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A. Introduction 
1.   The present report includes a description of the Quality Assurance (QA) process, a method 
for rating of Quality-at–entry (QaE) of project design against the four indicators for project of 
the Results Measurement Framework, and a tentative action plan and estimated budget for the 
QA process next year.  

2.  As part of the effort to enhance the quality of operations, IFAD has recently strengthened its 
Quality Enhancement procedures and review. This includes the introduction of the Key Success 
Factors(KSF), the Management Assessment Template, and streamlining of the Technical Review 
Committee (TRC). Complementary to the improved Quality Enhancement process and at arms-
length from PMD, a Quality Assurance process is established that involves a review of project 
designs by the Office of the Vice-President (OVP) as a final step before loan negotiations and 
submission to the Executive Board. This note summarizes how this QA process is to operate in 
2008.   

B. Objectives of Quality Assurance Function 
3.  The Quality Assurance Review, to be managed by the Vice –President (VP) has the following 
main objectives:  

a) Clear designed projects for loan negotiations and submission to EB: 
o Review the submitted compliance note and the attached MAT to assess to what 
extent  recommendations from the TRC have been addressed, review the six KSF 
domains maturity ratings and to identify any residual issues that may have to be 
addressed;  
o Determine whether a project should proceed to negotiations and EB submission 
o Identify specific measures to be undertaken during loan negotiations or 
subsequently during implementation.  
o Projects will fall into one of the following four categories:  

(i) Cleared without any issues;  
(ii) Cleared subject to remaining issues being addressed during negotiations or 

during implementation;  
(iii) Board presentation delayed to permit addressing outstanding issues; and  
(iv) Outstanding issues are so severe as to justify dropping the project.   
    

b) Determine the Quality at entry ratings for the Results Indicators of IFADs 
corporate Results Measurement Framework(RMF) 
o Based on the final draft of the appraisal report, the QA review will rate the 
following four QaE aspects: 
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(i) Projected effectiveness of the thematic areas of engagement by rating this 
against KSF guidance questions  3.1;  

(ii) Projected poverty impact by reviewing and rating impact indicators in the 
project logframe;  

(iii) Innovation, learning and scaling-up by rating this against KSF guidance 
questions 6.1-6.4; and  

(iv) Sustainability of benefits by rating this against KSF guidance question 5.4. 
 
The combined ratings of all projects reviewed by QA during a calendar year will form the 
basis for the annual Quality-at-Entry rating against the four project level indicators of the 
RMF to be reported to the Executive Board during its December session. The ratings are 
to be done by the external advisors in consultation with the Vice-President.  The QA 
review and decision note would include a paragraph explaining the ratings and the matrix 
will be attached. 
 
In attachments A and B is respectively a template for the QA Review Note and the draft 
matrix for rating the Q-a-E. 
 

c) Evaluate the Quality Enhancement process. The OVP, as part of its QA function, will 
also review and assess the robustness of the Quality enhancement process including 
amongst others the internal project review process. It will provide on an annual basis a 
short summary note that highlights the strong aspects and identifies the major 
shortcomings in projects entering the portfolio and gives concrete recommendations for 
improvements to be addressed by Programme Management Department.    
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C. Proposed Quality Assurance process for projects to be submitted to the 
Executive Board 

4.  Timing of QA review. It is estimated that approximately 10-12 projects will have to be 
reviewed before each of the three annual sessions of the Executive Board (EB).  With loan 
negotiations for these projects typically taking place about a month prior to the EB meeting, the 
QA review needs to be undertaken approximately 8 weeks before EB session dates.  This 
translates into approximately a two-week period during which the Vice-President, with the 
support of his staff and external reviewers, will conduct the QA review session. It is suggested 
that the Vice-President consults the Assistant–President PMD on the timing of the three 
QA review periods and deadlines for submission of project and relevant documentation to 
OVP. 

5.       Proper organization of the QA process is contingent upon having an early indication as to 
which projects are going to be ready in time for the reviews. Unless projects are ready at least 
four weeks prior to the actual review date, it will be difficult to mobilize reviewers and to 
conduct a meaningful review.     

6.  Recruiting external QA reviewers. As currently envisaged for next year, the QA review 
process will be supported by four short-term external consultants serving as advisors to the VP, 
along with a staff member (to be recruited in early 2008) which will dedicate up to 40% to the 
QA work. The need for part time reviewers, as opposed to more  full time staff members, is due 
to the heavy concentration of the work over a two-week period, the different languages in which 
the reports are being prepared, and the wide spread sub-sectors covered by IFAD’s projects 
requiring highly varied expertise and country/region experiences .   

