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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. The Bank’s Rules and Procedures for Procurement of Goods and Works (R&P) 
derives its procurement modalities based on the concept that open competition is 
the basis for efficient public procurement and accordingly establishes 
International Competitive Bidding (ICB) as the default mode while recognizing 
that efficiency and economy reasons may override this. In order to ensure the 
efficient application of the R&P, there is need, in the implementation of Bank-
financed projects in its RMCs for the establishment of monetary thresholds or 
borderlines, between this default mode, ICB, which is the highest mode, and the 
next competitive mode of National Competitive Bidding. 

2. This paper sets out to establish such thresholds through an empirical approach 
by reviewing historical data, analysing past trends on contract awards, examining 
factors categorizing the Bank’s RMCs into three project implementation risk 
groups and attaching monetary thresholds to each group. Thus this paper is 
proposing that the Bank’s RMCs be categorized as follows with the named 
threshold values; 

 Group I - RMCs with low project implementation risks with “ICB Thresholds” 
and the “Prior-review Thresholds” equal to UA 6.0 million for Works and UA 
0.6 million for Goods Contracts;  

 Group II - RMCs with moderate project implementation risks with ICB 
Thresholds” and the “Prior-review Thresholds” equal to UA 3.0 million for 
Works and UA 0.3 million for Goods Contracts; and 

 Group III - RMCs with high project implementation risks with “ICB Thresholds” 
and “Prior-review Thresholds” equal to UA 2 million for Works and UA 0.2 
million for Goods Contracts. 

3. This Paper is further proposing complete harmonization of “ICB Thresholds” and 
“Prior-review Thresholds” to facilitate efficient project implementation and 
supervision as well as to support the Bank’s strategy for the use of country 
systems. 

4. The proposed ICB thresholds for Works represent a substantial improvement 
from the existing uniform threshold of UA 1.5 million.  Those for the high risk 
RMCs are 33% higher than the current threshold, while for moderate and low risk 
RMCs, these have been increased by 100% and 300% respectively. On the other 
hand, for Goods the proposed ICB threshold even for low risk RMCs was 
increased only by 20%, while, those for the moderate and high risk RMCs have 
undergone substantial reductions of 40% and 60% respectively. The proposed 
threshold values compare very favourably with those established by the World 
Bank. 

5. If the proposed thresholds were applied to the Works Contracts registered in the 
Bank’s SAP database from January 2006 to June 2012, the change in the 
numbers and values of NCB contracts will be most significant in the RMC Group 
with the lowest risk and highest threshold level where there will be an increase of 
24.4% in the numbers of NCB contracts representing 73.8% by value. On the 
other hand, for Goods Contracts, the effect of the change from ICB-LIC contracts 
to NCB would be mixed. For the lowest risk RMCs, NCB contracts will increase 
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by 46.1% in number representing 84.1% in value while for medium and high risk 
RMCs varied increases in number will be accompanied by decreases in total 
values of contracts because of the fact that the thresholds have decreased in 
value for these two groups. 

6. The Bank’s contracts database shows that for Goods procurement there is 
greater participation of non-regional firms at higher contract values even under 
NCB and therefore the introduction of the proposed ICB thresholds will not make 
any difference to this situation. Recognizing that international firms can still 
participate under NCB procedures, there would be little impact on equity and 
equal opportunity for bidders with introduction of these ICB thresholds. 

7. The overall impact of the application of the proposed thresholds on Borrower’s 
project implementation performance will revolve mostly around savings in 
procurement processing times and with the Bank’s current average investments 
of about 93 projects per year, it is envisaged that introduction of the new 
thresholds will lead to gains in efficiency in terms of considerable time savings on 
each project leading to substantial benefits to governments, facility users and 
also to the Bank 
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SECTION I: INTRODUCTION 

A. Background 

1. The Bank’s Rules and Procedures for Procurement of Goods and Works1 
(R&P) derives its procurement modalities based on the concept that open 
competition is the basis for efficient public procurement. It recognizes that in 
most cases, International Competitive Bidding (ICB) properly administered for 
goods and works, under prescribed conditions, is the most appropriate method. 
Accordingly, ICB is established as the default mode for procurement in Bank 
financed contracts (R&P Section I Clause 1.3). Under certain circumstances, 
however, ICB may not necessarily be the most appropriate procurement mode 
and therefore the R&P also stipulates in its Clause 1.4 that in such cases, other 
methods of procurement may be used. Such methods are described in Section III 
to include Limited International Competition/Bidding (LIC/LIB), National 
Competitive Bidding, (NCB), Shopping and Direct Contracting.  

2. In order to ensure the efficient application of the R&P, there is a need, in 
the implementation of Bank-financed projects in its RMCs for the 
establishment of monetary thresholds between the highest competitive 
mode of procurement of ICB and the next competitive mode of NCB). The 
basis for this need can be found in execution of the Bank’s fiduciary 
responsibilities requiring the Bank to “...make arrangements to ensure that the 
proceeds of any loan made or granted by it are used only for the purposes for 
which the loan was granted with due attention to considerations of economy and 
efficiency”. The level of effort and therefore the cost of the Bank’s human 
resource inputs in ensuring compliance depends on whether the procurement 
mode being used by the Borrower is ICB or NCB. Establishing a realistic 
monetary threshold is therefore a requirement for efficient supervision of 
Borrowers’ compliance with the R&P. 

3. A very practical modality for increasing delegation of the procurement 
function to the Bank’s Borrowers in pursuit of use of country procurement 
systems (UCPS), can be found in gradually increasing the threshold 
between prior and post reviews on Bank funded projects. The Bank’s 
strategy for UCPS provides a practical methodology to effectively use, country 
systems as a default method when it is feasible, with the ultimate broad goal to 
simplify and reduce transaction costs for both the Borrower and the Bank, 
promote country ownership, contribute to capacity development and increase 
harmonization with other development partners. This essentially enables the 
Bank to implement its obligations under the Paris Declaration, the Accra Agenda 
for Actions, and the Busan Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness. In 
balancing its international obligations against executing its fiduciary functions, a 
second need for the establishment of thresholds again arises as regards 
differentiating between prior review and post review of Borrowers’ procurement 
documents and decisions. This is based on Clause 1.11 of the Bank’s R&P that 
the “Bank reviews the Borrower’s procurement procedures, documents, bid 
evaluations, award recommendations, and contracts to ensure that the 
procurement process is carried out in accordance with the agreed procedures”. 

                                                           
1
  Rules and Procedures for Procurement of Goods and Works, May 2008 Edition, Revised July 

2012. 
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Establishment of realistic “prior review thresholds” for each country followed by 
gradual increasing of these levels given capacity development in RMCs, is one of 
the key modalities for advancing UCPS, while ensuring execution of fiduciary 
obligations.  

B. Objectives 

4. The objectives of this document are to seek, through an analytical approach, to 
establish the procurement monetary thresholds to be used in the execution of the 
Bank’s fiduciary responsibilities. It seeks to identify and determine the modalities 
through which the process of setting the borderlines between ICB and NCB 
procurement for goods and works, and prior and post reviews of RMCs 
procurement documents can be established and it concludes by making 
recommendations for adoption by the Bank of appropriate thresholds. 

