quality at entry and development outcomes World Bank projects

Unsuccessful (%) Satisfactory outcomes (%)
Adeguate quality at entry 20 80
I nadequate quality at entry 65 35
(n=1125)

Source: L.G.Morra, U.R.W. Thumm, 1997

2.2 Quality at entry is an important determinahtsoccessful outcomes, but of course
effective implementation and supervision are aégpuired to ensure delivery of good results.
This is especially so for interventions which deppem stakeholder participation to achieve
results, as is often the case with community depraknt activities. But even where a
“process approach” is taken to project implemeatatthorough analysis and careful design
is required at the outset. Although quality at yrand supervision is largely within the

control of the Bank, implementation depends onetfierts of many stakeholders, especially
the client.

2.3  Quality at entry has become an important omerat consideration for many
development institutions, including multilateravé®pment banks.

Addressing quality at entry at the African Developnent Bank

2.4  The African Development Bank increased the easishon project quality as long ago
as 1994, with the publication of the landmark rémdrthe Task Force on Project Quality,
widely known as the “Knox Reporf."The Bank has since made considerable efforts to
improve the quality of projects and country strageglin 2004, a substantial independent
evaluation of ADF VII-IX? found that “Country Strategy Paper processes aodupts have
improved steadily” (p.9); and that, with respecptojects, “Progress on quality at entry has
clearly been made...but much remains to be done,ecslly with regard to better
preparation and use of logical frameworks (p.101).

% Annual Report on Portfolio Performance FY@jality Assurance Group, World Bank, 2007, p.51

* The Quest for Quality: Report of the Task ForcePooject Quality for the African Development Bailg94:
otherwise known as the ‘Knox Report.’

® Stepping up to the Future: An Independent Evatmawf the ADF VII, VIII and X, DARMS Code:
ADF/BD/WP/2004/110



2.5 In 2003, the Bank introduced a results measanefnamework (RMF) for the ADF,
and enhanced this for use in the ADF-10 period %22007). During this period, the Bank
introduced a more results-oriented logical framéwfor operations and also guidelines on
risk management. A new, annotated format for Redidtsed Country Strategy Papers
(RBCSPs) was introduced in December 2004 and neadifiver the next two years. This
provided detailed guidance for preparation of RBES#hich was followed in preparing the
CSPs from 2005, including those reviewed in thsore

2.6  AfDB’s first Quality-at-Entry Assessment wasndacted in 2005-2006, which
confirmed a critical need to improve logical frantaeks for projects, strengthen monitoring
and evaluation systems and increase the availalfitbaseline data, in order to improve
operational performance and results reporting. Bsequent review of nearly 100 operations
going to the Board in 2006-2007 found that only 3786l adequate baseline d&fEhis is a
critical weakness in quality at entry, as basetia&a is a prerequisite for subsequent results
monitoring and evaluation.

2.7 The ADF-11 background report on Results Repgrtior ADF-10 and Results
Measurement Framework for ADF-11 defines a mediermtagenda on quality and results
which focuses on institutional reforms in five @&ea) enhancing quality at entry of
operations and strategies; ii) instilling a reswoitented supervision culture; iii) enhancing
learning and accountability through evaluation; im)proving data and results reporting
systems; and v) accelerating decentralisation arthbnisation for better results on the
ground. This report and the concluding ADF-11 Degmit Report of December 2007
acknowledge the need to enhance the overall qualityBank country strategies and
operations. Noting that “We must improve the quyadit entry of operations so that countries
and development partners have clarity as to theipgse, fit and expected impact,” the
Deputies’Report defines a number of reform committeerelated to strengthening
development effectiveness and the results focusF operations. More specifically, the
ADF-11 Results Framework includes a set of quaitéa institutional effectiveness
indicators to monitor progress in improving the lgyaat entry of Bank interventions (see
Table 2.1) and spells out a range of reform measire&ensure the quality at entry of Bank
country strategies and operations:

« improving analytic work to underpin country stragsgand sector programmes;

» enhancing quality review early in the preparatioocpss, at concept stage;

» providing just-in-time guidance to task teams oaliy at entry standards;

» strengthening results-frameworks for country styi&te and operations;

* including baseline data on expected results in a&pak reports submitted to the

Boards;
* including standard output and outcome indicatorgperations; and
* reducing delays from operations approval to dishuent.

® Results Reporting for ADF-10 and Results Measurégmework for ADF-11Background Paper for ADF
Replenishment.



Table 2.1: Institutional Effectiveness — Internal Reform Indicators during ADF-11:
Ensuring Quality-at-Entry for strategies and operations

Baseline Value Latest Value Target Value

Indicator

2006 2008 2009

Percentage of new CSPs with satisfactory

baseline data at entry 33 38 60

Percentage of new operations with satisfacton

baseline data at entry &l &8 &y

Source: African Development Bank 2009a.

2.8 To stimulate and coordinate the implementatbérthe agenda on Managing for
Development Results, the Bank established in J0882he Quality Assurance and Results
Department (ORQR). One of the main functions of GRIQ to lead Bank-wide efforts to
improve quality at entry of Bank operations. Keyidties with respect to this function
include: i) developing a coherent set of qualitgnstards and review tools for country
strategies and operations; ii) reviewing and progdguidance to Regional and Sector
Departments on country strategies and operatioesgare their compliance with the Bank’s
policies, notably with social and environmental egpfards; iii) promoting Bank-wide
ownership and institutionalisation of new resulésdédd approaches through staff
development and establishing effective working treteships with Departments; and iv)
reporting and monitoring progress on quality atnemtimensions and undertaking related
analysis. An important recent initiative led by ORG@ the piloting of a ‘Readiness Review’
exercise aimed at setting quality at entry critand standards for operations (see Box 2.1).

2.9  Over the past year, the Bank has also develapédportant tool for assessing the
guality of its private sector operations—the Adtlitality and Development Outcome
Assessment (ADOA). This has been developed by thief (Economist’s complex, and

provides arex anteapproach to assessing the likely development ogsoof private sector

operations, thereby strengthening the system of pmaeews and risk analysis already in
place.

Box 2.1: Readiness Reviews to enhance qua-at-entry and results focu:

In early 2009, the Bank launched a new review tti@, “Readiness Review” (RR), to support the qualitentry
and results orientation of country strategies aperations. The RR focuses generic quality at entry aspects,
thereby complementing technical peer reviews, amdiges operations Task Managers with a structgetdof
comments geared towards improving the conceptualityiand design of Appraisal Reports (PAR) and ¢&pt
Notes (PCN) prior to Board submission. Specific ®Riplates for PARs and PCNs were developed, congam
well-defined set of review criteria, together wghidance to Task Managers on the standards to bemderating
methodology. An overall rating is arrived at witts@ammary assessment, while specific problem aregtséquire
attention are also flagged. The RR intervenes an@p Team Review stage, thereby providing feeddagkroject
teams early in the preparation process.

ORQR has effectively started to undertake RRsrfeestment projects at the beginning of January 2908 pilot
phase basis. Preliminary findings from the RR acomfihe need to improve the analytical underpinrohgrojects,
enhance lessons learning, strengthen alignmenhardonisation to the Paris Declaration principées] improve
the results-frameworks of projects.

Sources: i) African Development Bank 2009a; andthe Readiness Review formats for CSPs, PublitoSec
Investment Projects, and Policy-based Lending.

2.10 Another important step taken to enhance thadityuof operations has been the
establishment of the senior level Operations ComesifOpsCom) with the mandate to
strengthen strategic selectivity, internal cohessnd compliance across all Bank operations,
and provide oversight of quality assurance of ajama. Although chartered in 2006,
OpsCom did not begin active review of operationgiludanuary 2008, following
streamlining of the process for preparation anéekewf investment operations. It now meets



regularly and provides an important quality filler PCNs and PARs (see section 5 for
further discussion).

2.11 However, it is important to note that manytha reforms focused on quality at entry
and the wider results agenda have only been intexiun the course of 2008 and 2009.
Many stem from the recommendations set out in tBd- MDeputies' Report of December
2007. As noted above, it is as recently as Jul\828at the major step was taken to establish
ORQR with a mandate to take the results agendaafolrw

2.12 It follows, therefore, that operations appobve 2008, the first year of ADF-11
operations, could have been impacted by the ongeifagms to only a limited degree. Many
operations approved in 2008 would have been idedtidind prepared in previous years.
Figure 2.2 below illustrates this point.

2.13 Careful analysis of ongoing reforms also beatshis conclusion. Assessment of 27
key reforms indicates that most had not yet prag@sufficiently to impact upon operations
approved in 2008, or are not directly relevant taligy at entry. Nevertheless, the review
identified three sets of reforms which may have haoheasurable influence on quality at
entry significantly. These are further discusse8eation 5.

Fig. 2.2: Quality-at-Entry Milestones
ADOA for private sector operations

ADF
Deputies'
Report
v
RMF ADF-IX RMF ADF-X RMF ADF-XI
v v \4
9psCom estd. 9psCom begins operations review
ORQR estd. Readiness Review
\4 v
REFORMS ¥V RBCSP format adopted VRevised RBCSP format VYRBCSP revised format
Fgesults-based Logframe l%asults—based Logframe being finalised
ADF IX ADF X ADF XI
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
. - 2k - y . >
QEA Operations ~ Operations Operations
sample for Sample for sample for 2009
MILESTONES N 2005 QEA , 2009 QEA QEA
CSP samples for 2005 Review CSP samples for 2009 QEA

A A A
Health sector ARD sector Education
QEA (1987- QEA (2000- sector QEA
2005) 2006) (1975-2005)

ADOA: Ex-Ante Additionality and Development Outcomes Assessment
ARD: Agriculture and Rural Development

RBCSP: Results-based Country Strategy Paper

OpsCom: Operations Committee

ORQR: Results and Quality Assurance Department

RMF: Results Measurement Framework

Previous QEAs at AfDB

2.14 Bank-wide QEA 2005.The Bank undertook the first QEA in 2005 based lom t

review of a sample of 20 projects and 7 PBL operatiapproved in 2004. The QEA was
organized by the Operations Policy and Complianepddtment (ORPC), and implemented
by Bank staff within a peer review framework rathiggin by an independent external panel.



The QEA used the QAG assessment criteria to tfaekjtiality of design logic, development
objectives and intended results of Bank Group djmrs.

2.15 The QEA rated all sample operations satisfgatgerall, perhaps indicating that the
rating standard was not very stringent. Howeveg, dlssessment did highlight significant
variations in specific quality dimensions, espdgidletween investment and adjustment
operations. Adjustment operations were found tavieé# prepared in several major quality
dimensions, including technical, policy and indtdnal aspects, fiduciary aspects,
implementation arrangements and the Bank inputs @ondesses. Adjustment operations
were however weak in social and poverty aspectd, environmental safeguards. These
aspects were given better ratings in investmentadipes. Investment operations were also
rated positively with regard to project/programnamaept, objectives and approach, as well
as technical, policy, institutional and fiduciargpacts. However, the quality of gender
analysis received low ratings.

2.16 The major constraints to quality at entry idesd by the QEA concerned staff
shortages and skills-mix, and severe time condfagiuring preparation. The analysis
identified shortcomings in many areas of proje@parration, especially those that required
analytical work in gender, governance, poverty gses, assessment of political capacity and
will, financial management capacities of Borroweasd environmental aspects. The QEA
made recommendations to refine the quality impramnmeasures outlined in the ADF-10
Action Plan 2005-2007, and to improve Bank’s ingititnal capacity especially in the
Review Process, Mid-term Reviews, training prograarby the Bank and the Joint Africa
Institute, and strategic partnerships for develamneéfectiveness.

2.17 CSP Reviews and Sector QEASOPEV has undertaken reviews of quality at entry
of operations in the sectors of agriculture andlrgevelopment, education and health, as
well as a review of CSPs. These reviews found #tidiough the Bank’s overall country
strategies were relevant to clients’ needs, lengiragrammes did not consistently have a
corresponding degree of relevance. Some project® wesufficiently underpinned by
analytical work and lessons from experience andeswrare constrained by weak policy
environments in the borrowing countries. The redealso found an apparent disconnect
between the generally high relevance of projectdbjes and low efficacy and sustainability
of implementation, pointing to the need to strergtthe results focus in project design.

