EB/2009/98/R.56: Progress report on implementation of the performance based allocation system

Adjustments to the PBAS

At its April 2006 session, the Executive Board agreed that:

(a) In line with the Agreement Establishing IFAD, the resources of the Fund would continue to be used with “due regard to a fair geographic distribution”. Moreover, with the application of a uniform system of allocation as from 2007, IFAD would “continue to direct at least the current percentage share of resources to sub-Saharan Africa, provided that the performance of individual countries warrants it”.

(b) The weight of 0.45 was regarded as a “point of balance” where population still carried significant influence as a determinant of “needs” in the formula but at the same time allowed performance and gross national income (GNI) per capita to have a strong role. It was therefore agreed that the formula would be modified accordingly to reflect a revised weight of population at 0.45.

(c) There was broad agreement that, given IFAD’s specific focus on rural poverty, the use of rural population would respond better to IFAD’s mandate. In this regard, it was agreed that the concept of rural population would be applied as of the 2008 work programme.

PBAS working group

In the Report of the Consultation on the Eighth Replenishment of IFAD’s Resources, the Board was requested to mandate the PBAS working group to continue its functions and, as well, to review the practices of other IFIs and identify ways to improve the system. The working group is due to meet in November 2009 to appoint a new chairperson, review the issues raised by other IFIs and the proposals for allocation management in the 2010-2012 allocation period.

Multilateral development bank/IFI PBAS technical meeting

In summarizing the status of PBAS implementation, it was noted that while each organization is making minor adjustments to the PBAS to better reflect the requirements of the organization, no major changes have been made to the systems since their adoption, with the exception of GEF, where members have called for the simplification of the system. Participants highlighted some of the important features of their systems and emerging development issues.

Application of the PBAS in 2009

The practice introduced for the 2007-2009 allocation period included only those countries designated as “active” for new commitments where IFAD expected to have lending or Debt Sustainability Framework (DSF) grant operations in 2007-2009. Final country scores and allocations have been assigned annually, to be combined with the provisional figures for subsequent years in the allocation period, to provide an overall country allocation for the three-year allocation period. The provisional allocations are by nature indicative and subject to changes in annual performance, population and GNI per capita. In 2007 and 2008, the first two years of the allocation period, no reallocations were required among countries. 

In 2009, therefore, all unused PBA resources from the 2007-2009 allocation period were treated as part of the allocable pool of resources for the allocation period. These unused resources were reallocated to programmes with absorptive capacity, in line with their PBAS country score. Moreover, no country was reallocated more than 10% of the resources available for reallocation.

The updating of the 2009 country scores and 2010 country allocations

As in the previous allocation period, the scores provided for 2010 are final, as they are based on the 2009 country scores, and the allocations for 2011 and 2012 are provisional, and subject to change in line with changes in the annual country scores. In the 2010-2012 allocation period, with the increase in resources available, it has not been necessary to delineate specific “active” countries and divisions have identified PBAS allocations for countries based on planned project activities and COSOPs. However, in order to continue to manage the allocations in the three-year period, countries that are expected to use only part of their potential allocation have been capped at the expected level of financing. This should further reduce the need for reallocations and provide better planning parameters for other countries.
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