C. Definition and Structure of the Paper 

5. A threshold may be defined as “the quantitative point at which an action is 
triggered, especially a lower limit”2 and therefore monetary thresholds as referred 
to in this document would represent the value limits of individual goods supply or 
works contracts beyond which the procurement conditions may change from NCB 
to ICB. These thresholds determine the most efficient method of procurement to 
be used under a specific project or programme.  

6. Following the introduction, Section 2 describes the process of identifying and 
determining the methodology for estimating threshold levels, while Section 3 
outlines the results of the analyses and highlights the recommended ICB 
thresholds. In Section 4 the effects of application of the proposed thresholds on 
existing contracts is estimated. Section 5 brings out the impact on project 
implementation performance. The justification for harmonization of ICB and Prior-
review thresholds are brought out in Section 6 while finally Section 7 summarizes 
the conclusions and recommendations from this analysis. 

 

  

                                                           
2
  In this document specific reference is made to “ICB thresholds” rather than “NCB thresholds” and 

also to “prior review thresholds” as opposed to “post review thresholds”. 



Establishment of Monetary Thresholds for Modes of Procurement for Goods and Works 

 

3 / 26 

 

SECTION II: METHODOLOGY FOR ESTIMATING 
THRESHOLD LEVELS 

A. General Considerations 

1. It is considered that the key factors to be taken into account in determining the 
monetary thresholds to be used to separate the procurement modes of ICB and 
NCB and in establishing the borderlines between prior and post reviews, in the 
procurement of goods and works under Bank financed projects and programmes, 
in RMCs, would include: (i) size of the country’s economy; (ii) industrial 
performance as a measure of socio-economic development; (iii) conditions, size 
and depth of the country’s market; (iv) country procurement environment 
including promotion of competition; promotion of economy and efficiency in 
procurement transactions; (v) production capacity and availability of domestic 
contractors, suppliers and consultants; (vi) views of potential suppliers, 
contractors and consultants specializing in the provision of goods, works and 
services; and (vii) quality of country’s present policy and institutional framework, 
public administration, financial management, transparency and corruption. 

2. According to a UNIDO Working Paper3, the importance accorded to most of 
these factors can be seen in the increasing tendency of countries to measure 
themselves against their previous performance and against one another in a 
variety of “league tables” of competitiveness, economic performance, investment 
climates, the ability to do business, etc, which either enable national economic 
performance to advance up the “league tables” or disable countries leading to 
their marginalization from the global economy and decreasing access to 
technology. It is clear that while some of the factors determining trends in 
contract awards may stem from the given country economic and other 
environment, others would relate to specific project or programme elements. It is 
in this regard that a country’s portfolio of Bank Group-financed projects is also a 
factor for consideration. The approach therefore is to navigate within these 
country economic and other performance factors as well as project specific 
contract data, in order to find an appropriate methodology to for the way forward. 

B. Current Bank Experience - Attributes of the Current Distribution 
of ICB- NCB Contracts 

3. The paper initially draws from the premise that revision of ICB thresholds 
needs to be based on empirical and analytical evidence and that the 
utilization of the characteristics from this historical procurement data 
would assist to predict future ICB threshold values for Works and Goods. It 
was considered that the most appropriate starting point would be to examine 
historical data on the ICB contracts that the Bank had financed over a period of 
time to see if there would be a limit below which, even though the method of 
procurement was ICB, a predominant majority of the successful bidders would be 
national firms. At such a point it would then be more efficient and economic to 
switch from ICB to NCB. In line with this thinking, therefore, the ICB contracts 
financed under the Bank’s projects and programmes, during the period from 

                                                           
3
 Changing Patterns in Industrial Performance. A UNIDO Competitive Industrial Performance 

Perspective - Implications for Industrial Development. UNIDO Working Paper 05/2009. 
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January 2006 to June 2012, and which had been entered into the SAP System, 
were examined. It was thought that quintile and decile analyses may bring out 
attributes of the different classes of contracts that would help to show the way 
forward. 

4. The data from the Bank’s SAP System showed that during the period from 
January 2006 to June 2012 or in approximately 6.5 years, some 836 Works 
Contracts with a value of UA 3.30 billion were procured by Borrowers 
through ICB under projects and programmes financed by the Bank. This 
indicated an average number of 10.75 contracts per month with a total value of 
UA 42.35 million and an average value per contract of UA 3.94 million. Similarly 
the data also showed that during the same period, for Goods, about 903 
contracts valued at UA 3.07 billion were procured by Borrowers through ICB 
under projects and programmes financed by the Bank. This highlighted an 
average number of 11.58 contracts per month with a total value of UA 39.39 
million and an average value per contract of contract of UA 3.40 million (Annex 
A). Contracts under multinational projects were excluded in this analysis. 

5. The key outputs emanating from this exercise were: 

 Over 86.5% of the number of contracts in the lowest four quintiles, of 
maximum value UA 3.3 million, were won by national contractors representing 
over 85.9% of the total value in those quintiles; 

 Having an ICB threshold for Works below a given monetary threshold not only 
increases inefficiency in terms of the time taken during the procurement 
process, (that is, comparing time taken by the ICB process with that from 
NCB), but it does not improve competition from non-regional firms; 

 Increased participation by non-regional firms is only evident in the highest 
20% of contract values (the fifth quintile); and 

 If the lower limit of this quintile (the highest 20% of contract values) was to be 
considered by the Bank as the ICB threshold (UA 3.3 million or US$ 5.0 
million), the number of ICB works contracts which are processed under prior 
review by the Bank, would reduce from about 11 per month to 2 or 3 per 
month, representing a tremendous improvement in efficiency, in terms of 
procurement processing time, and with practically no impact on economy. 

6. Consequently it may be concluded that if 80% of the Works Contracts that are 
presently procured through ICB were to be done through NCB, the average 
procurement processing time will come down significantly and there will be less 
numbers of contracts for prior review by the Bank, leading to significant 
reductions in transaction and human resource costs, both for the Bank and for 
Borrowers. This outcome provided substantive justification to continue with this 
approach in this paper. 

C. Consideration of Factors Determining Monetary Thresholds 

7. While the analyses of historical contract data focused on aggregate variations in 
the quintile and decile groups for all RMCs, given that the institutional and 
industrial capacities of the Bank’s RMCs vary widely, a uniform level of ICB and 
Prior-review thresholds for all countries is not considered justifiable and it is not 
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the proposal of this paper. Also the current ICB thresholds for Goods and Works 
are applicable uniformly irrespective of the specific RMC situation and experience 
has shown that disaggregation would ensure greater efficiency in application. 
Consequently, in order to deepen the analysis it was considered important to 
categorize RMCs into homogeneous groups that will have essentially similar 
characteristics with respect to causal factors.  Within each such homogeneous 
group, the same monetary threshold could be applicable to each country. The 
approach was therefore to identify and determine appropriate indices, derived 
from the identified causal factors that would trigger the constitution of such 
homogeneous groups. 