" The sector QEAs are available with OPEV as WorlRagers for the respective sector evaluations.



3. QUALITY AT ENTRY PERFORMANCE OF 2005 AND 2008 OPERATIONS
Introduction

3.1  Overall, the review found improvement in thealify at entry of ADF operations
approved in 2008 over those in 2005. However, ak &g noting major areas of good
performance, the review also identified areas thquire improvement. In presenting these
review results, this section first briefly descslibe methodological approach.

Methods

3.2  The review assessed the quality at entry of AIVEstment and policy based lending
(PBL) operations on the basis of the results ofam)independent panel assessment of a
sample of ADF operations approved in 2005 (thd fiesar of operation under ADF-10) and
2008 (the first year of operations under ADF-11)rdwview of relevant documents; c) staff
interviews and survey; and d) benchmarking withligpuat entry performance of World
Bank operations for the African Region. The complatethodology is presented in the
annexe and Technical report.

3.3  Sample size and coverage. The quality at entry assessment covered aboutafa¥te
total number of ADF approvals in 2005 and 2008.o@éther, 39 randomly selected
operations were assessed: 19 from 2005 and 20 2)8. In terms of financial value, the
2005 sample covered 47.1% of the total commitmentHat year, while the corresponding
figure for 2008 was 35.3%, as shown in Table 3lbvweThis full sample of 39 operations
provided the basis for assessment using the framkedeveloped by the World Bank's
Quality Assurance Group (QAG). A sub-sample of pérations (10 from 2005 and 10 from
2008) was assessed using a more stringent assdsgamawork, here referred to as the
“Best Practice Standard” (BPS).

Table 3.1 Coverage of sample in terms of financiaialue

ADF commitment (UA ADF commitment (UA % of sample

million) for all million) for the sample commitment to total
operations operations commitment

2005 977.78 460.61 47.1 %

2008 1,426.82 504.02 35.3%

3.4 In terms of distribution of operations by se@ad by region, the sample profile for
each year broadly corresponds to the profile @fltoperations, as shown in the charts below.
(The northern region does not feature as it dodsimdude countries receiving ADF
finance).



Fig. 3.1 Distribution of all ADF Operations in Fig. 3.2 Distribution of Sample Operations 2005
2005 & 2008 across Sectors & 2008 across Sectors
Water Water )
Sup/Sanit Agriculture Sup/Sanit Ag”];t;/ture
1% 9% 0%
) Environment
Transport Enwrg;)ment Transport 5%
©U% 5% Finance
Finance 5%
2%
Soiial Social
B% Multi-Sector B% Multi-Sector
Power 21% Power 3%
6% 3%
Number of operations: 96 (50 in 2005 & 46 in 2008) Sample size: 39 (19 from 2005 & 20 from 2008)
M ajority of multi-sector operations are policy-based lending M ajority of multi-sector operations are policy-based lending
Fig. 3.3 Distribution of all ADF Operations in Fig. 3.4 Distribution of Sample Operations 2005
2005 & 2008 across Regions & 2008 across Regions
Central Central
9% 0%

Eastern
5%

Eastern
B% Western
Western 42%

44%

Multinational
18%

M ultinatio nal
5%

Southern Southern
u% %
Number of operations: 96 (50 in 2005 & 46 in 2008) Sample size: 39 (19 from 2005 & 20 from 2008)

3.5 Quality at Entry Assessment criteria. The quality at entry of the Bank’s operations
was mainly assessed on two frameworks: i) QAG witjht quality dimensions and each
with sub-dimension8;and ii) Best Practice Standard (BPS), a more ggtrin standard with
seven quality criteria (see Annexe 4), which indgs the QAG requirements with
assessment of the relevance and soundness of ¢hatiop’s intervention model. A 6-point
assessment ratings scale was used. The assessaneenvbrks and ratings scale are detailed
in Annexe 1.

3.6  Other data sources. The review also generated evidence from the rewkrelevant
Bank documentation, interviews with Bank staff aedponses from 65 Bank staff to the
online survey.

3.7 Methodological limitations. Although the sample of 39 was broadly represerdgaif
the overall portfolio of operations (see figure4-3.4), its small size limited the scope of

8 The assessment variables include 8 quality dimvessind a criterion relating to Bank Inputs andcEsees,
and correspond to the World Bank Quality AssuraBoeup (QAG) framework which was used by the Bank in
the 2005 QEA and by OPEV sector level QEAs in: Bath sector (2005); Education sector (2007); and
Agriculture and Rural Development sector (2007).
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statistical analysis and with respect to severahesisions made it difficult to derive
statistically significant QEA results. Regardinge tPAG assessment framework, this has
often been criticised for two weaknesses: firstty, giving equal weighting to all criteria;
and, secondly, for including only a limited assesstmof the viability of the operation’s
intervention model. The shortcomings of equal weighin the QAG framework was partly
remedied by introducing a negative weighting foe tfimensions that scored moderately
unsatisfactory or worse (see Annexe 1 for detaile effects of these weaknesses on the
review results were considered minimal becauséefrelatively short time interval (2005
and 2008) and the use of other sources of evidaunde as the BPS analysis.

Overall quality at entry of operations

3.8 As per the QAG framework, overall quality attrgnof operations has improved
moderately over the period 2005-2008 as illustratedhe Figure 3.5 below. The figure
shows the distribution of operations ratings wepect to the various quality dimensions as
well as overall quality at entry on a 6-point rgtiscale. The overall quality at entry rating of
operations has increased from 4.1 in 2005 to 423008. Though this overall change is not
considered as statistically significant, at the elision and sub-dimension levels there are
statistically significant improvements as well &atioration.

3.9  Areas of improvement. Quality at entry of operations was assessed mgaf eight
quality dimensions under the QAG framework and BI®S. The assessment revealed three
quality dimensions with substantial improvementswieen 2005 and 2008 Statistically
significant improvements under the QAG and BPS &waurks were noted in: a) Technical,
Financial and Economic Aspects (Dimension 2); b)idfoand Institutional Aspects
(Dimension 6); and c¢) Implementation Arrangememgnension 7) (see below: Figure 3.5
& Table 3.2). The assessment of the quality dinmrsivas based on rating of various sub-
dimensions. Among the sub-dimensions, significamprovements were noted in a)
Ownership and commitment for implementation (unbenension 6); b) Readiness of the
first year's programme for implementation (undemnsion 7); and c) Quality of project
implementation plan (also under Dimension 7).

3.10 Areas of deterioration. For most of the remaining quality at entry dimensi
changes in ratings between 2005 and 2008 were auntdfto be statistically significant.
However, the ratings deteriorated significantly several aspects concerned with poverty,
gender, social, stakeholder and the storyline fcsgere 3.5 & Table 3.2). Two dimensions in
the storyline analysis as per the BPS, viz. thgeptaconcept, objectives and approach and
risk assessment have declined. In explaining detron in the rating for Dimension 3
(Poverty, gender and social development), it isvaht to note that some of the projects in
2005 had gender specialists and/or poverty reducpecialists as part of their task teams,
but this was not as common in 2008. Although thesak areas of quality at entry are being
targeted by ongoing measures and reform, they helesis present the Bank with a key
challenge in improving the overall quality at entfyoperations.

° A ninth QAG dimension concerning Bank inputs amdcgsses could not be assessed for lack of adequate
relevant information.
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Fig. 3.5: Quality-at-entry dimension-wise ratings of operations 2005 & 2008 compared
Rating Scale
ality Dimensions
I kv
1. Project Concept, 2005 : | : [ 1] II v”]]]l” : 44 |
Objectives and Approach 5008 | | | ” | ” ”ll]" " 47 E O
I I ] I
2. Technical, Financial and | 2005 : [ [ 1 : [ IMI ”IIH [ : 40 |
Economic Aspects 2008 mm]" 46
11 Mt | T
3. Poverty, Genderana | 2005 T[T JIVIIJTI_] 32|
Sockl Aspects 2008 [ [ [T M I T 2 1 @
. 2005 [ ICTC I | 37|
4. Environmental Aspects I I I I
2008 I [[TTTTTT T 39 | O
I I T T
5. Project Management / | 2005 [ 1T 41 |
Fiduciary Aspects 2008 [ “ I| [T 43 | O
1 I I \y4 I
6. Policy and Institutional | 2005 [ T 1 [[If Il] 46 |
Aspects 2008 ' " l M s | T
I I I T :
7. Implementation 2005 Iﬂ]l][ﬁlll [l 42 |
Arrangements 5008 : : : | | : 45 | ‘t
I I I v I
8. Risk Assessment and | 2005 : | : | : i |I ﬂ]]]]l]” : 44 |
Management 2008 [ T 1Y 27 ] O
\l I I |
2005 4.1
Overall Quality-at-Entry T I I I:” %L" T E
2008 i Il 1 43 | O
HS: Highly Satisfactory MUS: M oderately Unsatisfactory
S: Satisfactory US: Unsatisfactory
M S: M oderately Satisfactory ~ HUS: Highly Unsatisfactory
:Anoperation V :Average rating Elchange statistically negligible

3.11 Poverty analysis. The majority of the operations reviewed in the sken@ave only
used quantitative income-related indicators to mesapoverty, thus omitting significant
aspects of poverty in Africa, reflected in suchaar@as access to and use of basic services,
justice and security. The nexus between povertydgebased disadvantages and quality of
governance was usually not addressed well in prajesigns. Poverty analyses rarely
disaggregated the population, making it difficult identify likely impacts on different
groups or target interventions efficiently. Projed¢signs rarely included a baseline,
impeding measurement of any reduction in povertyibatable to the specific project,
although this issue is now being addressed bydhairement that all PARs should include
baseline data. It is important to note that thelaldity and reliability of poverty data at the
country level and weaknesses in statistical systmmsmportant factors affecting the quality
of poverty analysis. Although the Bank is assistwigh statistical capacity building, the
guality and availability of statistical data wilhke time to improve, especially in fragile
states.
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Table 3.2: Significant changes in BPS quality dimesion ratings of operations, 2005-

2008"
Qualit Average BPS QEA Rating
uality R
O Significant Change
. 2005 3.8 .
1. Concept, objectives and apprd&ch Deteriorated
2008 31 3
2. Technical, financial & economic 2005 4
Improved
aspects 2008 46 T
3. Povert der & social devel 12005 32 Deteriorated
. Poverty, gender & social developmen eteriorate
¥.9 P 2008 2.7 i
) 2005 3.7 »
4. Environmental aspects Negligible
2008 3.9
5. Project t/fiduci t 2005 a1 Negligibl
. Project management/fiduciary aspects egligible
) 9 v asp 2008 4.3 g1
6. Policy & institutional t 2005 4.6 I d
. Policy & institutional aspects mprove
Y P 2008 4.8 P t
7. Impl tati t 2005 42 I d
. Implementation arrangements mprove
P 9 2008 45 P T
2005 3.8
8. Risk assessmétit Deteriorated l
2008 3.1
Overall quality at entry rati 2005 36 Negligibl
verall quality at entry ratin egligible
quality ry g 2008 3.4 glig

(1) n =20 (i.e. 10 from 2005 and 10 from 2008)
(2) Under BPS, dimensions 1 and 8 are rated usamglime analysis technique rather than the QAGstjoenaire.
MS: Moderately satisfactory or better; US: Unsatisbry; BPS: Best Practice Standard (assessmemedvark).

