














Annex 5: Governance indicator charts 1996-2004 for Irish Aid potential
countries
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SOUTH AFRICA (2004)
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SIERRA LEONE (2004)
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Annex 6: Use of the CPIA in the IDA allocation process

‘The CPIA underpins IDA’s allocations but is not its only determinant. Two additional process steps
are included. First, to capture the important dimension of quality of development project and
program management, the Bank's Annual Report on Portfolio Performance (ARPP) is used to
determine a score for each country’s implementation performance. The ARPP scores are based on
the percentage of IDA funded projects in the country that are considered at risk. These
percentages are translated into 1-6 scores with the help of a conversion table. A weighted average
rating is calculated of the CPIA (80% weight) and the ARPP measure (20% weight). In the second
step, this composite rating is multiplied by the “governance factor” to produce the country’s IDA
CPR (chart 1).

Chart 1- IDA Country Performance Rating

Country Policy and Portfolio
Institutional Performance
Assessment Rating
CPIA (80%) ARPP (20%)
Governance
Factor
IDA Country
Performance
Rating

‘The governance factor is derived from the five criteria in the CPIA’s governance — or public-sector
management and institutions — cluster D, plus the three-year moving average of the procurement
flag that is an element of the ARPP portfolio rating. The average score of these six governance
criteria is divided by 3.5, the mid-point of the 1-6 range, and an exponential of 1.5 is applied to this
ratio:

Governance Factor = (average governance rating / 3.5)1.5

‘The country’s overall rating is then multiplied by this factor, resulting in an increase (or decrease)
of the overall IDA CPR, depending on the degree to which the country’s governance rating is
strong — above 3.5 (or weak — below 3.5).

‘IDA’s resources are allocated on the basis of the IDA CPR (ensuring that good performers get a
higher share of IDA’s available resources), population and GNI per capita:

IDA Country Allocation = f(CPR 2.0, Pop1.0,GNI/Cap.-0.125)

‘The formula shows that the country’s policy and institutional performance is the dominant
determinant (twice as high a score results in four times the allocation), while population also affects
it significantly (the relationship is linear: a higher population results in a proportionally increased
allocation). Finally, there is a modest bias in favor of the IDA eligible countries with a lower GNI per
capita.’

Source: CPIA Technical Annex.
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