8. In pursuit of this approach, the Global Competitive Indices (GCI) developed by 
the WEF, were considered because they included most of the key identified 
factors (paragraph 14). The data used in the classification, was taken from the 
Africa Competitiveness Report 2011 4  and the Global Competiveness Report 
2010-115.The statistics only covered 35 African countries. However, the countries 
not included in WEF’s analysis have very low competitiveness and consequently 
should have the lowest thresholds. Further, ORPF considered a third index, a 
combination of the Bank’s Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) 
score and the Governance Rating (GR) Average from the Bank, which reflects 
the existence and performance of a country’s procurement system. It is also one 
of the most problematic factors for doing business.  

D. Consideration of Country Project Implementation Risk 

9. Project implementation risk in RMCs was considered to be one of the key 
factors in determining procurement value thresholds and this led to the 
categorization of RMCs into three Groups. In advancing the analysis and the 
search for more appropriate project implement risk factors, it was thought most 
practical to envisage categorizing RMCs into three Groups, that is, countries with 
(i) the least project implementation risk; (ii) moderate implementation risk and; (iii) 
high project execution risk. The issue was which factors would constitute the 
most appropriate and substantive to predict and truly reflect the trends in the 
numbers and values of contracts to enable effective categorization into 
homogeneous RMC groups. In that regard the following were identified: 

 Gross Domestic Product (GDP) from the Global Competitiveness Indices 
which refers to the market value of all final goods and services produced 
within a country in a given period; 

 Goods Market Efficiency Index from the Global Competitiveness Indices 
which measures domestic competition-intensity, tax regimes, business set-up 
environment; foreign competition; and quality of demand conditions - 
customers/buyers; 

 Goods Market Size Index from the Global Competitiveness Index (domestic 
and foreign); and 

                                                           
4
http://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Publications/Africa_Competitiveness_Report

_2011-1.pdf 
5
    http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GlobalCompetitivenessReport_2010-11.pdf 

http://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Publications/Africa_Competitiveness_Report_2011-1.pdf
http://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Publications/Africa_Competitiveness_Report_2011-1.pdf
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GlobalCompetitivenessReport_2010-11.pdf
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 CPIA scores and Governance Ratings from the Bank, which together, assess 
the quality of a country’s present policy and institutional framework in terms of 
how conducive such a framework is to ensuring the efficient utilization of 
scarce development resources and also take account of the quality of public 
administration and financial management, the efficiency of revenue 
mobilization as well as transparency and corruption in the RMC. 

10. The results of the analysis led to categorization of RMCs into the following three 
groups for the purpose of establishing the ICB thresholds for the procurement of 
Works and for Goods. 

 Group I - RMCs with least project implementation risk and where the ICB 
monetary thresholds can be the highest: That is, RMCs with Goods Market 
Efficiency Index (MEI) > 3.5, Market Size Index (MSI) > 3.5, and and CPIA+ 
GR Average > 3.5 (6 Countries); 

 Group II - RMCs with moderate project implementation risk: That is, RMCs 
with Goods MEI between 2.5 and up to 3.5, MSI between 2.5 and up to 3.5, 
and CPIA+GR Average between 2.5 and up to 3.5 (19 Countries); 

 Group III - RMCs with high project implementation risk or low capacity or both. 
That is, the remaining RMCs with MEI < 2.5, MSI < 2.5, and CPIA+GR 
Average < 2.5, as well as countries with low competitiveness not covered by 
the GCIs (29 Countries) 

11. The determination of RMC Groups is detailed in Annex B while Annex C 
describes the analysis that was done to obtain the proposed ICB threshold 
values. 
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SECTION III: PROPOSED COUNTRY GROUPS AND ICB 
THRESHOLDS 

1. The country groupings emanating from this analysis, that is, the six RMCs in 
Group I with the least project implementation risk, 19 RMCs in Group II with 
moderate project implementation risk and 29 RMCs in Group III with high project 
implementation risk or low capacity or both, are listed in Table 1. 

Table 1: Recommended RMC Groups 

 

RMC GROUP I RMC GROUP II RMC GROUP III 

Least Risk Moderate Risk High Risk 

High Value 
Threshold 

Moderate Value Threshold Low Value Threshold 

6 RMCs 19 RMCs 29 RMCs 

Algeria Angola Botswana Burkina Faso Benin Burundi CAR 

Egypt Cameroun Chad Cote D’Ivoire Cape Verde Comoros 
Congo 
(Brazzaville) 

Morocco Ethiopia Ghana Kenya 
Democratic 
Republic of 
Congo 

Djibouti Eritrea 

Nigeria Libya Mali Madagascar 
Equatorial 
Guinea 

Gambia Gabon 

South Africa Mauritius Namibia Mozambique Liberia Guinea 
Guinea 
Bissau 

Tunisia Senegal Tanzania Uganda Lesotho Rwanda Malawi 

  Zambia     Mauritania Niger Somalia 

        Togo 
São Tomé & 
Príncipe 

Seychelles 

    

Sierra 
Leone 

Sudan  South Sudan 

    

Swaziland Zimbabwe   

2. The proposed disaggregated value thresholds attached to each Group for 
procurement of Works and Goods are highlighted in Table 2. 

Table 2: Recommended ICB Thresholds for RMC Groups 

RMC Groups 
Level of Project 
Implementation 

Risk 

Thresholds - Procurement of 
Works (UA Million) 

Thresholds - Procurement of 
Goods (UA Million) 

ADB WB ADB WB 

Old Proposed Current Old Proposed Current
6
 

RMC Group I Low Risk 1.5 6.0 6.5 0.5 0.6 0.5 

RMC Group II Moderate Risk 1.5 3.0 3.3 0.5 0.3 0.3 

RMC Group III High Risk 1.5 2.0 2.0 0.5 0.2 0.2 

3. The proposed ICB thresholds for Works represent a substantial improvement 
from the existing uniform threshold of UA 1.5 million.  Those for the high risk 

                                                           
6
  US $ 1.00 = UA 0.65 as at January 2012 
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RMCs are 33% higher than the current threshold, while for moderate and low risk 
RMCs these have been increased by 100% and 300% respectively.  

4. On the other hand, for Goods the proposed ICB threshold even for low risk RMCs 
was increased only by 20%, while, the thresholds for the moderate and high risk 
RMCs have undergone substantial reductions of 40% and 60% respectively. 
However, given the proposed equalization of ICB and Prior-review thresholds, 
this would, none the less, represent substantial savings in time and resources to 
RMCs. 