3.12 Gender analysis. The Bank has recently stepped up its work on geadeality with
the approval of an updated Gender Plan of Actiod #re appointment of more gender
specialists. (See Box 3.1 for the specific steperiaby the Bank since 2008 towards
mainstreaming gender.) But there is much to be donienprove the treatment of gender
issues in project design. The majority of projemtsiewed lacked a contextual gender
analysis: this was usually found only when a projecused on women in the traditional
areas of health and child care. None of the prsjeeviewed included a monitoring and
evaluation framework integrating gender indicataigh indicators for poverty. It should
however be noted that operations in social, watg@ply and sanitation and environment
sectors have addressed the gender issues bettethibse in other sectors. This could be
accounted for by the enhanced inputs of gendentxjrethose operations.
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Box 3.1: The Bank addressing gender mainstreamingsues

The Bank has taken several measures towards geraestreaming since 2008, in particular the esthblent of a Unit]
for Gender, Climate Change and Sustainable DevedapfOSUS) in July 2008. By the end of 2009, OSa8 four
gender experts. Along with gender experts of ottegartments, OSUS gender experts are members aftf@oleams
and provide inputs to these teams. However, geexjerts are not yet included in all country teafife Unit is building
collaborative work with various departments inchgliOSHD, OSAN, ORQR, ESTA and OSGE with the aim| of
enhancing gender mainstreaming across the Banki&.v@urrently there are few gender experts in kegtars, and
several of these have only recently been recruited.

The gender experts are not always involved earlynothe design stage which would enable their ispot be well
integrated into the programme and support quatignéry. There is no mechanism yet to ensure tratriputs of gende
experts are taken into account. Recently, the Brzak started a drive to increase participation ofdge experts ir
appraisal and supervision missions. This has bégshow results as reflected in the increased ddrfamparticipation
of gender experts in appraisal missions.

The Bank has prepared an Updated Gender Plan @rAGPA) which was approved in May 2009. The UG§sis
out concrete measures and actions for gender meansing in the Bank. By the end of 2009, OSUS hadelbped
checklists for at least five sectors to help Taskn&bers and other operations staff to effectivedjnstream gender in th
project cycle. A Gender Helpdesk has been estadith ensure rapid response to requests from Tasladers and othe
operations staff for information and inputs on gem@®SUS has launched a training programme analheady trained
over 60 Task Managers and other Operations stafadous topics relating to gender mainstreamingeator level. Thig
will be an ongoing exercise to consolidate knowkedgt challenges remain regarding the willingndsstaff to put this
into use.

= @

The Bank has identified inclusion of gender respansdicators at the outcome level as a KPI whichelpful in both
programme design and monitoring. The ReadinesseRevriteria—designed by ORQR—now include a section
gender, and all projects will be scored as pathefReadiness Review. This was not in existenogdsst 2005 and 2008.
All these measures together are expected to aatelgender mainstreaming in the Bank’s programmdstategies.

Box 3.2: Poverty, gender and social aspects — inBtucture and social sectors compared

A disaggregated analysis of Poverty, Gender andaSbevelopment dimension ratings of the QEA sangperations
shows that these crosscutting issues were mainstcbdetter in the social sector than in the inftastire sector. Fol
most of the components in this quality dimensidre social sector operations were rated higher thase in the
infrastructure sector, as shown in the table belBwen though the overall rating for this dimensisas moderately
unsatisfactory, the treatment of poverty issues nated moderately satisfactory for both social enfichstructure sectors.
While the gender sub-dimension was moderately igfaatory in infrastructure operations, it was madely satisfactory
in the social sector.

Average quality rating (2005&2008)

Quality dimension / sub-dimensions Infrastructure Socia  Overall
(n=11) (n=7) (n=18)
Quiality of Poverty, Gender and Social Aspects 3.0 8 3.1
a) Focus ompoverty issues 35 4.1 3.7
b) Extent to whichgendelr issues were considered during project design 2.7 5 3 3.0

c) Extent to which relevargtocial development issuesincluding population
; . ; . - T 2.7 3.2 2.9
issues - were considered in project design andutishal arrangements
d) Quality of stakeholderanalysis and consultation 3.3 34 34
e) Appropriateness and realism of arrangements to geaaadmitigate any 25 25 25
adverse social impactrising out of the project ) ) )

Note: In this analysis, ‘Infrastructure’ comprig@sjects in Transport, Water Supply and Sanitation Power sectors. ‘Social’
comprises projects in Health, Education and stam@aPoverty Reduction.

It is likely that mainstreaming of poverty, genderd social development issues in the infrastructector operations i
more difficult than in the social sector operatiavithout added inputs and commitment in this regdifte recent step.
taken by the Bank in gender mainstreaming mentioné®bx 3.1 above is a an effort to address this igaproject and
programme design practice.

172 2)

3.13 Storylineanalysis. The significant deterioration of ratings for #teryline analysis as
per the BPS—particularly in two of its three comeonnhdimensions, viz. project concept,
objectives and approach and risk assessment—coeld pértly attributed to the
implementation of the new PAR format in 2008, whiaokbluded a page limitation and a
stipulation that supporting documents be placeaninexes. This generally resulted in PARs
with certain aspects being abridged or left outluding the description of the sector context
and the problem description.
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3.14 Overall quality at entry based on quality dimension scores. The quality dimension-
wise analysis of the portfolio of 2005 and 200®easthe QAG assessment method shows an
improvement in the quality dimension scores in apens that are rated moderately
satisfactory and above—an increase from 77% in 20@1% in 2008. However, as per the
BPS, there has not been any substantial changkeirgiality dimension scores that are
moderately satisfactory and above (see diagramari.7).

Fig. 3.6: Percentage of quality dimension scores afl Fig. 3.7: Percentage of quality dimension scores of
sample operations rated moderately satisfactory and sample operations rated moderately satisfactory and
above in 2005-2008 under QAG framework above 2005-2008 under PBS
100 100 1
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3.15 Operations rated moderately satisfactory and above. The dimension level analysis
presented above has indicated several importaas &oe improvement that are necessary for
the Bank’s operations to ensure satisfactory qualitentry. However, while averaging the
quality dimension level scores to calculate theliguat entry of a project, as per the QAG
framework, the important shortfalls in quality geasked, as a result of which many of such

operations receive a score of mOderatelyig.S.S: Overall quality at entry of operations in2005

satisfactory or above. As per_this SIMPl&nd 2008 — percentage rated moderately satisfactory
average, 90% of the projects in 2005 anet better

100% of projects in 2008 scored moderatel
satisfactory or above. In the context of seriou 190 1
guality shortfalls in certain dimensions as
revealed by the QAG framework as well a:
BPS, it is necessary to arrive at realisti
guality at entry ratings for the assesse
operations. Serious shortfalls in any qualit
dimension have the potential to adversel
affect the achievement of an operation’
objectives and hence should be considered :
ineligible for approval by the Board. Hence 2005 2008

this QEA has decided to give a negativi vear

weighting to the quality dimensions that were

rated moderately unsatisfactory or worse (see Amriefor the details on the method used).
As per the revised calculation, 68% of operation2005 and 80% of operations in 2008
were rated moderately satisfactory or better. Wki®wing an overall improvement in
guality at entry over time, these numbers alsociudi that if review processes were rigorous
and results-oriented, 32% of operations in 2005 20%b of operations in 2008 should have
been subjected to further quality enhancement geesebefore approval by the Board. The
change in quality at entry of operations over theqa 2005-2008 is consistent with the staff
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survey results which showed that more than twodshof the respondents perceived that
there was an improvement in quality at entry of All¥--funded operations.

Findings from the comparators’ quality assessments

3.16 Several multilateral development banks hakenasteps to assess quality at entry.
The World Bank established its Quality Assuranceuprin 1996. The QAG developed a
robust methodology and has undertaken a serie€8sQ@vhich have helped management to
improve quality at entry over the past decade. Helateral agencies appear to have
undertaken systematic work on quality at entry. Eesr, AusAid has published several
QEA reports?’

3.17 Comparisons between MDBs is inherently difficgiven wide differences in their
mandates, operational contexts, institutional ayeaments and their human and financial
resources. The effort to compare and benchmarkitguatl entry of ADF operations and
strategies with other MDBs is complicated by seléaators including a) the assessment
methodology followed; b) the assessment periodd; @nthe degree of independence of
panellists from Management. However, the availdalia merit consideration.

3.18 QEAsat the World Bank. The latest quality-at-entry assessment (QEAGH06-07
operations) by the World Bank’s Quality Assuranceup showed that, globally, 93% of the
World Bank’s operations were moderately satisfgctar better. The corresponding figure
for FY04-05 operations was 92%. The operationsha Africa region of the World Bank
performed better at 96% satisfactory or better B¥06-07, an increase of 13 percentage
points from the QEA for FY04-05 operations. Theicedble improvements were in strategic
relevance, candour and realism of operations. Bnmiental aspects were found to be weak
in the Africa region operations (on a par with ttdspect of ADF operations). For
comparison, the overall rating of ADF operation2008 (at 81%) is 15 percentage points
lower than the overall rating for the World Bankrig& Region for FY06-07.

3.19 QEA at the Asian Development Bank. The QEA carried out by the Asian
Development Bank for the projects and country sgigis approved in 2004—-20fafund that
81% of the 31 sample projects assessed were affastiry or better quality at entfy.
Coincidentally, the overall rating for ADF operatgin 2008 is the same, despite the very
different operational context.

3.20 Evaluability Assessments of IADB. The Inter-American Development Bank (IADB)
does not usually carry out full-fledged qualityeattry assessments but the Office of
Evaluation and Oversight (OVE) has conducted evmlityva assessments as part of the
Bank’'s commitment to improve management for resultke evaluability assessment
examines a set of design-specific aspects thawvalese projects to be evaluated, and hence
defined as “evaluability’ The ratings are not directly comparable with tHeAQatings as
the quality dimensions and assessment methodolaggesot harmonised.

2 The most recent was published in 20B%pid review of Quality at Entry (QAE) 2004: inntiva activity

design Australian Agency for International Development.afity Assurance Group, 2005.

1 Managing for Development Results in the Asian Dmpreknt Bank: A Preliminary Assessm&gecial
Evaluation Study 2007, p. 25.

12 Evaluability scores for each project are basedhennine dimensions, viz. (i) diagnosis; (i) défion of

objectives; (iii) project logic; (iv) assumptionsica risks; (v) outcome indicators; (vi) outcome tator

baselines; (vii) output indicators; (viii) outputdicator baselines; and (ix) monitoring and evatuat
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3.21 OVE carried out evaluability assessments @fragons approved by the Board in
2001 and 2005. The 2005 evaluability scores of dhality aspects were found to be
generally very low ranging between 1.2% satisfacfor the quality of “diagnosis” to 69.9%
for “output indicators.” Comparison of 2001 and 30¢howed no significant progress in
quality.

3.22 The study found that the general orientatiboperations was towards achievement
of outputs rather than achievement of outcomes idedtified the immediate need to
significantly deepen the analytical underpinnin§glboperations in order to respond to the
typically complex situations found in the membewumwies™® Despite the difference in
regional context, these observations are largdgvamt to the ADF operations reviewed in
the current QEA.

3 Instruments and Development: An Evaluation of IBding ModalitiesOVE, IADB. August 2004.
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4. QUALITY AT ENTRY PERFROMANCE OF COUNTRY STRATEGY PAPERS
Introduction

4.1  This section indicates visible improvementshef CSP quality at entry over 2005 and
2008 only at a quarter of the dimensions. It alslentifies aspects which require
improvement.

Methods

4.2  The present QEA rated a purposively selectagplaof 12 CSPs from eight different
countriest* Very few CSPs were prepared in 2008, the firstr y&fathe ADF-11 period,
limiting the number of recent CSPs available f@essment. However, for four of the eight
countries included in the review, CSPs were prapaneboth 2005 and 2008, allowing
comparison between CSPs for these countries franrdlpective time periods. Although
these flag up a number issues for consideratids,unwise to generalise from a very small
number of cases.

4.3 Regarding the QEA assessment framework, @aitesed by previous CSP reviews
and CSP guidance were developed into a set ofi3iaron the basis of the DAC quality
criteria for evaluation of development assistanthe criteria included aspects of aide
effectiveness, harmonisation and partnership deetkby the Paris Declaration.