7.   Desk Review. Each project will be assigned as early as possible to one of the outside 
advisors.  They will be reviewing: 

o the completed project design report ( working papers may be provided upon 
request ) 

o  the compliance note; this note should provide clarity on how TRC decisions and 
recommendations have been addressed , and whether there are any outstanding issues that 
will be addressed at loan negotiations.   

o the final TRC report  

o CPM and Director signed off MAT  

o Latest approved RB_COSOP and relevant OSC minutes 
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The review should also consider if the project design has addressed and reflected appropriately 
IFAD policy and guidance documents e.g. Strategic Framework, Rural Finance policy, targeting 
policy and gender, etc.   

8.    Consultation with CPM and CPMT-members. The external advisor will meet briefly with the 
CPM and CPMT members to discuss and where needed to clarify aspects that emerged during 
the review of the abovementioned documentation. It is proposed that next year these meetings 
will take place face-to-face during the QA review periods in Rome. As of 2009, it is possible that 
these meetings may also be undertaken by phone conferences as it is anticipated that the advisors 
will not always have to come to Rome. 

9.   Draft QA reviewers note. The advisor will summarize the findings for each project reviewed 
in a note outlining the following:  

• A recommendation regarding the readiness of the project to proceed to negotiations.   

• Suggestions for specific issues to be addressed during negotiations or subsequently 
during implementation.  

• Extent to which the final project report complies with recommendations made by the 
TRC and with OSC minutes for COSOP.  

• An assessment of potential risks that could undermine achievement of the project 
objectives. 

• Proposed QaE ratings for the four Results Indicators.  

10.    Feedback from CPM and Director.    This QA review note will be sent to the CPM and 
Director for their comments. If the CPM and Director agree with the QA review note and in 
particular the recommendations, the QA review note will be issued without any changes. If 
however the CPM or the Regional Director has comments these will be included in the draft note 
that will be sent to OVP for review and discussion with the advisor.    

11. QA meeting. As part of the QA review process a meeting will be held for each project chaired 
by the Vice-President. For now the attendance has been determined as follows:   the Assistant –
President PMD, Director Technical Advisory Division (PT), the CPM and Regional Director, 
and any other key staff that the Director or CPM decides to invite. The meeting may be attended 
by the President, if he chooses to do so. The purpose of this meeting is to briefly discuss the 
essence of the note and its recommendations and to provide opportunity to CPM/Director to 
clarify their comments and to address eventual disagreements between the CPM/Director and the 
advisor.   
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11. Issuance of final QA Review Note. The Vice-President after the meeting will issue a final QA 
review note outlining his decision and recommendations on how the project shall proceed, and 
the final Q-a-E ratings against the four results indicators.  

 

Section D. QA staffing and budget  
12.  Staffing.  OVP will be staffed with one additional staff members to coordinate and support 
the QA activities and responsibilities assigned to the Vice-president.  Draft terms of reference for 
this new function are included in Attachment C.  Aside from coordinating and managing the 
process this person will also be responsible for preparing the annual quality assurance note. As 
preliminarily indicated by the Vice-President, for now about 40% of this person’s time will be 
devoted to QA activities and the rest to other assignments to be defined by the VP. In line with 
proposals put forth in this note all other requirements will be fulfilled by hiring of external 
advisors for short periods to undertake reviews during each of the three QA periods, for all 
projects to be submitted to the EB.  

13.   Budget. Three reviews will be held in 2008. The first is a pilot review that will be covering 
up to five projects and is scheduled to be held during the period February 18-29 (exact timing to 
be determined by the VP). The focus of this pilot will be the testing of the organizational and 
preparatory aspects and the management and delivery of the complete QA process, as laid out in 
this report.  After this pilot test we will incorporate the lessons learned from the pilot QA review 
in the final version of the QA guidelines. A second and full fledged QA review is scheduled to 
be held during the period June 30 – July 11 (exact timing to be determined during the February 
review).  A third QA review is scheduled to be held in early October 2008.  Excluding the cost of 
the new position in the VP’s office, the budget for the QA reviews during 2008 is estimated to be 
$200,000 (see Attachment D). Estimates of total budget for external advisors for each review 
session, are based on following assumptions: (i) each advisor will be spending about two days 
reviewing the documents at home before coming to Rome for a week. In Rome interviews will 
be held with the CPM/Director, the VP will be briefed on the findings, and the advisors will 
attend the subsequent meeting chaired by the VP with the PMD representatives. For the February 
pilot QA review it has been considered that two advisors will be recruited to review a total of  5 
projects; for September and  December  it is expected that between 12-18 project will have to be 
reviewed by 4-6 reviewers. 
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Section E.   Next Steps and Decisions 
14.  As indicated previously, the pilot review will take place during the second half of February 
2008, at which time up to five operations scheduled for Board consideration in April 2008 will 
be reviewed. A final decision as to which projects will be included in this pilot review will be 
made by PMD and the VP in early January.  