5. The proposed disaggregated thresholds are not substantially different from, and 
in fact they are much closer to, those of the World Bank (Annex D), than the 
previous uniform ones. It is also to be noted that the World Bank applies the 
thresholds for high risk implementing agency to all the sub-saharan African low 
income countries (LICs). Thresholds for substantial risk implementing agency are 
applied only to African Middle Income Countries (MICs).  
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SECTION IV: EFFECTS OF PROPOSED THRESHOLDS ON 
DISTRIBUTION OF CONTRACTS 

A. Works Contracts 

1. If the proposed thresholds were applied to the Works Contracts in the 
January 2006 to June 2012 SAP database, the change in the numbers and 
values of ICB contracts will be most significant in the RMC Group with the 
lowest risk and highest threshold level. The existing data analysis showed 
that ICB and LIC procedures were followed, by Borrowers, for 77% of the value of 
contracts for Works registered with the Bank, representing 15% in terms of 
numbers. Upon application of the proposed ICB threshold a total number of 908 
works contracts which used ICB-LIC, representing 81.8% but constituting only 
22.4% of value, will shift from ICB-LIC to NCB. Specifically in terms of Groups I, II 
and III countries, the movements will constitute 94.1%, 82.7% and 62.2% 
respectively by number, and 58.4%, 13.2% and 7.5% by value, of the total 
number of ICB-LIC contracts previously in these specific Groups. The net effect 
will be to increase the original NCB contracts by 24.4% by number representing 
73.8% by value. In this regard Group I, countries will see NCB contracts increase 
by only 16% by number but representing 127.7 % of value, while down the scale 
Group III countries will experience NCB contract numbers increasing by 12.5% 
and values by 24.6%. Further details are provided in Table 3. 

Table 3: Effects on Distribution of Existing Works Contracts in SAP 
After application of new ICB thresholds 

 

ICB-LIC Contracts in SAP 
January 2006 – June 2012 

Upon  application of proposed ICB Thresholds 

Distribution by Number 

Group /  
Risk Level 

Total 
Number of 
NCB 
Contracts 

Total 
Number 
of ICB 
Contracts 

Remaining 
ICB 
Contracts 

Additional 
New NCB 
Contracts 

Remaining 
ICB 
Contracts 

Additional 
New NCB 
Contracts 

GWI – Low 1287 219 13 206 5.9% 16.0% 

GWII - Moderate 1580 719 124 595 17.3% 37.7% 

GWIII- High 855 172 65 107 37.8% 12.5% 

Total 3722 1110 202 908 18.2% 24.4% 

Average/Year 573 171 31 140 18.2% 24.4% 

Distribution by Value – UA Million 

Group /  
Risk Level 

Total Value 
of NCB 
Contracts 

Total 
Value of 
ICB 
Contracts 

Remaining 
ICB 
Contracts 

Additional 
New NCB 
Contracts 

Remaining 
ICB 
Contracts 

Additional 
New NCB 
Contracts 

GWI – Low 348.8 762.8 317.4 445.4 41.6% 127.7% 

GWII - Moderate 431.6 1819.6 1580.4 239.2 86.8% 55.4% 

GWIII- High 220.8 721.0 666.6 54.4 92.5% 24.6% 

Total 1001.3 3303.4 2564.4 739.0 77.6% 73.8% 

Average/Year 154.0 508.2 394.5 113.7 77.6% 73.8% 

 

B. Goods Contracts 

2. On the other hand, if the proposed thresholds were applied to the Goods 
Contracts in the January 2006 to June 2012 SAP database, the change from 
ICB-LIC contracts to NCB would be noticeable in terms of numbers at 
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19.4%, while, in value terms there will be a slight reverse shift from NCB to 
ICB-LIB of 7.6%. The existing data analysis showed that ICB and LIC 
procedures were followed, by Borrowers, for 93% of the value of contracts for 
Works registered with the Bank, representing 26% in terms of numbers. In this 
case, a total of 244 Goods contracts which used ICB-LIC will shift from ICB-LIB to 
NCB. Specifically in terms of Groups I, II and III countries, the movements will 
constitute 56.2%, 6.7% and 40.1% in terms of numbers. On the other hand, in 
value terms GI Goods contracts will increase by only 0.6% while GII and GIII 
Goods contracts will actually decrease by 0.3% and 24.6% respectively with the 
total number of ICB-LIC contracts previously in these specific Groups as a base. 
The overall effect on NCB contracts will be increases in numbers and values of 
46.2% and 84.1% respectively for GI RMCs, while for GII RMCs contract 
numbers will increase by 46.2% but the value will actually decrease by 6.9%. On 
the other hand for GIII RMCs an increase of 5.4% in numbers will manifest a 
decrease of 38.0%. These negative differences in value come from the fact that 
the thresholds have decreased from UA 500,000 to UA 300,000 for countries in 
Group II, and to UA 200,000 for countries in Group III. 

Table 4: Effects on Distribution of Existing Goods Contracts in SAP 
After application of new ICB thresholds 

 

ICB-LIC Contracts in SAP 
January 2006 – June 2012 

Upon  application of proposed ICB 
Thresholds 

Distribution by Number 

Groups / 
Risk Level 

Total 
Number 
of NCB 

Contracts 

Total 
Number of 

ICB 
Contracts 

Remaining 
ICB 

Contracts 

Additional 
New NCB 
Contracts 

Remaining 
ICB 

Contracts 
(%) 

Additional 
New NCB 
Contracts 

(%) 

GGI - Low 259 208 91 117 43.8% 46.2% 

GGII - Moderate 259 208 194 14 93.3% 46.2% 

GGIII – High  742 282 169 113 59.9% 5.4% 

Total 1260 698 454 244 65.0% 19.4% 

Average/Year 194 107 70 37 65.0% 19.4% 

Distribution by Value – UA Million 

Groups / 
Risk Level 

Total 
Value of 

NCB 
Contracts 

Total 
Value of 

ICB 
Contracts 

Remaining 
ICB 

Contracts 

Additional 
New NCB 
Contracts 

Remaining 
ICB 

Contracts 
(%) 

Additional 
New NCB 
Contracts 

(%) 

GGI - Low 18.1 2,643.3 2,628.1 15.2 99.4% 84.1% 

GGII - Moderate 115.5 304.8 305.6 - 0.8 100.3% - 6.9% 

GGIII– High  80.3 124.3 154.8 - 30.5 124.6% - 38.0% 

Total 213.9 3072.3 3088.5 - 16.2 100.5% - 7.6% 

Average/Year 32.9 472.7 475.2 - 2.5 100.5% - 7.6% 

3. The Bank’s contracts database shows that for Goods procurement there is 
greater participation of non-regional firms at the higher contract values 
even under NCB and the introduction of the proposed ICB thresholds will 
not make any difference to this situation. The SAP project management 
database from January 2006 to June 2012 contains 3,478 Goods contracts of 
which 2,575 are NCB contracts. It is interesting to note that only 92 (3.9%) of 
these goods NCB contracts are of value higher than the proposed moderate risk 
threshold of UA 300,000 and 138 (5.9%) of these goods NCB contracts were won 
by non-regional companies. Also 36 (1.5%) of such contracts were greater than 
the low risk or highest threshold of UA 600,000 and 7 (0.3%) of such contracts 
were won by non-regional companies.  
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C. Additional Advertising Requirement 

4. Recognizing that international firms can still participate under NCB 
procedures, there would be little impact on equity and equal opportunity for 
bidders with introduction of these ICB thresholds. None the less, in order to 
further widen competition under NCB procedures, in addition to the usual national 
publications, it is proposed for the Bank to require Borrowers to publish 
advertisements for estimated Works contract values higher than UA 2.0 million 
and Goods contract values greater than UA 0.2 million, corresponding to the ICB 
threshold for Group III, on the Bank’s Website and on the Websites of Regional 
Economic Communities7   (RECs) to increase the awareness of regional and 
international firms. Participation by non-regional firms in NCB procurement may 
actually improve which would mean higher competition and achievement of 
greater value for money, for the RMCs. 