4.4  The assessment criteria comprised 11 qualityedsions: Relevance; Selectivity;
Effectiveness; Risk Assessment; Partnership andnbiaisation; Efficiency; Managing for
Results; Crosscutting Issues; Fragile States; linpad Sustainability; and Lessons from
Experience (see Annexe 7). Assessments were baseohgideration of 27 sub-dimensions.
A six point ratings scale was used (see Box in Aen&). Although the analysis was
systematic, the conclusions drawn are necessadlgative given the small sample size.

45 The assessment was supplemented by staff imtenand the online staff survey to
which 47 staff members responded.

CSPs: Overall quality at entry

4.6  The overall quality at entry of CSPs remair@dpalance, unchanged between 2005
and 2008. The overall quality at entry ratingshaf 12 CSPs reviewed are presented in Table
4.1 (below). Half of the sample CSPs were ratedsfsatory overall at the level of
moderately satisfactory and above (level 4 anddrigilhe Burkina Faso and Uganda CSPs
were found to be fully satisfactory (level 5), aohing satisfactory ratings against most
quality dimensions. However, no CSP was found tosdsfactory on all criteria. Of the
remaining CSPs in the sample, five were rated naddbr unsatisfactory (level 3) and one
unsatisfactory (level 2). None were highly unsatisbry (level 1).

4.7  Quality at entry of the sample CSPs was founte better in countries where the
Bank has a relatively large portfolio of assistanidee CSP review confirms that in countries
where the Bank has been undertaking regular partfeliews (Ethiopia, Burkina Faso and
Zambia), CSP quality were generally higher on aleda.

4 The 2008 CSP for Angola was an Update of the ZI®B, not a new CSP.
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Table 4.1: Overall QEA Ratings for Sample Country Strategy Papers

Country Strategy Year No. of satisfactory

Paper ratings * HUS US MUS MS S HS
Angola 2005 8 3

Burundi 2005 9 3

DRC 2005 10 3

Kenya 2005 11 3

Burkina Faso 2005 22 5
Uganda (JAS) 2005 20 5
Ethiopia 2006 17 4
Zambia (JAS) 2007 16 4
Angola (Update) 2008 4 3

Burundi 2008 14 4
DRC 2008 4 2

Kenya 2008 14 4

* Note: out of the 27 criteria rated to assess 11 CSP quality dimensions
HS: Highly Satisfactory; S: Satisfactory; MS: Moderately Satisfactory
HUS: Highly Unsatisfactory; US: Unsatisfactory; MUS: Moderately Unsatisfactory

Figure 4.2: Comparison of ratings (200-2008) for Case Study CSPs
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4.8 The Joint Assistance Strategies have a signifigamtyher number of satisfactor
ratings overall, except on efficiency (where theg eated similar to Bank CSPs) and
crosscutting issues (which are rated lower thandgBank CSPs). They are gener:
satisfactory on quality aspects including selettivand fccus, effectiveness and ri
assessment, as well aperhaps to be expec—on partnership and harmonisation.

alignment, they are rated highly satisfactory (Ieé8)ebecause they are not only aligned v
country policies but also with country systemswever, on the subdimension of regione
integration, the JAS were rated as unsatisfactorgontrast to the CSPs for Burundi (20C
Kenya (2008), DRC (2005), Burkina Faso (2005) atiudpia (2005), all rated moderate
satisfactory on this aspect.

4.9  For four of the eight countries included in theiegy, CSPs were prepared both
2005 and in 2008. Hence it has been possible tgpamrthe changes in quality between
two time periods, as shown in Figure 4.2 above. tihar countries (Burundi and Kya),
quality at entry of the CSP improved from moderateinsatisfactory to moderate
satisfactory. For Angola, the quality of the CSihhamed unchanged. For the Democr
Republic of Congo, the quality of the CSP declifigain moderately unsatisfactc in 2005
to unsatisfactory in 2008.
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CSPs: Quality at entry at the quality dimension leel

4.10 The analysis of satisfactory ratings acroes@8P sample shows that: (a) variation
between countries is more substantial that chaoges time; and (b) improvements of
ratings on some criteria between 2005 and 2008 wéset by deteriorations on other
criteria in case study countries.

4.11 In case study countries, the number of satmfa ratings increased on four criteria:

selectivity, effectiveness, partnership and harsetion and learning from experience. At the
same time, two criteria remained unchanged: riskssment and fragile states, while ratings
deteriorated on four criteria: relevance, efficignmanaging for results and crosscutting
issues.

Areas of improvement

4.12 Selectivity: Selectivity has improved and is now “moderateltigactory” or better in

all recent strategies. Selectivity was rated higheecent CSPs because they present a clear
attempt to reduce the number of sectors of engagerSelectivity was most effective in
Zambia, Ethiopia and Burundi where the Bank has agad to focus approval of new
projects on three sectors over the review pefig@ambia is one of the few examples where
the CSP demonstrates a decision to withhold engegein certain sectors—in this case
agriculture—because of capacity constraints).

4.13 However, the use of broadly defined “pillanhich cover a wide range of sectors,

seems to have undermined the effort to focus Badrientions on fewer projects and

sectors. The 2005 Annotated Format for CSPs intreduthe concept of strategic pillars

linking to higher level objectives as part of itgve to strengthen alignment with country

priorities. Most CSPs selected two pillars, as neguby the Annotated Format, but the

pillars often cover several sectors or even sewbmahes in some cases. In eight out of the
twelve CSPs assessed, pillars were found to bebtoad to be effective in determining

strategic focus and selectivity.

!> OPEV Data on approved operations between 2002608.
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Box 4.1: Country strategy papers: changes in qualitat entry

Burundi Country Strategy Papers: Improvement in Quality at entry

The case of Burundi shows that the Bank can beessfal in addressing aspects of alignment and hasaton if it
joins strong partnerships. The 2008 CSP presefitsused and well-aligned approach, which buildsaod improved
understanding of the fragile state context and idess/budget support in partnership with other den@SP preparation
was linked to a joint World Bank /AFDB mission (fmeparation of budget support) and therefore couddke use of &
wider range of expertise (including governance) analysis.

The main changes noted between 2005 and 2008 aiclud

= Selectivity was very weak (2) in 2005 and improved; it is moaderately satisfactory (4).
= Risk analysis and mitigationimproved (moderately satisfactory/4), mainly thgbwse of joint analysis.

=  Portfolio performance andmix of funding instruments improved slightly and is now moderately satisfagt@!);
however there is still limited justification of tluhoice and mix of aid instruments included in @&P.

= Use of national systemshas clearly improved with the provision of budgetpport and is now moderately
satisfactory (4).

= Donor harmonisation -and AfDB’s participation in it- has improved sificantly between 2005 and 2008 and|is
now moderately satisfactory (4).

= The Burundi CSP has a particular focusgmvernance;but there are still substantial weaknesses inraben of
areas that are relevant in this aspect.

=  However theanalysis of policy and institutional aspectsleteriorated between 2005 and 2008.

=  No further improvement with regard émalysis of governancaspects between 2005 and 2008; it is still modgra
satisfactory (4).

—

The Bank’s support is provided as budget suppadugih the Fragile States Facility, which is bettored to the
context of a fragile state; but the analysis ofiity is weak (3).

DRC Country Strategy Papers: Decline in Quality atentry

The 2005 CSP demonstrates good analysis and strabkégking. The argument for the Bank’s engagemnientlearly
explained; the rationale provided is focused oretlgyment priorities and results. Similarly to otls&nategies at that tim
(e.g. Burundi), the CSP is more concerned aboetvagice criteria than selectivity; as a result tlelBspreads itself
across a large number of sectors and there is viouwsbfocus in its portfolio.

()

Compared to this, the 2008 strategy is poorly priesk with unsatisfactory analysis and strategimu$o Most of the
mainstreaming issues (gender, environment, HIV/AIRB&ve not been covered. The overall score thexef@nt down
from “moderately unsatisfactory” (3) to “unsatisfay” (2).

The DRC CSP mentions that it was prepared througgnaultative process and that it is aligned wighwider donor
effort. However, the report has presented limitédrimation about the challenging country context enteraction with
partners and other donors.

Though the Bank opened field office in DRC in 200 improved engagement within the country whias wxpected at
that time has not yet translated into an improveategy. Unlike Burundi where the Bank does notehavield office
there were no visible efforts to conduct joint 8@ or missions with partners such as the WorldkBahich would
have enhanced the quality of the strategy.

4.14 Knowledge management and lessons learning. These aspects were Vvisibly

strengthened over the review period. For a numbeountries, Country Governance Profiles
and Country Gender Profiles were prepared overeliw period, and have strengthened
the analysis included in recent CSPs. The extemthich countries use existing economic
and sector work to inform the CSP preparation msocaries. A number of CSPs were
planning ESW for the CSP period, although only & f&# them intended to support joint

donor analysis (Burundi 2008, Kenya 2008). Improgata were also noted with regard to
lessons learning. Most CSPs include a substantsausision of specific lessons learned,
often derived from preceding portfolio reviews. 8al CSPs include specific actions
suggested by portfolio reviews (Burkina Faso 2@&undi 2008, Kenya 2008, and Zambia
2007); two CSPs include lessons with regard tolt®gBurkina Faso 2005 and Kenya 2008).
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4.15 Country dialogue and partnership. The Bank has taken efforts to strengthen country
dialogue and partnership in a number of cases.eTGi®Ps were rated as satisfactory (level
5) (Burkina Faso 2005, Kenya 2008 and Zambia 200Wumber of CSPs include an agenda
for country dialogue, but partnership arrangememés seldom described. There are still a
few cases where country dialogue and partnershipswaak (moderately unsatisfactory,
level 3), like DRC and Angola. Kenya presents aeoabere the Bank has strengthened its
engagement with country partners during the proogegening a field office.

Box 4.1: Kenya Case Study

The Kenya 2008 CSP has clearly improved on aspgatsuntry partnership. The CSP demonstrates tespite the only
recent opening of the Field office (2007), the Bdmks already been successful in establishing soresepce ang
strengthening the dialogue within the country. ¢sswf government ownership feature strongly in tB&P. However,
coordinated funding and use of country system sdifhains to be strengthened. A joint strategy wlasred, but being
deferred after the change of government.

- Knowledge management and lessons learnirttas been significantly improved and was ratedatisfactory (5)
A number of ESW, including joint analysis are pladrior the CSP period, which will support stratethiemes o
this CSP (regional integration).

- Alignment with government priorities is satisfactory (5); this is one of the few CSRisich assesses broad-based
national ownership and commitment to the PRSP.

- Themacro-economic analysisncluded in the 2008 CSP is moderately satisfgdiy.

- Selectivity: The strategy demonstrates a clear attempt tdiposhe Bank within the overall donor landscape,
although this does not yet result in greater seféciand focus, therefore only moderately satisbag (4).

- Role in donor harmonization has strengthened significantly (from 2 to 5, $ati®ry); the Bank is now leading
the transport sector working group.

- There is significant emphasis on aspects of coudiaipgue in the strategy, which is rated satisfigc(s).

- Monitoring of the CSP includes aspects of mutuabaatability (joint portfolio reviews).

- However, the strategy is still unsatisfactory witlgard to use of national systems (2).

4.16 Alignment: General progress was noted with regard to aligrinvaith country
priorities, but there is some marked variation lestw countries, depending on the overall
status of donor alignment with PRSP or nationaletitigument plans. Joint strategies are
highly satisfactory (level 6) with regard to aligamt because they are aligned to country
policies and systems. Bank CSPs are usually aligned with PR8yppriorities since the
2005 CSP Annotated Format has introduced polignalent as a requirement. Alignment is
an area where Bank staff feels CSPs have improwest wisibly. There is wider agreement
among survey respondents that CSP objectivesygi#iad indicators are generally or even
always aligned with PRSP or NDP (50% and 27.8%)codding to the majority of
respondents, the Bank has supported the procqgsslioy preparation in some cases, which
helped define country priorities (58.3% agree). T&Ps themselves include only limited
evidence on the role of the AfDB within this cortatibn process. In a few cases (e.g.
Zambia 2007, DRC 2005) the CSP includes an exmiatement that the Bank provided
support in the preparation of the PRSP or the dgveént of a PRSP M&E system.
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Aspects requiring more attention

4.17 Some aspects of quality have received coraitkerattention since 2000, but did not
improve during the review period. This includes @y focus, mainstreaming of cross-
cutting issues, stakeholder participation and mamant for results.

