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Executive Summary
African leaders, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and donors agree that lack of capacity
has prevented African governments from formulating and implementing their own
macroeconomic poverty-reducing policies. The African Technical Assistance Centers
(AFRITACs) were established as part of the Africa Capacity Building Initiative, launched by the
IMF in 2002 to strengthen the capacity of sub-Saharan countries to design and implement
poverty reduction policies frameworks and to improve the coordination of capacity-building
technical assistance (TA) in the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper process.
The AFRITAC mid-term evaluation was commissioned and managed by the IMF’s Office of
Technical Assistance Management (OTM), and was conducted by a three-person team of
independent consultants specializing in public economics, financial management, and
evaluation techniques.
The evaluation had three main objectives:
•

Assessing whether the AFRITACs have provided value added to beneficiary
countries,

•

Assessing the extent to which the AFRITACs’ objectives have been achieved, and

•

Assessing whether the centers have enhanced cooperation between stakeholders
(member countries, the IMF, and donors) in their respective regions.

Methodology
The evaluation methodology was based on an evaluation matrix that included key evaluation
questions, data sources, and data collection methods. Data collection took place over 11 weeks
in 2004 and included a review of relevant documents; individual and group interviews at IMF
Headquarters in Washington, D.C., and in participating African countries; field visits and
analysis of selected projects in seven participating countries; and a Web-based questionnaire
survey of 75 stakeholders (33 responses). IMF departments, donors, and Steering Committee
(SC) members provided feedback on the findings of the evaluation.

Background
East AFRITAC was opened in Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, in October 2002 to serve six member
countries in East Africa (Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Rwanda, Tanzania, and Uganda). West
AFRITAC was opened in Bamako, Mali, in May 2003 to serve 10 member countries in West
Africa (Benin, Burkina Faso, Côte d’ Ivoire, Guinea-Bissau, Guinea, Mali, Mauritania, Niger,
Senegal, and Togo). If these two pilot projects are successful and sufficient financing can be
secured, three more centers could be established to cover all sub-Saharan Africa. The
AFRITACs are financed by contributions from 16 donor partners and the IMF, as well as by
contributions by hosting governments.
Each center is guided by an SC and managed by a Center Coordinator who reports to the IMF
African Department and OTM. Resident advisors (five in East AFRITAC and six in West
AFRITAC) provide advice, TA, and training and supervise short-term experts in implementing
capacity-building projects. To date, the two centers have conducted needs assessments in
member countries and have provided capacity-building TA and training in a range of subject
areas (banking supervision, customs administration, debt and financial markets, financial
programming, microfinance supervision, monetary operations, public expenditure management,
revenue administration, statistics, tax administration).
i
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Findings
The AFRITACs are an effective delivery vehicle for capacity building, appreciated by all
beneficiary countries. They distinguish themselves from other delivery modes by their
responsiveness to client needs, proximity to member countries, quick response time, familiarity
with local context and issues, and relevant leadership. These characteristics are important to
AFRITAC clients and provide a sound basis for collaboration. For the most part, the AFRITACs
have achieved their objectives, although considerable work remains to be done in planning
capacity building for each member country. The foundation has been laid for the AFRITACs and
their stakeholders to work toward increasing efficiency and results.

Value Added
The two pilot centers have enhanced the quality of TA delivered to member countries. The
centers undertook a demand-driven approach to TA based on large-scale consultations with
member countries to define their priorities.
The AFRITACs’ delivery approach is seen as a complement to or a substitute for four other TA
delivery modes (short missions by IMF Headquarters [HQ] staff or outside experts; advisors
based in the office of the IMF resident representative in the region; long-term resident advisors;
training at the IMF Institute in Washington). Respondents noted that the AFRITAC model
enhances country ownership, increases regional solidarity, keeps donors better informed about
country situations and needs, enhances staff accountability, and has increased the use of
African experts.
Although evaluation of the AFRITACs’ cost-effectiveness is hampered by lack of information
and indicators and by ambiguity in measuring overhead costs, the AFRITACs’ delivery approach
seems to be more cost-effective than other IMF TA delivery modes. Staff at IMF HQ and in the
field believes that the AFRITACs’ value added more than compensates for the effort it requires.