 

  

                                                           
7
  Regional Economic Communities such as COMESA and UEMOA in which the Bank is providing 

support to national procurement reform in the region. 
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SECTION V: IMPACT ON PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION 
PERFORMANCE 

1. The impact of the application of the proposed thresholds on project 
implementation performance will revolve mostly around savings in 
procurement processing times or procurement lead times, on Bank-
financed operations.  The Report on “Streamlining Procurement and Financial 
Management Functions - Proposed Process Improvements8” indicates for the 
procurement of goods and works, procurement lead times of 9.4 months under 
ICB and 6.4 months under NCB. Based on these numbers, contracts shifting from 
ICB-LIC to NCB will each save 3 months in procurement processing time. 
Consequently, using the estimated numbers of contracts moving from ICB-LIC to 
NCB for Works and for Goods, the total savings in procurement processing time 
for the average number of works contracts per year will be 293 days with 207 
days for goods contracts (Table 5).  

Table 5: Quantification of the time savings resulting from application of the thresholds 
 

Time Savings per Year Works Goods Aggregate 

Average Number of Contracts moving from ICB to NCB per year 98 69 167 

Savings in procurement processing time from ICB-LIC to NCB – 
months 

3.0 3.0 3.0 

Savings in procurement processing time per year – months 293 207 500 

2. The SAP database from January 2006 to June 2012 shows the Bank financed an 
average of 93 investment projects in the Public Sector per year, with 2,035 
contracts (goods, works, services and others) signed for all RMC and regional 
projects. This gives an average of 22 contracts per project. Therefore, time 
savings will amount to 0.25 months per contract on average per year. Based on 
the split of works and goods contract from the 2006-2012 data, the average 
savings in time will be 5.5 months per project per year. 

3. The economic impact of procurement process time savings may comprise 
economic benefits derived from greater efficiency in terms of faster project 
completion which include; (i) savings in the construction costs of the 
facility; (ii) commitment charges on loan foregone; and (iii) accumulation of 
user savings from utilization of the facility. Efficiency in the construction of the 
facility may be determined by the actual or expected project benefits at the time 
of evaluation in comparison with the inputs used. The inputs include the financial 
and economic costs as well as the implementation time. Evaluations can be 
made regarding the efficiency of investment (including efficiency during 
operation) as well as efficiency of process; knowing that one aspect should not 
substitute for the other.  With an estimate Economic Internal Rate of Return 
(EIRR) for a project at 12%, and an estimated reduced capital cost per project by 
1%, the increase economic benefits through this initiative will translate to 
approximately 6.5% of the estimated approvals each year.  Therefore, the 
average economic benefits at the present level of approvals of about UA 1.5 
billion per year for capital projects will be over UA 95 million per year. With an 
average of 93 projects per year, application of the new monetary thresholds will 
be expected to result in substantial benefits to RMCs, facility users and also to 
the Bank. 

                                                           
8
  Board document ADB/BD/IF/2007/37/Rev.3 - ADF/BD/IF/2007/31/Rev.3, dated 7 March 2008. 
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SECTION VI: HARMONIZATION OF ICB AND PRIOR 
REVIEW THRESHOLDS AND APPLICATION 

1. ORPF proposes that the “ICB Thresholds” and the “Prior-review 
Thresholds” to be adopted by the Bank should be linked to the Bank’s use 
of country procurement systems strategy, through harmonization and 
alignment at the same levels for efficiency and ease of application. This 
approach derives support from two Bank initiatives as follows: 

 Under the Bank’s Strategy on the Use of Country Systems (UCPS), the Bank 
has undertaken assessments of RMCs national procurement regimes 
through: (i) comparison of RMCs legal and regulatory framework for 
procurement against the provisions in the Bank’s R&P; (ii) comparison of 
RMCs Standard Bidding Documents with the Bank’s Standard Bidding 
Documents (SBDs); and (iii) review of the inherent fiduciary risks associated 
with the use of country procedures for public procurement, to provide the 
modalities for the Bank to further support procurement capacity development 
in its RMCs.  The outcomes from the analytical work include improved RMCs 
procurement systems and better RMCs’ accountability leading to increased 
use of country systems. By December 2013, the Bank had completed NCB 
assessments on 48 (89%) of its RMCs out of which 37 or 77% were found to 
have national procedures and documents acceptable for use under Bank-
financed projects, subject to a few amendments required by the action plan 
identified by the review.  While countries proceed to make the required 
amendments and implement their action plans, the Bank addresses 
discrepancies within Section I of the Bank’s Rules and Procedures through 
the Financing Agreement under any Bank-financed project. In that regard, for 
example, an agreement was signed in 2013 with the Government of Morocco 
for the use of its national competitive bidding procedures and documents 
under Bank financed projects with minor differences, and it is expected by mid 
2014 to sign eight more such agreements. Soundly based and dynamic 
monetary thresholds will facilitate the gradual acceptance of the use of such 
country systems. 

 As part of the execution of the Bank’s fiduciary responsibilities, October 2012 
integrated Delegation of Authority Matrix (DAM) provides a strong foundation 
for a Decentralized Bank by empowering the staff in the Field Offices (FOs) to 
make the necessary decisions on Bank operations while ensuring the 
necessary control measures are in place. It outlines roles and responsibilities 
by providing clarity on the delegation of decision making authority levels as 
well as segregation of duties. In the 2012 DAM, standard processes are 
generally established to have a minimum of three levels of authority to ensure 
effective segregation of duties. Country Managers and Regional Directors are 
the approving authority on all parts of the Project cycle including procurement, 
while sector staff are the executors of the process. The role of the 
procurement staff is to review for compliance with the R&P and to clear at 
their authority level. For levels above their authority, they shall review and 
recommend for clearance by the Sector Manager/ Director. Thus efficient 
procurement thresholds, well founded, established, harmonized and applied, 
will optimize the use of internal Bank resources at the FOs and also at 
Headquarters. Resulting from the time savings in the application of the 
proposed thresholds, Sector Task Managers will have more time to devote to 
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their sector specific duties while Procurement Officers and Regional 
Procurement Coordinators (RPCs) will have more time dedicated to 
procurement analytical work and post reviews and also facilitate PIUs’ staff 
capacity development.  