4.18 Poverty focus. This aspect was rated “highly satisfactory” (le@g for the Uganda
JAS (2005) and “satisfactory” for Ethiopia (200@)daeBurkina Faso (2005). However, it was
rated significantly lower for the four 2008 CSPanpared to 2005 ratings in case study
countries. Although the availability of poverty dashould have improved rather than
deteriorated over the years, the analysis is irdud the 2008 CSP was only “moderately
unsatisfactory” or less. This deterioration canpaetly attributed to the seemingly lower
emphasis put on poverty in the Revised CSP forn@@82(compared to the 2005 CSP
format), which combines analyses of social, geraaet crosscutting themes in one section.
Most CSPs do not provide a convincing argument thaty will make a substantial
contribution to poverty reduction in the countrhelTunderlying assumption in most CSPs is
that alignment with national PRSP will ensure suéiint poverty focus within the portfolio.

4.19 There are limited guidance and tools availablBank staff to guide good poverty

analysis. Lack of reliable and adequate data amdlysis was mentioned as a major issue
undermining CSP quality in the CSP staff surveymajority of the respondents in the CSP
staff survey thought that poverty expertise witl@$P preparation teams was “slightly

deficient” (50%) or “insufficient” (20%). The quéafiof poverty analysis included in the CSP
was rated “good enough” by 55.6% of the respondgéniis38.9% thought it was “deficient.”

4.20 Crosscutting issues. Despite supportive corporate policies, progress i
mainstreaming gender, HIV/AIDS and environmentalies was found to be limitédThe
2008 CSPs show little improvement and even someridedtion in addressing crosscutting
issues. On the other hand, regional integratiorbbas successfully launched as a new cross-
cutting issue in recent CSPs.

= Gender: There was limited progress on gender between 20@52008. The gender
analysis included in the CSPs was unsatisfactomyiesing in seven CSPs assessed,
including the JAS Zambia (2007). Four CSPs sugdestmcrete ways to support
gender equality within the country (including gendeainstreaming); but only one
CSP (Ethiopia 2007) was rated fully “satisfacto{ével 5) with regard to gender.
61.1% of the respondents in the staff survey atireethe gender analysis included in
CSPs is deficient.

= HIV/AIDS. Mainstreaming of HIV/AIDS was unsatisfactory in shaof the 2005
CSPs, but issues of HIV/AIDS are barely addressethé 2008 CSPs. Only three
CSPs include HIV/AIDS mitigation strategies (DRC080 Kenya 2005 and Uganda
2005) and are therefore rated “moderately satisfgtt(level 4). The Bank has
addressed HIV/AIDS through social sector projettts; CSPs contain no evidence that
HIV/AIDS risks are mitigated in other high-risk $exs, such as transport, or
addressed strategically at country level.

= Environment and climate change: Environmental issues are generally discussed in
more depth and detail in CSPs where the Bank hggsiog or planned interventions in

16 Between 2000 and 2005, the Bank has adopted aetuaifltpolicies to ensure that cross-cutting issares
mainstreamed in operations and CSPs. Efforts tostream gender, HIV/AIDS and environmental issues
became effective in the 2005 CSP; the 2005 Anndt&8P Format includes clear requirements to address
crosscutting issues.
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the environment sector (Angola, Burkina Faso andylég There is little discussion of
wider issues of sustainable development.

4.21 Stakeholder participation: Stakeholder participation was rated at least maeisra
satisfactory (level 4) in all 2005, 2006 and 2003RS. But it was rated unsatisfactory in
three of the 2008 CSPs assessed (Burundi, DRC, [Angdlthough a description of the
consultative process is required by the 2008 Rdwsmotated CSP Format, the recent CSPs
reviewed did not describe stakeholder consultationts appears that CSP priorities are
usually developed during general consultations eetwthe Bank staff and selected
representatives from government institutions. Qo CSP (Burkina Faso 2005) includes
evidence that the stakeholder meetings resulteahiadjustment of CSP priorities. In only
two cases (DRC 2005, Ethiopia 2007) was it cleat the Bank had consulted with the
private sector during CSP preparation: this is ssirgy, considering the importance of
private sector development in a number of CSPs.

4.22 Managing for results: The CSPs reviewed provide limited evidence thiicais on
results has shaped country portfolios, that feasnld rigorous arrangements for monitoring
results were set up and that the Bank will be actadale for delivering its support according
to the objectives set in the CSP. However, as nabeye, those programmes where regular
portfolio reviews were conducted demonstrate gdiydnagher quality at entry ratings.
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5. FACTORS RELEVANT TO QUALITY AT ENTRY

5.1  The present analysis has considered sever@rdadeemed to be relevant to the
guality at entry of operations and strategies enBlank. The factors likely to have a positive
effect on quality at entry include: a) strong cormmant to results; b) effective structures and
processes for review; c) adequate resources fopapaton; d) adequate capacity for
preparation, in terms of staff strength and skitis; e) realistic planning cycles and lending
targets; and f) flexibility in the document sizmii of PARs and strategy documents.

Commitment to results

5.2 In recent years the Bank has taken severad stegtrengthen the results focus of its
operations and strategies to enhance quality ay.evthile the steps taken are in the right
direction, the effects are being realised at a o®er than expected. The results based
logical framework was introduced in 2005 followeyl & series of staff training sessions for
its application. The PAR format was revised in 2008 requires baseline data before
appraisal. Enforcement of these requirements hisitééy helped ensure that baseline data
are included; in the 2008 operations sample for this QEA. The RAR format contained a
modified logical framework that moved away from thraditional” 4x5 layout to a new 6x3
results-based logical framework (RBLF) layout. Tihgent of these changes was to draw
distinction between levels of the results hierarahyl establish a causal chain. However, the
changes have caused certain degree of confusiongathe users. Definitions and standards
need to be tested, refined and validated acros8#mk to ensure wider acceptance and
effective use. A simplified project logframe is @ntly being developed and tested for this
purpose. Training in results-based management semadfuthe new format has the potential to
improve quality at entry but the training contesuires updating and steps to ensure uptake
of such training by all concerned staff would beated.

5.3 In 2002 the Bank introduced a Results-basednttpuStrategy Paper (RBCSP)
format which was revised in 2005 and 2008, notablgimplify the structure of CSPs. This,
simplification however, was perceived by the stfplacing less emphasis on analyses of
poverty and mainstreaming issues and more focusstmategic design and selectivity,
alignment and partnership. The reduced quality degth of analysis of poverty and
crosscutting issues have adversely affected oveuallity of operations and strategies (Box
5.1).

Box 5.1. Comments on CSP format from CSP Staff Suey

“The CSPs prepared before the 2008 format weren dfte heavy because adequate time was not allotatetds the
preparation process and the economists tend t@trepéot of analysis made by other donors thatrdit give much
consistency and specificity to our strategy papérsh were some kind of board documents.”

“The introduction of the 2008 annotated format begerely weakened the quality of analysis in th®@€£§iving priority
to visual designs which only summarises them aa PowerPoint presentation. The presentation ofbtisness plan
approach should rather come after the strategylétased the operational actions.”

Review structures and processes

5.4  With the issuance of the “Presidential Direet{07/2007) concerning the operations
review and approval process” the Bank put in pkaceore stringent quality review process

" ADF-11 Mid-term Review Paper on Impact of Refor@809.



25

based on successive reviews by peers, Country Teamdsthe Operations Committee
(OpsCom), by replacing the prevailing system oftheothree-tier review proceds.

5.5 The OpsCom was established in 2006, but begaiewing operations only in
February 2008. Based on a review of the mintitétsywas found that OpsCom carried out a
useful function of strengthening internal co-ordioa among operational units. However,
when it came to improving quality at entry and depenent impact, the effect is less certain.
OpsCom tended to micromanage its review functionofterations, rather than establishing
appropriate quality at entry standards and robpstream processes to meet the standards.
Being a high level management body, OpsCom woulddn& position itself more
strategically to be more effective.

5.6 In the absence of an updated Operations Math&lBank has been piloting since
early 2009 a Readiness Review exercise aimed &tdimg quality at entry standards and
building them into project preparation, as elabedain Section 2. This initiative though,
requires further refinement and validation acrégsBank to fully play its role on quality at
entry.

Resources for preparation

5.7  The available resources for preparation alleasthajor constraint for operations and
CSP quality at entry. Staff survey and consultaishow that the time, resources and efforts
going into the preparation are the most importadtdrs affecting the quality of CSP
documents. In many cases the CSP process is litatdte obligatory two missions, carried
out mostly by HQ staff; there are few underpinniagiews or studies carried out to support
preparation. At the same time, improved coordimatigth other development partners at the
strategic level and joint analytic work could redube burden on the Bank of preparing its
own studies to inform CSPs. This would also helgufing the Bank’s economic and sector
work on its core areas of expertise and develo@iésas of comparative advantage while
addressing the resource constraints noted abovhislicontext, it is worth repeating that the
CSP review found improvements in the quality of €3 countries where the Bank had
been undertaking regular portfolio reviews (Eth&g@Burkina Faso and Zambia).

5.8 A number of issues were brought up during taé survey. Time is usually limited
as are opportunities to engage in wider consuttatiwith stakeholders, partners, donors and
representatives of civil society. The ongoing déxadisation process and increased field
presence could respond to the need for broadeuttatien and participatory approaches in
strategy formulation. Coordination between depantsiithin the Bank and the availability
of technical expertise are also limited. On thé pasnt, a recent Bank study emphasises the
need for better utilisation of the existing expmation crosscutting issues. It suggests that
ORPC/OSUS staff should be more directly involvedhie preparation of country strategies
and operations: a recommendation that also seestii§d by the findings from this QEX.

8 At the levels of: a) Departmental Working Group), Ibterdepartmental Working Group, and c) Senior
Management Committee.

9 Only minutes from 28 August 2007 until 25 June@0@re available on the web site.

20 gee: Stock-Taking Assessment/Review of the BankirBmmental and Social Assessment Procedures
(ESAP) and organisational institutional analysigtef Sustainable Development Division (ORPC.3),8G0

20.
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Capacity: staff strength and skills-mix

5.9  Capacity constraints in terms of staff strengtid skills-mix seem to limit the
attention given particularly to poverty analysieygrnance, gender or social issues including
participatory processes. The need for selectivity eost-effectiveness in project preparation
seems to have delimited the attention paid to ired@sscutting issues. Key reforms such as
decentralisation and staff augmentation are pregrgsbut inadequacies in human resource
capabilities and management processes persistis whith operational departments at HQ and
Field Offices. A majority of the staff felt that teuse key reforms are still ongoing, they had
made only a moderate impact so far in terms of avipg quality at entry.

Planning cycles and lending targets

5.10 It was evident from the staff survey and cttations that the managers and staff are
operating under extreme pressure to meet the Rtses and/or planning cycles and lending
targets. These are often rigid, and as a resulintngagers and staff at times show a tendency
to push operations forward without sufficient atiem paid to meeting the necessary quality
characteristics.