15. A list of potential advisors will be sent to the VP’s office for final selection. Potential 
candidates will be senior practitioners in agricultural and rural development, with considerable 
experience in designing and implementing rural development projects of the type being managed 
by IFAD. It would also be desirable for the advisors to have had prior exposure in project 
evaluation. Two advisors will need to be identified and recruited by the VP’s office to 
conduct the February review. As soon as the new P-3 person in the VP’s office is recruited, 
she/he will assume responsibility for identifying and recruiting the advisors 

16. Review of all the projects currently scheduled to be presented to the Board in September 
2008 will take place in the first half of July. Presently as many as 18 projects are included in the 
September list. It will be important to firm up this list by the February review date so that 
there will be plenty of time to recruit the advisors. Timing of the review meeting for the 
December Board will be firmed up during the July review.  

17. Given that this process is new, it will be important to ensure consistency in the assessments 
of the different advisors. To this end it is suggested that an external consultant should assume 
temporary the role of coordinator of the QA process. This will entail advising the VP on the 
selection of the advisors, briefing the different advisors prior and during the review process, 
going over their draft QA notes and sitting in on all the meetings with the CPMs and the VP. The 
staff member, to be recruited in early 2008,  will understudy the work of QA Coordinator with 
the external consultant for the July QA process. A decision will be made after the July review 
whether this temporary role of the external consultant should be continued for the 
December review.   

18. Linked to the above issue of consistency of assessments, in particular the rating of quality-at-
entry, it is necessary to develop qualitative statements that match the rating scores from1-6 to 
ensure transparency and consistency in the application by the QA reviewers. This should be 
ready by early January 2008 for review by VP and AP-PD and testing during the pilot QA 
in February 2008.  

19. Finally thought needs to be given on who will be monitoring the compliance with the 
recommendations made in the QA review note, and how this will be done. This is in particular 
relevant for project designs that need to address specific recommendations during negotiations 
and /or implementation. The “who” and “how” will have to be discussed and agreed upon by 
the VP-and AP-PD before the pilot QA of February 2008. 
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ATTACHMENT A  

Template for Quality Assurance Review Note 

A. Introduction 

1.    

 

B. Compliance with OSC and TRC Recommendations 

This section will  reflect the main concerns and recommendations  highlighted in the TRC for a 
project and OSC meeting minutes  for the COSOP; it will reflect  the CPM response for each of 
these  as presented by the CPM in the compliance note submitted to the VP; finally a brief 
comment section for the external QA advisors.    

: 

C. Outstanding Issues 

 

This section includes in its draft version the  issues that the QA reviewer has identified in 
reviewing the submitted documents and for which   actions are suggested that will have to be 
addressed during loan negotiations or during the implementation of the project.  

 

This draft QA note will be submitted to the CPM and Director for them to insert their comments 
on each of the issues. After which the draft QA review note is submitted to the VP for his review 
and discussion in a meeting with PMD representatives.  

D. Remaining Risks 
 

E. Decision and recommendations 
In the final version of this QA review note the outstanding issues section will be revised to reflect 
final agreements reached or decisions taken by the VP as a result of the meeting with PMD 
representatives.  It will include a decision  
 
[Based on the results of the QA review as reflected in the sections B-D above, it has been 
decided that the [………](Name Project and Country ) falls into the following category:  

a. Cleared without any issues;  
b. Cleared subject to remaining issues as reflected in section C being addressed 

during negotiations or during implementation;  
c. Board presentation delayed to permit addressing outstanding issues as reflected in 

Section C; and  
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d. Outstanding issues in Section C are so severe as to justify dropping the project.  ] 
 

F. Quality –at- entry ratings 
 

A short explanation will be given of the rating against the four project indicators as reflected in 
Attachment B. There will also be a short paragraph on the overall  maturity of the project design 
based on a  review of  the submitted  MAT and in particular the ratings of all  six KSF domains, 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Draft rating matrix against RMF project results indicators  

 RMF indicators and targets for 
2010 

QA rating ( Key Success Factor domain) 

1 90 % of project rated 4 or better for 
(projected) effectiveness in one or more 
thematic areas of engagement 

o Natural resources land and water 
o Agricultural technologies 
o Financial services 
o Markets 
o Rural employment and enterprise 

development. 
o Policy and programning 

( see KSF domain 3 ; question 3.1) 

3.1 Is the design consistent with the best practice approaches embodied in the 
pillars of IFAD’s Strategic Framework, concerning 

a) Management of natural resources and the environment? 

