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Self Evaluation at IFAD:  

Focusing on results throughout the project cycle 
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Focusing on results through the country strategy 

(COSOP) cycle  
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Independent Evaluation at IFAD 
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Division of IFAD reporting to the Executive Board (member states) not to the Management 

Evaluation Policy 2003, revised in 2011 

Board appoints and dismisses Director 

Operational authority over IOE staff is delegated to IOE Director 

Work programme and budget approved independently by the Board 



Independent Evaluation Products 
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What the two systems assess 
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Self-evaluation Independent Evaluation 
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Harmonizing the two systems 
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Ensure that definitions of evaluation criteria are the same 

Required by the Evaluation Policy 

Entailed review of practices in other International Financial Institutions 

Harmonization in 2006, 2011 and 2017 (first reporting in 2018), following issuance of 
new evaluation guidance documents 

Applied to project-level and country-level evaluations 
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Follow-up to Evaluations 
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In the case of country-level evaluation, a response is jointly prepared by 
Management and the Government (Agreement at Completion Point) 

In cases of disagreement needs to explain why 

Management prepares a formal written response to all recommendations   

IOE provides comments on PRISMA 

Management prepares an annual report (“PRISMA”) categorizing the 
recommendations received in previous year and status of implementation 



Follow-up to Evaluations 
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Commonality of 

approaches to project-

level and country-level 

self and independent 

assessments 
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Transparent follow-up 

process on 

recommendation and 

documentation of 

agreement / 

disagreement 



Issues and Challenges 
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Review of self and independent 

evaluation system to be conducted 

in 2018-19 

Build more informal spaces for 

dialogue and reflection 

At the project level, find more direct 

ways to communicate knowledge to 

enhance project design 

Differences in rating reducing but 

persisting: will they decrease in 

2018? 
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