Document size limit and quality

5.11 While acknowledging the merits of the 20-phget of 2008 PAR format, it appears
to have constrained the efforts to adequately fjusthd document preparation processes,
particularly for investment operations. The Ban#i&cument management system does not
routinely capture background documents during pegjmn. The restriction on page limits
has in fact exacerbated quality problems througtedicial treatment of some of the issues
relevant to the context. Such a short report néed® complemented by a set of mandatory
technical annexes to ensure that quality analysisconducted and later used for
implementation and supervision purposes.
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6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusions

6.1 This assessment of quality at entry of the Bamperations indicates moderate
improvements overall between 2005 and 2008. Impnards over the review period for
guality at entry dimensions of operations areighsicant for technical, financial, economic,
policy, institutional and implementation aspect$; mmarginal in relation to results
frameworks, environmental aspects, as well as fa@tyand risk assessment aspects; and iii)
negative for poverty, gender and social aspectwedsas presentation of the intervention
model (or “storyline”). Regarding the quality attgnassessment of CSPs, the review
indicates unchanged performance overall between5 280d 2008, but with clear
improvements in four dimensions including seletyivand learning from experiences. This
review of quality at entry of operations and CSEsMeen 2005 and 2008 concludes that the
relatively recent introduction of a complex and emdinated set of reforms has not yet
made a significant impact on quality at entry.

6.2  The recent reforms include several key meaduaressure quality at entry, including
the creation of the Quality Assurance and Resulégpadliment, a new review process
spearheaded by the Operations Committee, simgldicaof procedures, in addition to
various steps taken to ensure consistency of apesawith CSP, training in economic
analysis, financial analysis, and logical framevgorkhe new PAR format issued in 2008
incorporates these measures and Task Managerdkawefollowing the new format. PARs
are expected to include baseline information, a texirement for improving quality at
entry and measurement of results through the projexe.

6.3 Most significantly, in the course of 2009, ORQ@Rs piloted Readiness Reviews
(RRs) targeted directly at improving quality atrgntThis QEA has not evaluated the RR
instrument, as it was introduced after the periodlen study, but it appears to offer a
powerful tool for strengthening the focus on quyadit entry. The Bank should complete the
piloting of RRs and build this tool into its proegds, adapting it for use with a range of
operational instruments including policy-based lagdoperations as well as investment
projects.

6.4 However, it is too early for the recent refertn have made a substantial impression
on quality at entry in 2008. This QEA sampled ofierss from 2005 and 2008, but it was
only in the course of 2008 that many of the refodimsctly relevant to quality at entry were
initiated, and their effects can only be expectediow in terms of improved quality at entry
in future years. The 2008 findings therefore previd useful baseline against which
impending changes could be measured in 2011 or.2012

Recommendations

6.5 In order to improve quality at entry, it is oeemended that the Bank directly address
quality at entry of operations and country strageghrough the following actions:

a) Set clear quality standards directly targeting quaity at entry. Readiness Reviews
provide a set of criteria against which to assasality at entry, but they do not
provide a clear statement of the standards to heHEmglicit quality standards should
be included in the forthcoming revised Operatiorenil.
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b) Under the new quality standards for operations anccountry strategies, provide
Bank Staff and management with mandatory, high quaty training appropriate
to their various responsibilities. Training in this area has so far not been mandatory
and has been somewhat piecemeal. A concerted affaaise the level of staff skills
and awareness is required.

c) Carefully monitor compliance by Bank staff and man@gement with the new
standards and processedManagement should undertake annual QEAs to monitor
the effectiveness of the ongoing reforms, includemnpliance with the relevant
standards and procedures. Independent assessnfenikl salso be undertaken
periodically for validation: CODE should considexsking OPEV to undertake a
further independent QEA review in 2011.

d) Undertake, as a priority, a review of constraints ontributing to weak quality at
entry with regard to poverty, gender and environmemal aspects in operations
and country strategies, and take appropriate meas@ws to promote
improvements.

It is further recommended that the Bank:

a) Put in place appropriate IT systems to enable arching of PAR Annexes and
supporting documentation for future use. Currently, this material cannot be
readily retrieved, despites its utility for projeetplementation.

b) In the forthcoming review of the Operations Commitee (OpsCom), re-
emphasise the Committee’s strategic role in ensurinquality at entry. OpsCom
has devoted considerable attention to the dethidmiality at entry on a case by case
basis. It needs to give more attention to the faatoiving quality at entry, and ensure
effective management of the upstream processe®j@gp identification and design.
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ANNEXES

Annex 1: A Note on Review Approach and Methodology

QEA Sample

and 20 operations approved in 2008 were randonéctsel. The sample covered both investm

operations during these years, i.e. 50 operatippsaed in 2005 and 46 in 2008.

ADF-eligible countries with large medium and smpdirtfolios, and countries that produced t
CSPs during the review period.

Information gathering

The QEA exercise resorted to extensive review afudwents related to operations and cout
strategies. These include the sample PARs and @88sall background documents from t

team carried out interviews with concerned professi and managerial staff at different leve
Separate online perception surveys on operatiodanntry strategies were administered for wi
participation by the Bank staff. Sixty-five respeaswere received from the online survey
operations quality at entry and 47 responses vareived from the CSP quality at entry survey.
distribution of the respondents is as below:

Online survey respondents for operations QEA

Respondents Number Percentage
Operation Task Manac 31 50.C
Lead expert or Division Manag 6 9.7
Sector specialist 14 22.6
Safeguards specialist (social or environ. impact) 3 4.8
Procurement special 2 3.2
Financial management specie 2 3.2
Project economist 5 8.1
Part of Country Team 16 25.8
Others!” 13 21.C
Total 65 7

y Country Programme Officer, Operations officer, dled costs, Country economist
(x3), Appraisal Team Leader, Technical CooperatiomdF& Partnerships Management,
Team member assigned varying tasks by team le&@mder specialist and co-task
manager Quality assurance reviewer, Infomaster Gander Specialist.

Percentages do not add up to 100 due to multipds mlayed by the respondents.

Online survey respondents for CSP QEA

Respondents Number Percentage
Country economist 16 34.0
Lead economi: 3 6.4
Country Manager 2 4.3
Division Manager 3 6.4
Sector specialist (OSVP) 13 27.7
Quality assurance (ORQR) 2 4.3
Field Office staf 2 4.3
Others 6 12.8

projects and policy-based lending. The sample wiaeks out to be 40.6% of all approved ADF

identification stage till approval with all relat@adlicy papers and Presidential Instructions. TIEAQ

For the review of operations, a sample of 39 opmratcomprising 19 operations approved in 2005

ent

For the assessment of country strategies, a saoipl? CSPs was selected from a total of 8
countries: Angola (2), Burundi (2), Democratic Releiof Congo (2), Kenya (2), Burkina Faso (1),
Ethiopia (1), Uganda (1), and Zambia (1). The C&Res had representation from Fragile States,
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)
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Total 47 100
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The results of the surveys are analysed and intesyiato the evaluation report. See the rev
templates for operations QEA and CSP QEA in Ann&xasd 3 respectively.

Rating Scale

A 6-point scale was used to assess the qualityrditoe and sub-dimensions of operations and C

ew

SPs.

As per this rating scale, an operation or CSP eaaive a maximum score of 6 and a minimum of 1.

Different levels on the rating scale are as defineldw.

Level 6 - Highly Satisfactory . Best practice redsuitable for emulation
Level 5 - Satisfactory . Fully satisfactory gual

Level 4 - Moderately Satisfactory . Generally pkaut not fully satisfactory
Level 3 - Moderately Unsatisfactory . Quality aadint in some respects

Level 2 - Unsatisfactory . Quality deficientimportant respects
Level 1 - Highly Unsatisfactory . Quality hightieficient in most respects

The ratings received for quality dimensions andraijpen level quality at entry were classified
follows:

5.5-6.0: Level 6 - Highly Satisfactory
4.5-5.4: Level 5 - Satisfactory

3.5-4.4: Level 4 - Moderately Satisfactory
2.5-3.4: Level 3 - Moderately Unsatisfactory
1.5-2.4: Level 2 - Unsatisfactory

1.0 - 1.4 : Level 1 - Highly Unsatisfactory

Assessment of overall quality at entry

as

Overall quality at entry of the sample operatiomisZ005 and 2008 was considered in two different

ways: a) by calculating the percentage of moderatatisfactory or better quality dimension le
scores to the total number of dimension level scofell sample operations of the given year; an

el
db

by calculating the percentage of operations ratedarately satisfactory or better to the total numbe

of sample operations. While calculating the quadityentry of each operation, a negative weigh

ting

was given to the dimensions that were rated moelgratnsatisfactory or worse. That is, the

dimensions that scored less than 3.5 were assigredhlue ‘zero’ while the value of dimensions t
scored moderately satisfactory or higher were methias such. These adjusted dimension level s
were averaged to arrive at the operation levelityual entry rating. The negative weighting assi)
to quality dimensions that scored moderately usfatiory or worse could be justified on t
following grounds: a) unsatisfactory dimensions éndlve potential to negatively affect the ove

hat
cores
he

he
rall

project outcomes; b) simple averaging of the qualitnension scores without discretion leads to

masking of the areas that require remedial actassnany of them would be technically rated
satisfactory; and the review mechanisms in the Bdrduld set a standard for all operations to n
at least moderately satisfactory ratings for alblgqy dimensions in order to qualify for Boa
approval.

as
neet
rd
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Annex 2: Template for Review of Investment Operatios

Quality Dimension

Criteria and sub-criteria

1. Quality of Project
Concept, Objectives
and Approach

1.1 Coherence, consistency and strategic relevaindevelopment rationale
underpinning the project

1.2 Clarity and realism of the project’s objectives

1.3 Appropriateness of the project’s developmeigailves

1.4 Extent to which lessons of experience are aatetyureflected in project
approach

1.5 Adequacy of country and sector knowledge urideipg the project

1.6 Level of borrower ownership

1.7 Appropriate partnership arrangements with otlogiors

2. Quality of
Technical, Financial
and Economic
Aspects

2.1 Technical soundness of the project — basedabnested technologies, ar
appropriate for current country conditions

2.2 Appropriateness of alternative designs

2.3 Quality and coherence of economic rationalearalysis underpinning th
project

2.4 Appropriateness and realism of project conditliy

2.5 Realism of the project’s financial plan

2.6 (for revenue-earning projects) Quality of fin@h analysis, performance
indicators and long-term fiscal impact

2.7 Compliance with safeguard policies

3. Quality of
Poverty, Gender an
Social Aspects

3.1 Focus on poverty issues

13.2 Extent to which gender issues were considenedgl project design

3.3 Extent to which relevant social developmenigss(including population
issues) were considered in project design andutistial arrangements

3.4 Quality of stakeholder analysis and consultatio

3.5 Appropriateness and realism of arrangementsattage and mitigate any
adverse social impacts arising out of the project

4. Quality of
Environmental
Aspects

4.1 Assessment of environmental impacts and risks

4.2 Adequacy of arrangements for monitoring envimental impact of the
project, and consistency with the Bank EnvironmieGtial Management
Plan (ESMP)

4.3 Adequacy of mitigating and managing any adversé&ronmental impacts
during (and following) project implementation

4.4 Appropriateness of linkage of project to coyinvironmental
Assessment

5. Quality of Project
Management
Aspect:

5.1 Financial Management arrangements
5.2 Procurement arrangements

6. Quality of Policy
and Institutional
Aspects

6.1 Public Policy Framework: Extent to which theyailing economic policy
environment incentive and public administratiomstures which will bear
on the project, were considered in project design

6.2 Stakeholders and Project Management: Apprapid&ntification of and
definition of the type of partnership agencies mstitutions responsible
for project execution and clarity of their respeetroles — including the
PIU/PMU.