2. The monetary thresholds proposed by this Paper shall constitute the ceiling 
values or maximum levels, for RPCs to determine “ICB Thresholds” and “Prior-
review Thresholds” for each project’s Procurement Plan. Depending on the 
outcomes of the assessments of the (i) country procurement systems; as well as 
(ii) sector and executing agency procurement capacity and experience; 
Procurement Officers and RPCs may decide the application of project and 
contract specific thresholds that may be lower, but in no case shall they be higher 
than those proposed in this Paper for the specific RMC (Annex E). 
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SECTION VII: RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. This Paper has set out to establish monetary thresholds to guide the Bank in its 
operations by using an empirical approach which involved reviewing historical 
data, establishing past trends on contract awards and examining factors 
categorizing the Bank’s RMCs into homogeneous groups. It is proposing that in 
order to achieve greater efficiency in the execution of the Bank’s fiduciary 
responsibilities, borrowing RMCs should be grouped into three project 
implementation risk categories and specific monetary threshold values should be 
associated with each group as follows:  

 Group I - RMCs with low project implementation risks with the “ICB 
Thresholds” and the “Prior-review Thresholds” equal to UA 6.0 million for 
Works and UA 0.6 million for Goods;  

 Group II - RMCs with moderate project implementation risks with the “ICB 
Thresholds” and the “Prior-review Thresholds” equal to UA 3.0 million for 
Works and UA 0.3 million for Goods; and 

 Group III - RMCs with high project implementation risks with the “ICB 
Thresholds” and “Prior-review Thresholds” equal to UA 2 million for Works 
and UA 0.2 million for Goods.  

2. The Paper has recommended complete harmonization of “ICB Thresholds” and 
“Prior-review Thresholds” to facilitate efficient project implementation and 
supervision as well as to support the Bank’s strategy for the use of country 
systems.  
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ANNEX A 

Characteristics Of Contracts Recently Financed By The Bank 

1. Using the data on the Bank’s Project Management System available in SAP, it 
was noted that between the period from January 2006 to June 2012, 
(approximately 6.5 years) the Bank had financed 836 Works contracts with a 
value of UA 3.30 billion procured through ICB. These exclude contracts to 
multinational projects. This gave an average of 10.75 contracts per month with a 
total value of UA 42.35 million and an average value per contract of UA 3.94 
million. Similarly 903 Goods Contracts valued at UA 3.07 billion were procured by 
Borrowers through ICB under projects and programmes financed by the Bank. 
This highlighted an average number of 11.58 contracts per month with a total 
value of UA 39.39 million and an average value per contract of contract of UA 
3.40 million. 

2. In the search for the most appropriate factors to be utilized in the analysis of 
Works and Goods contracts, it was considered useful to divide these contracts 
into 5 parts, that is, into quintiles, based on their value while disaggregating into 
national, regional and non-regional contractors, and, to seek to find which factors 
would most significantly explain the characteristics of these elements.  

Table A-1: Distribution of Works Contracts by Number and by Value 
 

Distribution by Number 

Quintiles Value of Contracts 
UA 

National 
Contractors 

Regional 
Contractors 

Non-Regional 
Contractors 

1 0 – 370,415 90.98% 3.76% 5.26% 

2 370,415 – 859,762 84.96% 6.02% 9.02% 

3 859,762 – 1,659,824 84.96% 6.02% 9.02% 

4 1,659,824 – 3,297,156 84.96% 2.26% 12.78% 

5 >3,297,156 38.35% 9.02% 52.63% 

Distribution by Value 

Quintiles Value of Contracts 
UA 

National 
Contractors 

Regional 
Contractors 

Non-
Regional 

Contractors 

Average 
Contract 

Value (UA) 

1 0 – 370,415 90.88% 4.08% 5.04% 220,653 

2 370,415 – 859,762 83.81% 6.20% 9.98% 613,070 

3 859,762 – 1,659,824 84.40% 5.88% 9.70% 1,22,811 

4 1,659,824 – 3,297,156 84.43% 2.25% 13.32% 2,291,404 

5 >3,297,156 18.82% 5.05% 76.13% 13,390,325 

3. The observations from the “number” and “value” distributions for these quintiles 
may be summarized as follows: 

 Over 86.5% of contracts in the lowest four quintiles, of maximum value UA 3.3 
million, were won by national contractors representing over 85.9% of the total 
value in those quintiles; 

 In the highest quintile of value greater than UA 3.3 Million, 52.6% of contracts 
by number, were won by non-regional contractors representing 76.1% of the 
total contract value in that quintile; 
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 The average values of contracts in the quintiles are low for the first three 
quintiles. It is only in the fourth quintile that it reaches UA 2.3 million, rising to 
UA 13.4 million in the fifth quintile. 

4. It may be concluded from this analysis that over the last 5.67 years: 

 Having an ICB threshold for Works below an appropriate threshold not only 
increased inefficiency in terms of the time taken during the procurement 
process but it did not improve competition from non-regional firms; 

 True competition through increased participation by non-regional firms was 
only evident in the fourth quintile of contract values; 

 If the lower limit of this fourth quintile were to be considered by the Bank as 
the ICB threshold (UA 3.3 million or US$ 5.0 million), the number of ICB 
contracts would reduce from about 10 a month to 2 or 3 a month, representing 
a tremendous improvement in efficiency, in terms of procurement processing 
time, and with practically no impact on economy; and  

 Consequently, if 80% of the contracts that are presently procured through ICB 
were to be done through NCB, the average procurement processing time will 
come down significantly and there would be less numbers of contracts for 
prior review leading to significant reductions in transaction and human 
resource costs, both for the Bank and for Borrowers. 
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ANNEX B 

Establishing RMC Groups 

A. The Indices 

1. The African Development Bank regularly conducts Country Policies and 
Institutions Assessment (CPIA). It is a system designed to assess the quality of a 
country’s present policy and institutional framework in terms of how conducive 
such a framework is to ensuring the efficient utilization of scarce development 
resources in the pursuit of sustainable and poverty reducing development. The 
Bank also conducts country Governance Rating (GR) allowing it to evaluate the 
public sector institutions and management of its RMCs. The GR takes into 
account the quality of public administration and financial management, the 
efficiency of revenue mobilization as well as transparency and corruption. 
Therefore, in order to devise a categorization that reflects the existence and 
performance of the procurement regimes in this paper, an average of the CPIAs 
and the GR is used. In instances where data was not available for 2011, values 
from 2010 were utilized. 

2. The Global Competitiveness Indices (GCIs) are developed by the WEF under 
twelve pillars. ORPF extracted the sixth pillar (Goods Market Efficiency) and the 
tenth pillar (Goods Market Size) for its analysis. These are both useful as the 
goods market efficiency takes into consideration the domestic, international 
market, tax laws etc. and the market size takes into account the arena (local and 
global) in which the local industries effectively operate.  

