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GNI per capita variable

The evaluation questions how
appropriate the per capita GNI
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Rural population variable

The adoption of the rural population
variable (RuralPOP), instead of total
population, was a good decision. However,
it does not capture country needs in terms
of poverty profile of the rural poor

of the focus on smallholder

areas

Country performance component

The three country performance
variables (IRAI, PAR, RSP) are mutually
reinforcing, but data for these three
variables (IRAI in particular) are not
always available for all recipient
countries

Conclusions
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The PBAS has enhanced the Fund's
credibility, transparency and
predictability of resource allocation,
but the formula does not factor in
some key dimensions of IFAD's
mandate and priorities, such as food
security, nutrition and climate
change

The variables in the country
but he PBAS has not provided

sector

Recommendations

Enhance the PBAS's design

by sharpening the PBAS objectives;
strengthening the rural poverty focus of
country needs; refining the RSP
variable; and reassessing the balance
between country needs and country
performance components of the
formula

@ Improve efficiency

by scoring the RSP variable less
frequently rather than on an annual
basis and processing reallocations
earlier in any three-year allocation
cycle

Streamline process for

better effectiveness

by reflecting on whether to retain the
IRAI variable of the country
performance component and on
systematizing and strengthening the
RSP, its scoring and associated quality
assurance

(GNI/pc) variable is for IFAD, in light

agricultural development in rural

performance component provide a
good picture of country performance,

Rural sector performance

The indicators of the RSP have never been

revised and do not reflect some of IFAD's

current priorities. The process in determining
the RSP scoring is not systematic and its quality

Engagement of Governing Bodies

The Governing Bodies played a key role in
introducing the PBAS. More recently,
however, they have not been proactive on
providing guidance on the PBAS

adequate incentives to achieve better
country performance in the rural

assurance varies from division to division
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Transparency

Even tough the PBAS made allocations
more transparent, the process of
capping and the countries receiving
reallocations are not made public

The PBAS features of minimum and
maximum allocations, reallocations
and capping have enhanced the
system’s flexibility, but the
implementation of the reallocation
system has not been sufficiently
transparent

Enhance management and
governance

by taking a more corporate approach to
the PBAS in general, for example
through the establishment of an inter-
departmental committee. Reports to the
Executive Board should include
information on reallocation, capping and
other strategic issues

Promote better learning

through more explicit monitoring and
continuous learning from the
implementation of the system and
cross-fertilization of experiences
across country programme managers,
regional divisions and countries
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