6.3 Ownership, Commitment and Capacity to implentieatproject, including
associated reforms and institutional changes.
6.4 Appropriateness and realism of capacity bugdireasures

d
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Quality Dimension | Criteria and sub-criteria

7. Quality of 7.1 Project Timeframe: Prospects for completingpiftigect within the
Implementation prescribed time-frame
Arrangements 7.2 Readiness of the first year’s program for impatation

7.3 Quality of the Project Implementation Plan

7.4 Appropriateness of arrangements to monitorémeintation and review
progress

7.5 Appropriateness of means and methods for etvadpisnpact and
measuring outcomes

8. Quality of Risk | 8.1 Quiality of risk assessment and mitigating striats
Assessment and 8.2 Residual risk — i.e. risks not amenable togatton
Managemer

9. Other 9.1 Regional Integration
Crosscutting Issues| 9.2 Private Sector
9.3 Governance

10. Bank Inputs and 10.1 Project preparation/appraisal

Processes 10.2 Project processing

10.3 Preparation/appraisal expenditures

10.4 Task team’s assessment

10.5 Task team’s compositions in relation to openéds complexity
10.6 Appropriateness of processing time

10.7 Overall efficiency of resources used in reflatio operation’s complexity
10.8 Value added from operations management

10.9 Quality enhancement during preparation

10.10 Quality of support provided

10.11 Quality of other project docume

Note: Each of the criteria and sub-criteria wasedtsupported by the rationale.
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for Review of Policy-Based Lendi

Quality Criteria

Criteria and sub-criteria

1. Quality of
Program Concept,
Objectives and
Approach

1.1 Coherence, consistency and strategic relevandbevelopment rationale
underpinning the program

1.2 Clarity and realism of the program’s objectives

1.3 Appropriateness of the program approach

1.4 Extent to which lessons of experience are aatetyureflected in program
approach

1.5 Adequacy of country and sector knowledge uridaipg the program

1.6 Level of borrower ownership

1.7 Appropriate partnership arrangements with otlogrors

2. Quality of
Structural, Financial
and Macro-Economi
Aspects

2.1 Adequacy of external financing case for therafpen
2.2 Adequacy of overall external financing arrangeta
c2.3 Extent and appropriateness of medium-term freorie
2.4 Appropriateness and realism of program conuatity
2.5 Appropriateness of tranching arrangements

2.6 International and regional agreed conventions

2.7 Compliance with safeguard policies

3. Quality of Poverty
Gender and Social
Aspects

,3.1 Focus on poverty issues

3.2 Extent to which gender issues were consideneidgl program design

3.3 Extent to which relevant social developmeniéss(including population
issues) were considered in program design anddtistial arrangements

3.4 Quality of stakeholder analysis and consultatio

3.5 Appropriateness and realism of arrangementsattage and mitigate any
adverse social impacts arising out of the program

3.6 Compliance with Bank’s safeguard policies

4. Quality of 4.1 Assessment of environmental impacts and risks
Environmental 4.2 Adequacy of arrangements for monitoring envimental impact of the
Aspects program, and consistency with the Bank Environniessaial
Management Plan (ESMP)
4.3 Adequacy of mitigating and managing any adversgronmental impacts
during (and following) program implementation
Appropriateness of linkage of program to countryiEanmental Assessmen
4.4 Compliance with Bank’s safeguard policies
5. Quality of 5.1 Adequacy of financial management systems ®ptiogram
Fiduciary Aspects | 5.2 Adequacy of procurement arrangements

6. Quality of Policy
and Institutional
Aspects

6.1 Appropriateness of prevailing economic (esplyaimacroeconomic)
policy environment for achieving the operation’'semives

6.2 Consistency of the policy and institutionabrefi actions supported by th
operation with the stated reform/development objest

6.3 Appropriate identification of, and definitiofithe type of partnership of
agencies and institutions responsible for prograecetion and the clarity
of their respective roles

6.4 Extent to which the implementing agencies armapetent and effective

7. Quality of
Implementation
Arrangements

7.1 Project Timeframe: Prospects for completingaitogram within the
prescribed time-frame

7.2 Readiness to proceed at the time of Board &ppro

7.3 Appropriateness of arrangements to monitorémhtation and review
progress with the Borrow
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Quality Criteria

Criteria and sub-criteria

7.4 Appropriateness of means and methods for evaduisnpact and
measuring outcomes

8. Quiality of Risk
Assessment and
Management

8.1 Quality of risk assessment and mitigating sgias
8.2 Residual risk — i.e. risks not amenable togatibn

9. Other
Crosscutting Issues

9.1 Regional Integration
9.2 Private Sector
9.3 Governance

10. Bank Inputs and
Processes

10.1 Project preparation/appraisal

10.2 Project processing

10.3 Preparation/appraisal expenditures

10.4 Task team’s assessment

10.5 Task team’s compositions in relation to operéd complexity
10.6 Appropriateness of processing time

10.7 Overall efficiency of resources used in relatio operation’s complexity
10.8 Value added from operations management

10.9 Quality enhancement during preparation

10.10 Quality of support provided

10.11 Quality of other project documents

Note: Each of the criteria and sub-criteria wasedtsupported by the rationale.



35

Annex 4: A Note on the Best Practice Standard

The Best Practice (BP) Standard is a more stringssessment method compared to the QAG
framework and is proposed for the future qualityeatry assessments by the Bank. It includes the
QAG framework requirements, but goes beyond thendefine quality at entry in terms of the
presence of a viable intervention model staryling focused on achieving expected outcomes.
Beyond the presence of the content required b#mk guidelines, the BP standard demands that all
of the pieces work together as a whole in suppbrthe achievement of well-defined expected
outcomes. Given below is a description of how tiRedBandard is applied, including the definition of
a storyline and the reasoning behind constructfdheBP rating.

Storyline analysis

A storyline in the context of an
investment- or PBL operation Figure Al: Diagrammatic representation of a Storylhe

describes What the prOJect 1S _tryl_n The most convincing storylines are anchored on either end by an
to aCCOmp||Sh and hOW It Is outcome-level problem and an outcome-level objective

expected to be completed. In its
simplest form, a storyline can be
broken down into four elements

. (Objective)
(see Figure Al): =
. 3. Vision of
a) the current problem being 1. Problem 2. Strategy
. Success
faced by the population; |
b) the strategy to address thg 4a. , 4b. End-of-
Ba_s.eline Initiative

problem (i.e. components,
activities, outputs);

c) the vision of success (i.e.
project objective and expected
outcomes); and unestistactory L e oy

d) key performance indicators| """ situation
that verify achievement of the
objective.

Rating operations using the BP standard

The BP rating evaluates quality at entry in terrfhghe appropriateness and completeness of the
project’s intervention model (i.e. storyline) ammhtpliance with Bank policies. As defined by the BP
standard, a fully satisfactory operation containgedl conceived intervention model which i) is
designed to bring about specific, worthwhile andreenic outcomes; ii) embodies a focused and
realistic strategy; and iii) can be expected tdeaehand document the expected results (outputs and
outcomes) within the time frame and resources aléxt to the intervention. A fully satisfactory
operation also meets or exceeds the requiremerite @dank's current guidelines and procedures for
projects at entry (evaluated through a subset ads@amework dimension).

The first step in rating a project against the B&hdard is to create the Storyline by reading and
summarising the PAR and relevant supporting doctsnerhe storyline draws heavily from the
Logframe, but also requires further justificatidmaughout the text to convincingly describe the
problem, goal, strategy, and measures of success.

The second step is to perform key elements of tA& @amework analysis: namely Dimensions 2,

3, 4,5, 6, and 7. Dimensions 3, 4, and 5 are grdupgether (since they all pertain to safeguard
measures—Poverty, gender and social developmenritdmental aspects; and Fiduciary aspects,)
and Dimensions 6 and 7 are grouped together (becdlisy both address readiness for



36

implementation—Policy and institutional aspects &ehdiness for implementation). Dimension 2
(Technical, economic and financial aspects) is geouwith the overall rating from the first stepg(th
storyline analysis) since they both describe tlngegt’s justification.

The QEA BP rating is calculated by starting witk thost important rating: project justification (A).
The Storyline rating was weighted twice as muchrasaveraged with Dimension 2:

A = [(Storyline x 2) + Dimension 2] + 3

The project justification rating (A) is the highégbe BP rating can be because a good project must
necessarily be well justified. All other aspectdtwé project can only detract from the overallrmgti
This is logically consistent: a poorly-justifiedgpect cannot be made into a good project by having
excellent safeguard measures or by having a peirffggementation plan. A well-justified project,
however, might become a waste of money if the waas been conceived does not provide adequate
safeguards or is not feasible for implementatiothiwithe resources available.

An average score for each of these other two impbdroups of QAG dimensions is calculated:

B = Average of Safeguard dimensions (3, 4, and 5)
C = Average of Implementation readiness dimens{érand 7)

If safeguard measures (B) are less than satisfadteen the overall BP rating is reduced; likewfize
implementation readiness (C). In this study, iivBs less than 3.5 (the half-way point on the 1 to 6
rating scale used), then A was decremented by #.@imilarly, if C was less than 3.5, the resilt o
the previous step was decremented by % point, fotahpossible loss of one full point if both Bdan

C were not satisfactory:

The Best Practice Score therefore is: A — [Y2 x %] —[¥2 x (C < 3.5)]
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Annex 5: List of Operations Reviewed

Amount
No Country Project Name Sector Approved
(UA million)
2005 Sample
1 Angola BOM JESUS -CALENGA RURAL DEV PROJECT Agrlture 17.2
2 Benin GESTION FORETS COMMUNALES (PAGEFCOM) Agritue 35.0
3 Burkina Faso APPUI AU DEV SANIT REG CEN -EST EDRD Social 25.0
PROGRAMME D'APPUI A LA STRATEGDE LA RED. DE LA
4  BurkinaFas PAUVRETE- PASRP I Multi-Secto 30.C
5 Cameroo PROJET D'ASSAINISSEMENT DE YAOUNDE (PAD' Water Sup/Sar 25.€
6 Chac PARG |- APPUI AUX REFORME! Multi-Secto 17.€
PROJET DE REHABILITATION DES ROUTES NSELE - LUFI
7 DRC ET KWANGO - KENGE Transport 525
8 Ghana URBAN POVERTY REDUCTION PROJECT Social 25.0
PROJET D'APPUI AU DEVELOPPEMENT DE L'EDUCATION
9 Guinea (PROJET EDU. IV) Social 14.0
EWASO N'GIRO NORTH NATURAL RESOURCES
10 Kenya CONSERVATION PROJECT Environment 16.5
11 Mozambique FINANCIAL SECTOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE Finance 6.8
12  Multinational MALI PROGR CORRIDOR BKO-DAKAR PARE SUD Transport 49.8
13  Niger PROGRAMME D'AJUSTEMENT STRUCTUREL V Mul8ector 18.0
14  Senegal PROJET D'ENTRETIEN ROUTIER Transport 029.
15 Senegal PROJET DE MODERNISATION DU CADASTRE Nh8ector 2.5
16 SierraLeone STRENGTHENING DISTRICT HEALTH SERBHS Social 17.0
17 SierraLeone ECONOMIC REHABILITATION AND RECOVERPRO Multi-Sector 10.7
18 Uganda ROAD SECTOR SUPPORT PROJECT Transport 5 28.
19 Uganda RURAL WATER SUPPLY & SANITATION PROGRAM &ter Sup/Sanit 40.0
2008 Sample
1 Burkina Faso PRET SUPPLEMENTAIRE TRVX ROUTE OUAGO Transport 18.0
2 Burkina Faso APPUI STRATEGIE REDUCTION PAUVRETE | Multi-Sector 45.0
3 Burundi APPUI AUX REFORMES ECONOMIQUES -PARE I Ulti-Sector 119.0
4 Cape Verde APPUI STRATEGIE REDUCTION PAUVRETE Il Multi-Sector 5.0
5 Centrafrique  PROGRAMME D'APPUI REFORMES ECO.PARE Multi-Sector 6.5
6 Gambia LIVESTOCK AND HORTICULTURE DEVELOPMENT Agulture 4.0
SUPP. LOAN FOR LOT 2 OF TEMA AFLAO PROJEC
7  Ghana (AGBOZUME- AFLAO) Transport 254
8 Madagascar PRET COMPLEMENTAIRE- BAS MANGOKY Agniture 15.0
9 Mali PROJET AEPA GAO, KOULIKORO ET SEGOU Waterg8anit 22.0
10 Mozambique POVERTY REDUCTION SUPPORT LOAN II Nbector 60.0
11  Multinational DEVELOPPEMENT DURABLE BASSIN LACGHAD Environment 30.0
ETHIOPIA/DJIBOUTI SUPPLEMENTARY LOAN (LOAN TO
12  Multinational ETHIOPIA) Power 5.2
THE WAMZ PAY. SYS. DEV. PROJ. IN THE GAMBIA,
13  Multinational GUINEA AND SIERRA LEONE Finance 14.0
14  Multinational BANK SUPPORT FOR AERC Social 1.0
PROGRAMME AFRICAIN DE LUTTE CONTRE
15 Multinational L'ONCHOCERCOSE (APOC lIl) Social 15.0
16  Multinational STATISTICAL CAPACITY BUILDING IN RMCs Multi-Sector 17.9
17 Rwanda SUPPORT TO SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY SKILLS Social 6.0
COMMUNITY AGRIC. INFRA. IMPROVEMENT PROG. -
18 Uganda PROJECT II CAIIP-2 Agriculture 45.0
19 Zambia NKANA WATER SUPPLY AND SANITATION PROJECT Water Sup/Sanit 35.0
20 Zambia POVERTY REDUCTION BUDGET SUPPORT II MeSBector 15.0