3. The indices and ratings are given in Table B-1 

Table B-1 - GCI INDICES – GDP, MEI, MSI AND THE AVERAGE OF CPIA+GR FOR RMCS 
 

Country/ 
Economy 

GCI 2010  

Rank Score 
 GDP 
(Bn $)  

 GDP/ Capita 
(US$)  

Goods 
Market 
Efficiency 

Market 
Size 

Average of 
CPIA+GR 

Algeria 86 3.96 140.80 4,026.90 3.6 4.3 3.59 

Angola 138 2.93 11.30 3,971.60 3.3 3.8 3.07 

Benin 103 3.69 6.70 711.30 3.8 2.3 4.00 

Botswana 76 4.05 11.60 6,406.90 4.2 2.9 4.79 

Burkina Faso 134 3.20 8.10 564.20 3.6 2.5 4.21 

Burundi 137 2.96 1.30 162.90 3.0 1.3 3.00 

Cameroon 111 3.58 22.20 1,115.30 3.6 3.1 3.71 

Cape Verde 117 3.51 1.80 3,444.70 3.8 1.1 4.45 

Chad 139 2.73 6.90 687.20 2.9 2.5 3.12 

Côte d'Ivoire 129 3.35 22.50 1,052.00 3.7 3.1 2.86 

Egypt 81 4.00 188.00 2,450.40 3.9 4.8 3.75 

Ethiopia 119 3.51 32.30 390.30 3.9 3.4 3.60 

Gambia, The 90 3.90 0.70 440.00 4.2 1.3 3.09 

Ghana 114 3.56 15.50 671.30 4.1 3.3 4.27 

Kenya 106 3.65 32.70 911.90 4.0 3.5 3.95 

Lesotho 128 3.36 1.60 641.70 4.0 1.6 3.65 
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Libya 100 3.74 60.40 9,529.30 3.2 3.6 3.36 

Madagascar 124 3.46 8.60 412.00 3.8 2.7 3.10 

Malawi 125 3.45 4.60 328.10 4.0 2.3 3.40 

Mali 132 3.28 9.00 655.90 3.6 2.5 4.16 

Mauritania 135 3.14 3.00 975.40 3.5 2.0 3.49 

Mauritius 55 4.32 8.80 6,838.10 4.7 2.6 4.49 

Morocco 75 4.08 90.80 2,864.50 4.1 4.0 4.23 

Mozambique 131 3.32 9.80 464.50 3.7 2.6 3.56 

Namibia 74 4.09 9.50 4,542.90 4.2 2.5 4.15 

Nigeria 127 3.38 173.40 1,141.90 4.0 4.6 3.62 

Rwanda 80 4.00 5.20 535.70 4.1 2.1 4.20 

Senegal 104 3.67 12.70 993.70 4.1 2.8 4.15 

South Africa 54 4.32 287.20 5,823.60 4.5 4.8 4.77 

Swaziland 126 3.40 3.00 2,906.90 3.8 1.9 3.92 

Tanzania 113 3.56 22.30 550.50 3.8 3.4 3.90 

Tunisia 32 4.65 40.20 3,851.60 4.7 3.7 4.56 

Uganda 118 3.51 15.70 474.00 3.7 3.1 3.83 

Zambia 115 3.55 13.00 1,086.10 4.2 2.6 3.84 

Zimbabwe 136 3.03 4.40 374.80 3.5 1.8 2.12 

   
         

Group I – RMCs with Goods Market Efficiency Index > 3.5, Market Size Index > 3.5, and CPIA+GR 
Average > 3.5 (6 Countries) 

Group II – RMCs with Goods Market Efficiency Index ≥ 2.5 < 3.5, Market Size Index ≥ 2.5 < 3.5 and  
CPIA+GR Average ≥ 2.5 < 3.5 (19 countries) 

Group III – Remaining RMCs - Those not in Group I or Group II (29 countries) 

 

B. The Results - RMC Groups 

4. The results of the analysis led to categorization of RMCs into the following three 
groups: 

 Group I - RMCs with Goods Market Efficiency Index (MEI) > 3.5, Market Size 
Index (MSI) > 3.5, and CPIA+GR Average > 3.5 (6 Countries); 

 Group II - RMCs with Goods MEI between 2.5 and up to 3.5, MSI between 2.5 
and up to 3.5, and CPIA+GR Average between 2.5 and up to 3.5 (19 
Countries); 

 Group III - RMCs with MEI < 2.5, MSI < 2.5, and  CPIA+GR Average < 2.5, as 
well as countries with low competitiveness not covered by the GCIs (29 
Countries) 

5. The RMCs falling into these three categories are listed in Table B-2 
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Table B-2: Recommended Country Groups 

 

RMC GROUP I RMC GROUP II RMC GROUP III 

Least Risk Moderate Risk High Risk 

High Value 
Threshold 

Moderate Value Threshold Low Value Threshold 

6 RMCs 19 RMCs 29 RMCs 

Algeria Angola Botswana Burkina Faso Benin Burundi CAR 

Egypt Cameroun Chad Cote D’Ivoire Cape Verde Comoros 
Congo 
(Brazzaville) 

Morocco Ethiopia Ghana Kenya 
Democratic 
Republic of 
Congo 

Djibouti Eritrea 

Nigeria Libya Mali Madagascar 
Equatorial 
Guinea 

Gambia Gabon 

South Africa Mauritius Namibia Mozambique Liberia Guinea 
Guinea 
Bissau 

Tunisia Senegal Tanzania Uganda Lesotho Rwanda Malawi 

  Zambia     Mauritania Niger Somalia 

        Togo 
São Tomé & 
Príncipe 

Seychelles 

    

Sierra 
Leone 

Sudan  South Sudan 

    

Swaziland Zimbabwe   
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ANNEX C 

Searching For ICB Thresholds For Goods And Works 

A. The Quintile Approach 

1. Initially, using the ICB-LIC contracts for Works, normal averages for the quintiles 
in each of the RMC Groups were computed, and, the lower limit in terms of the 
value of the specific quintile in which the proportion of the number of contracts 
won by national contractors reached 75% was used as the cut-off point. This 
meant that below this cut-off point, national contractors won 75% of the number 
of these ICB-LIC contracts, and therefore, this could be used as the ICB 
threshold for that group. However, it was observed that due to the random 
occurrence of rather high and often isolated values of contracts for especially 
non-regional companies, some of the quintile distributions, and thus the 
corresponding averages, lost homogeneity with the others. 

B. The Decile Approach 

2. Subsequently, a decile analysis – a segmentation tool - was next considered in 
which the Works contracts were split into ten evenly numbered groups (to the 
extent possible) and a moving average approach was adopted in order to 
overcome the difficulty which was experienced with the quintiles and normal 
averages. Within each RMC group, the distribution of deciles in terms of values, 
were examined until the number of NCB contracts, in each decile, showed a 
significant drop below 75% without rising again. The analysis was akin to the 
Pareto analysis where the top 20% are split from the bottom 80%. In this case, 
the lower limit of the decile (dropping below 75%) was used as the estimate for 
the ICB threshold. 

C. Results – Recommended ICB Threshold Values 

3. The results of the analysis produced ICB threshold values for each of the three 
RMC Groups, for Works and for Goods. These proposed values were rounded off 
and harmonized as indicated in Table C-1. 

Table C-1: Recommended ICB Thresholds for RMC Groups 
 

Country 
Groups 

Level of Project 
Implementation 

Risk 

Works  
(UA Million) 

Goods 
(UA Million) 

Existing 
Threshold 

Proposed 
Threshold 

Existing 
Threshold 

Proposed 
Threshold 

RMC Group I Low Risk 1.5 6.0 0.5 0.6 

RMC Group II Moderate Risk 1.5 3.0 0.5 0.3 

RMC Group III High Risk 1.5 2.0 0.5 0.2 
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ANNEX D 

Thresholds in Other Multilateral Development Banks 

A. The World Bank 

1. In the World Bank, monetary thresholds determining the most efficient method of 
procurement to be used under specific project or programmes financed by it, are 
set for each Borrower country by the Regional Procurement Managers (RPMs) to 
maximize competition. Such determination is done on the basis of the following 
factors: 

 potential interest of foreign bidders to participate in domestic markets; 

 analysis of the conditions, size and depth of the country’s market; and  

 the level of procurement risk, which is usually carried out as part of Country 
Procurement Assessment Reviews (CPARs).  