(b) Introduction of improved agricultural technology and production support 
services? 

(c) Development of rural financial services? 

(d) Promotion of transparent and competitive input and output markets, with focus 
on improving farm-gate prices? 

(e) Creation of profitable opportunities for off-farm employment and enterprises? 

(f) Seeking opportunities for policy dialogue with the government on issues 
related to reduction of rural poverty, gender, empowerment or community-based 
development? What plans have been made to follow up such opportunities? 

2 90% of project rated 4 or better  for 
projected impact on poverty measures of 
target population, such as: 

o Physical and financial assets 
o Food security 
o Empowerment 
o Gender equity  

(See Documentation Project LOGFRAME ) 

(see KSF 6 , question 6.1 – 6.4) 3 90% of project rated 4 or better for 
innovation , learning and/or scaling -up 

6.1 Do the M&E arrangements of the design provide adequately for learning 
based on forthcoming implementation experience? 

6.2 What institutional responsibilities, organization and funding have been agreed 
at project level and within IFAD to record, analyse and disseminate the lessons 
learnt during implementation, and apply innovations generated? 

6.3 How innovative is the project? Has the issue of innovation been discussed 
with the Government? 

6.4 To what extent have prospects for future up-scaling been discussed with the 
government and external development partners? 



  13

4 90% of project rated 4 or better for 
sustainability of benefits 

(see KSF domain 5  Question 5.4) 

5.4 What measures are proposed in the project design to ensure sustainability of 
development outcomes, particularly concerning: 

(a) More rational use of natural resources? 

(b) Durability of institutional reforms? 

(c) Continuing means to promote pro-poor mindsets and build pro-poor 
capacities? 

(d) Financial sustainability of the organizations either implementing the project or 
supported/created by it, including moves towards self-financing of IFAD 
interventions post-disbursement? 
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ATTACHMENT C 
Inputs for Terms of Reference for P‐3 staff position 

Quality Assurance Coordinator (QAC) 

 

The QAC will assume overall responsibility for organizing, directing, and coordinating the three annual 
Quality Assurance Reviews (QARs). These reviews will be held about 8 weeks in advance of the Executive 
Board meetings in April, September and December.  

Under the direct supervision of the Vice‐President the duties will include the following:  

A. Administrative 

In close consultation with the VP and AP‐PD schedule the timing of each of the three QARs  

Prepare timely information for dissemination by the VP on QA activities to key actors including Regional 
Director, CPMs and others involved   

Identify and recruit external reviewers for the QA review and ensure that they fit established skills and 
requirements including languages, country /regional/thematic experience etc.. 

Coordinate logistical arrangements to ensure smooth and efficient delivery of the QA review weeks (e.g. 
meeting rooms, video links, materials, briefing etc.) 

B. Substantive 

Prepare Terms of reference for each of the external reviewers 

Provide assistance as requested by external reviewers e.g. preparation of their QA report, arranging 
meetings with CPMS, revision of project documents etc 

Prepare minutes of the meetings of the VP with CPM to discuss the QA report 

Ensure systematic follow‐up on the QA recommendations and inform the VP on actions taken 

Prepare an annual report from the VP to the Executive Board summarizing the status of quality‐at‐entry 

Maintain a database of the quality‐at‐entry 
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ATTACHMENT D 
Estimated budget for QA in 2008 

 

1. Staffing of P-3 position  

2. Quality assurance review of projects to be submitted to EB in 2008  

April EB  September EB December EB 

 5 Projects  Costs 12 -15 projects Costs 12-15projects   

2 External Reviewers; 

o 5 x 2day review 
 
o 1x 10 days QA 

review in Rome  
 
o 1x 5 days QA 

Review in Rome  
 
o travel and DSA  

 

10.000 

10,000 

5.,,000 

 

7,500 

4 external reviewers 

o 15X 2 day review 
  
o 1x 10 days review 

weeks in Rome 
o 3x 5day QA 

review in Rome 
 
o 4x travel and 

DSA  

 

30,000 

10.000 

15,000 

 

30,000 

4 external reviewers 

o 15X 2 day 
review  

 
o 1x 10 days 

review  in Rome 
 
o 3x 5day QA 

review Rome 
 
o 4x travel and 

DSA  

 

30,000 

10,000 

 

15,000 

30,000 

 

 37,500  85,000  85,000 Total : 207,500

  

 

Tentative lending programme for 2008 

April 2008 

To be confirmed 

September 2008 December 2008 

Cape Verde 

Mauritius 

Indonesia 

12 -15projects 12 -15 projects 

 

 