38

Annex 6: List of CSPs Reviewed

Country Strategy Paper DARMS Code
1. Angola: Country Strategy Paper Update 2008-2009 ADF/BD/IF/2008/137
2. Angola: Results- Based Country Strategy Paper, 2005 ADF/BD/WP/2005/79
3. Burundi — 2005-2007 Country Strategy Paper ADF/BD/WP/2005/122
4. Burundi: 2008-2011 Country Strategy Paper ADF/BD/WP/2008/113
5. Democratic Republic of the Congo: Results-Basedn@gu

Strategy Paper 2005-2007 ADF/BD/WP/2005/127
6. Democratic Republic of Congo: Results-based Coubtrategy

Paper 2008-2012 ADF/BD/WP/2008/90
7. Kenya - 2005-2007 Country Strategy Paper ADF/BD/WP/2005/97
8. Kenya: 2008-2012 Country Strategy Paper ADF/BD/WP/2008/152
9. Burkina Faso — 2005-2009 Country Strategy Paper ADF/BD/WP/2005/80/Rev.1
10. Uganda: 2005-2009 Joint Assistance Strategy ADF/BD/WP/2005/130
11. Ethiopia: 2006-2009 Country Strategy Paper ADF/BD/WP/2006/51
12.Zambia: Cover Note for the Bank Group’s Interventio the ADE/BD/WP/2008/02

Context of the Joint Assistance Strategy for Zan2§ia7 — 2010
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Annex 7: CSP Review Template

Name of the Strategy: Reviewer:
General Comments about Consistency, Rational to support Overall Rating:
Completeness and Quality of the Strategy: rating:

CSP: General Quality Criteria

1. Relevance

Assess theelevanceof country programme objectives and the logic beéhimem given domestic
policy objectives for poverty reduction, as wellfas AfDB's own strategic objectives. Assess if the
analysis of key issues is sufficient, whether coumptiorities have been identified (and how), and
whether the assistance consistent with the ideditfiriorities.

Strategic priorities are aligned withational priorities, as documented within national frameworks

(e.g. MDGs) and strategies (e.g. PRSP). Does thtegly examine and validate the pro-poor focus of
national policy priorities? Has the Bank been erglagith the government in the process of defining
national priorities (PRSP)? Does the strategy pl@@vidence that national priorities were developed
through broad-based participation?

Strategic priorities are aligned with tlgank’'s corporate strategies(2008-2012 Medium Term
Strategy, and the 2003-2007 Strategic Action Plarg.priority sectors and sub-sectors aligned?

Strategy includes a cleaoverty focus Does it include an in-depth poverty diagnosis dods it
support pro-poor policies and activities within teéevant sectors and areas?

Strategic priorities have been informed by sosadtoral analysiswithin the country context. Does
strategy provide a clear rationale for engagemesertain sectors, based on the Bank’s comparative
advantage? Does it provide a rationale for exifiogn certain sectors or entering into new sectors?
Any strategy to deal with underperforming sectors?

Extent to which amnalysis of the macro-economic frameworkas informed strategic priorities.

2. Selectivity

Assess selectivity and focus of the Bank’s propgzstfolio.

Extent to which the strategies Identifies compaetadvantage an8trategic positioning of AfDB
(vis-a-vis other donors) arsklectionof priority areas with regard to Sectors and thenioes the
strategy present a clear effort to focus on seliggiliéars, sectors and sub-sectors?

3. Effectiveness

Assess the extent to which strategic outcomesikeby Ito be achieved, whether the strategy builds
on the progress made in the previous period andthsheghe determinants of performance in
achieving the objectives have been identified. Brarthe Arrangements that will support the overall
programme in achieving the objectives set out i@ tountry strategy, including choice of aid

instruments, set-up within the policy and instibatl context, partnership and country dialogue.

Country dialogue and partnership: Adequacy, coherence and complementarity of Bank’s
engagement and the assistance provided to natparaders, including NGOs. Does the strategy
present clear ideas on partnerships and priorgyeis for country dialogue? To what extent is the
Bank engaged with high-level policy makers?

Analysis of Policy and institutional aspectsinfluencing progress on national strategies: Hnee
major institutional opportunities and challengeserbeidentified? Is the proposed policy and
institutional framework for this strategy considtemith this analysis? Where policy lending is
proposed, does the strategy provide a rationaepport this choice?
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CSP: General Quality Criteria

Portfolio performance and mix of funding instruments. the extent to which critical factors
influencing portfolio performance and aid delivdrgve been identified and are addressed by the
strategy. Does the strategy provide clear ideasaatidns to improve portfolio performance? Is the
choice of lending instruments appropriate and sttpdoby sufficient analysis? How are the non-
lending activities expected to support the overattfolio objectives?

4. Risk assessment and mitigation

The extent to which different types of risk (fida, political, governance, conflict etc.) have bhee
identified, analysed (e.g. using Country Finanéiatountability Assessment, Country Procurement
Assessment Review, conflict assessments etc) adcessdd in the strategy (by appropriate risk
mitigation measures). Extent to which risks areutady monitored. Extent to which the strategy has
been adapted in light of changing country contegtruption etc.) identified in the relevant sectors
and addressed (use Country Procurement Assessaeiei\Rvhere available)?

5. Partnership and Harmonisation

Assess harmonisation with other aid agencies aimghraént with country priorities and use of
country systems and accountability mechanisms

Use of national systemsThe extent to which the strategy is aligned td ases national systems
including public financial management systems fioprioved effectiveness of support. To what extent
is CSP monitoring aligned with country systems .(&2®SP, PAF)? Does the strategy provide
suggestions to what extent national systems (focyrement, financial management, monitoring)
should be used? To what extent does will the imphaation of this strategy depend on Project
Implementation Units?

Donor harmonisation: shared analysis and global resource enveloperities and approach of
major funding agencies AfDB participation in joinbuntry analysis such as Country Financial
Accountability Assessments, Country Procurementes@sent Reviews, Country Governance
Assessments, Reports on the Observance of Staratadtd3odes.

Donor coordinated support and funding Coordination and co-financing reached under the
previous CSP period; prospects for co-financingasedn future. To what extent does the Bank join
donor coordination forums? Is the Bank’s contribntio coordinated funding adequate considering
the general level of donor coordination in this raioyr?

6. Efficiency

Assess arrangements that will help to ensure thagramme plans are translated into activities,
including human resource and office managementcahiaboration with other stakeholders.

The extent to whiclstakeholders have participatedn the CSP process: Have government partners,
donors and other stakeholders, including civil sgcbeen consulted during the preparation process?
Does the strategy respond to feedback from thesesuttations? Does the strategy include
consultation mechanisms to support strategy impheatieon?

Strengtheningnational capacities: Does the strategy provide a clear assessment wdrigment
capacities? Does it propose specific options toresdd existing capacity constraints? Are
implementation arrangements in line with this assent? Does the strategy propose any actions to
strengthen the capacities of civil society?

The extent to which the strategy provides a realmstsessment of thresources and capacities of
the country team to implement the strategy and proposes optiongveycome existing capacity
constraints. Given the resources and capacitiegiwthe Bank will provide, are the objectives for
the CSP realistic and achievable?

7. Managing for Results

Assess arrangements for monitoring the resultsthieastrategy will deliver. Assess whether they are
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CSP: General Quality Criteria

realistic and monitorable and the extent to whioh Bank will be accountable to delivering those
results.

Results orientation Is the strategic planning consistent and focusedesults? Does it help to
understand the potential impacts which the Banktsvém achieve? Are key target groups for Bank
assistance identified? Are linkages between irt&tital support and potential impacts clear?

Does theresults framework present a consistent results-chain; does it imclcléar and realistic
objectives, specific and measurable indicatorscarue indicators and risks? Does it includes
baseline data andender disaggregated datadr outputs and outcomes, as required by the CSP
guidelines?

The extent to which the Bank will keccountablefor its strategy: How will progress on CSP be
assessed and shared with partners? Does the gtiatkgle practical actions to monitor progress and
assess results (e.gelf-evaluationsP Any joint evaluations planned? Any mechanisms jéamt
accountability built into the M&E system?

8. Crosscutting issues

Assess whether crosscutting issues have been addrieg the strategy.

Does the strategy identify and addresgesder issuewithin the relevant sectors and areas: Does it
include an in-depth gender analysis within the tgurontext? Does it propose strategies to
strengthen gender equality within the main aredh@Bank’s engagement?

Does the strategy identify issues in relation t&/tdhd Aids within the relevant sectors and area?
Does it include effective ways to support partnersfighting HIV and AIDS and supporting
mainstreaming HIV and AIDS in Bank funded operagion

Are issues oénvironmental degradation and climate chang&entified within the relevant sectors?
Does it include strategies to address those issuamitigate risks in relation to environmental
degradation and climate change?

Does the strategy reflect a “sharpened focus” witthie Bank’s work orgovernancé& Does it
identify main challenges, reform priorities andeatal for progress on governance issues, based on
what analysis (governance profile)? Are the Barmgdsernance operations selective (based on the
Bank’s mandate, track record and internal capaeity) aligned with the government’s priorities for
reform? Does the Bank’s work include CSO and private s€ctorthe strategy seeking increased
synergies and complementarities with other donB@@s the strategy include indicators to monitor
progress in governance?

Regional integration: Has an analysis been undertaken to identify oppti#s & challenges to
regional economic integration? Extent to whichdtrategy has addressed these?

9. Fragile states

Analysis of specific conditions applicable to flagstates

Strategies to address the specific situatiorfrafjile states. Have root causes of fragility been
analysed? Is the strategy sensitive to the fragilentry context? Does the strategy address the root
causes of fragility? Does the strategy recognisdittks between political, security and development
objectives? Does the strategy allow for rapid activ address (changing) fragile contexts? Are the
OECD/DAC principles of Good International Engagelfriar-ragile States taken into account?

10. Impact and sustainability

Assess whether the strategy has taken issues attrapd sustainability into account.

Does the strategy reflect considerations about @inpad sustainability of Bank support? Does it

include mechanisms to sustain the results of thikBasupport, in particular where the Bank plans to

exit from sectors and programmes as part of tlegiuding strategy? Does it include mechanisms to
increase the predictability of bank support whaeeBank continues its engagement?
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CSP: General Quality Criteria

Considering focus, realism and alignment of stiateggpals, is the strategy likely to make a
significant contribution to overall development tpaithin the country context?

11. Learning from experience

Assess whether the strategy builds on its preveoyeeriences and supports a learning approach to
strengthen performance within the country.

Knowledge management:Does the strategy include practical ways of stiteggjing country and
sector analysis and country-specific knowledge?sDbpropose studies or other analytical exercises
to support the Bank’s performance? To what exteesdhis strategy use analysis undertaken during
the previous period?

Substantive discussions lessons learnedrom previous CSPs, incorporation of findings fritR

and Country Evaluations (where available) and apfibn of lessons in new strategy. Does it provide
practical ways to deliver better results, basedhenprevious strategy? Does it demonstrate learning
from previous risks and failures?

Note: Each of the criteria was rated and rationtdesupport the rating was provided.
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