2. The country-specific thresholds are established at different levels for goods, 
works or services, depending also on:  

 types and quantities purchased by Borrower;  

 overall efficiency and economy that may stem from simplified procurement 
procedures; and  

 market activity and availability. 

3. ICB thresholds vary significantly from Region to Region and country to country, 
with the lowest being in Africa to the highest in middle-income countries in the 
European, Latin America and Caribbean, and East Asia and Pacific Regions of 
the World Bank. The maximum thresholds Bank-wide are USD 10 million for 
Works and USD 0.5 million for Goods but most countries have much lower ones; 
typically USD 2 to 5 million for Works, and USD 0.2 million for Goods.  

4. The default threshold is international competitive selection (international shortlist) 
under the World Bank’s Consultants Guidelines. Short-lists may be limited to 
domestic firms under a ceiling set by RPMs. The Chief Procurement Policy 
Officer has set the maximum ceiling at USD 0.5 million, but most countries have 
a much lower one, usually around USD 0.2 million. 

5. The Maximum Prior Review Thresholds under a Competitive Selection Process 
(ICB, LIB, and NCB) are indicated in Table D-1. All Direct and Sole Source 
contracts are subject to the Bank's prior review. These Prior Review thresholds 
are determined by the aggregate value of all contracts in a package and Prior 
Review thresholds cannot be set above the indicated maximum thresholds. 

6. The selection of individual consultants is normally subject to post review. Prior 
review of the evaluation process is done in exceptional cases only, e.g. when 
hiring consultants for long-term technical assistance or advisory services for the 
duration of the project. The TOR and the review of the evaluation process are the 
responsibility of the task manager, except when hiring a Procurement 
consultant/Legal consultant in which case the TOR and the evaluation process of 
the 3 CVs are to be cleared by a PS/country lawyer respectively. To ensure the 
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aggregate values of all individual contracts under a project are kept at reasonable 
levels they are monitored and reported when conducting project post reviews. 

Table D-1: World Bank Prior Review Thresholds
9
 

 

Type of Procurement 
High Risk 
Implementing 
Agency 

Substantial 
Risk 
Implementing 
Agency 

Moderate 
Risk 
Implementing 
Agency 

Low Risk 
Implementing 
Agency 

Works, Turnkey and 
S&I of Plant and 
Equipment 

$ 5 million $ 10 million $ 15 million $ 20 million 

Goods $ 0.5 million $ 1 million $3 million $ 5 million 

IT Systems, and Non-
consulting Services 

$ 0.5 million $ 1 million $3 million $ 5 million 

Consulting 
Services 

Firms $ 0.2 million $ 0.5 million $1 million $ 2 million 

Individuals $ 0.1 million $ 0.2 million $ 0.3 million $ 0.5 million 

B. The Inter-American Development Bank 

7. In the Inter-American Development Bank, the Project Team Leader, sets the 
thresholds to be used to obtain the goods and services needed for projects 
financed by it, depending on criteria including the sums involved and subject to 
clearance from the Procurement Unit, on a case-by-case basis, ensuring at all 
times that the process will be transparent, equitable, expeditious, and efficient. 

8. The main criteria for establishing the financial thresholds include: 

 promotion of International Competition; 

 the nature and size of the project;  

 the guidelines for setting country and sector thresholds devised by the 
Procurement Unit;  

 bid packages that can attract international bidders and promote economy and 
efficiency; 

 the opinions of potential foreign suppliers and contractors specializing in the 
goods, services, or works to be procured;  

 the thresholds set by other international agencies;  

 the size, complexity and cost of the items to be procured; 

 the country's economy; and  

 the production capacity and availability of local contractors to supply the 
goods or carry out the works required. 

9. For projects in which both the project team and the Procurement Unit determine 
that the use of the established thresholds could have negative effects on the 
promotion of international competition or that it is unlikely that the threshold will 
ensure the most economic and efficient results, higher limits may be proposed, 
which must be duly justified in the loan documents. 

                                                           
9
  As at October 2012. 
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10. Procurement of goods, works, and services costing less than the ceiling will be 
governed by local legislation, taking into consideration the Bank’s policies on the 
efficient and economical use of resources and participation by several bidders. 
The basic principles to be considered include the use of adequate publicity, equal 
treatment of bidders, minimum terms, and due formality of the process.  
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ANNEX E 

THRESHOLDS10 FOR ICB, PRIOR-REVIEW AND INTERNATIONAL 
SHORTLISTS (in UA ‘ 000) 

Countries 
ICB 

Works 
ICB Goods  

International 
Short List of 

Firms 

Algeria 6,000 600 200 

Angola 2,000 200 100 

Benin 2,000 200 200 

Botswana  3,000 300 200 

Burkina Faso 3,000 300 100 

Burundi  2,000 300 100 

Cameroon  3,000 300 200 

Cape Verde 2,000 200 200 

Central African Republic 2,000 300 200 

Chad  3,000 300 200 

Comoros 2,000 200 100 

Congo  2,000 300 100 

Côte d’Ivoire 3,000 300 200 

Democratic Republic of Congo 2,000 300 100 

Egypt 6,000 600 200 

Equatorial Guinea  2,000 200 100 

Eritrea  2,000 200 100 

Ethiopia 3,000 300 200 

Gabon  3,000 300 200 

Gambia  2,000 200 200 

Ghana  3,000 300 200 

Guinea 2,000 200 100 

Guinea-Bissau  2,000 200 200 

Kenya 3,000 300 200 

Lesotho  2,000 300 100 

Liberia 2,000 300 200 

Libya 3,000 300 200 

Madagascar 2,000 200 100 

Malawi  2,000 300 200 

Mali  3,000 300 200 

Mauritania  3,000 300 200 

Mauritius 3,000 300 200 

Morocco 6,000 600 200 

Mozambique  3,000 300 200 

Namibia 3,000 300 200 

Niger 2,000 200 200 

Nigeria 6,000 600 200 

                                                           
10

  Quantitative point at which an action is triggered, especially a lower limit. 
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Rwanda 3,000 300 100 

São Tomé & Príncipe 2,000 200 100 

Senegal  3,000 300 200 

Sierra Leone 2,000 300 200 

Somalia  2,000 200 100 

South Africa 6,000 600 200 

South Sudan 3,000 300 200 

Sudan 3,000 300 200 

Swaziland 3,000 300 200 

Tanzania  3,000 300 200 

Togo 2,000 200 200 

Tunisia 6,000 600 200 

Uganda  3,000 300 200 

Zambia  2,000 300 200 

Zimbabwe  2,000 200 100 

 