Fulfillment of AFRITAC Objectives
The majority of respondents praise the quality, timeliness, and relevance of AFRITAC activities,
but note the need for improved follow-up on both training and TA.
IMF HQ staff report significant complementarity between the TA delivered through HQ and
through the AFRITACs (e.g., HQ benefits from the AFRITACs’ close contact with client
countries and donor initiatives, its valuable input into TA design, new demands for TA, and its
training of African experts). Under the AFRITACs, member countries have received a higher
volume of TA and there has been no decrease in TA to nonmember countries.
The balance between direct TA (62–63% provided by resident advisors) and indirect TA (37–
38% provided by short-term experts) has been appropriate for the AFRITACs’ early years. As
more African talent is identified in the future, resident advisors could allocate more of their time
to managing and coordinating short-term experts, although this would require additional funding.
The SCs have made significant contributions in guiding and managing the centers in their early
stages and are now beginning to focus on more strategic issues. Both AFRITAC SCs would
benefit from the development of indicators and use of a logical framework approach (LFA) as a
management tool as well as for monitoring and evaluating progress. SC representation may
need to be reexamined as the level of authority and influence of country representatives to the
SCs has an impact on their effectiveness.
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Management, Monitoring, and Backstopping
The AFRITACs’ organization of their people, processes, activities, and work flow is highly
professional. During their pilot phase, the AFRITACs’ management has demonstrated sound
financial management, program management, and process management. The main weakness
is monitoring and evaluation, arising from lack of performance indicators.
Overall, human resource management is satisfactory, although the management and
accountability of resident advisors is hampered by poorly defined roles and responsibilities. In
terms of infrastructure, Mali is still not considered as the permanent base for West AFRITAC,
which is creating some ambiguities for the Center Coordinator and the local authorities who
provide the office space. In addition, both centers are at risk of losing information in the absence
of proper backup of servers and computer hard drives.
To date, IMF backstopping has been working well. The IMF technical departments and the OTM
have provided high-quality advice, documentation, and support to the Center Coordinators and
resident advisors. The majority of respondents praised their recruitment of staff and short-term
experts. However, the limited resources of the IMF technical departments and of OTM are overextended, and the recently launched Middle East Technical Assistance Center will likely stretch
staff resources further and threaten the quality and timeliness of technical support.
Both centers have promoted African expertise by identifying and using local experts in their
capacity-building activities. Beneficiaries and partner institutions should be consulted further to
continue building a regional database of African expertise.
The AFRITACs’ relationship with IMF resident representatives has been mutually supportive
and was cited as a key success factor. IMF resident representatives have assisted AFRITAC
resident advisors by facilitating contacts with the authorities and donor representatives, and
have been kept well informed by the Center Coordinators and resident advisors.
Enhancing Stakeholder Cooperation
Member governments have been supportive and committed to the success of the AFRITACs.
Postconflict countries have shown more interest than have others (and more resources have
been deliberately allocated to these countries). The AFRITACs have worked closely with some
regional institutions such as the African Capacity Building Foundation and AFRISTAT
(Economic and Statistical Observatory for Sub-Saharan Africa) but could benefit from further
developed relations with the Macroeconomic and Financial Management Institute for Eastern
and Southern Africa and Joint Africa Institute. The AFRITACs have helped to improve
information sharing among members and have fostered some peer review, although other
opportunities such as websites could increase further sharing.
Donors have shown keen interest and provided strong support to the AFRITACs. The Centers’
interaction and cooperation with other TA providers has helped to enhance TA coordination
among providers, although all stakeholders agree that member countries should assume
leadership in TA coordination.

Recommendations
1. Beneficiaries
•

AFRITAC beneficiary countries should adopt comprehensive capacity-building
programs as part of their PRSPs.

•

Agencies benefiting from the AFRITACs should prepare plans for developing
staff resources and institutional capacity. Where comprehensive capacityiii
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building programs already exist, they will constitute the framework for agency
plans. The plans would describe the current status of the area (statistics, public
finance, etc.), and outline steps for the agency to take in order to meet
international standards. An inventory of reforms already under way through
donor support should be included. The plans would provide for regular
monitoring of capacity and of agency performance indicators established
according to international standards.
•

Countries’ representation in the SC should adequately reflect their TA needs.
To ensure effective participation, countries should reexamine the level of their
SC representation. To further enhance the effectiveness of countries’ TA
management, focal points for AFRITAC resident experts should be designated
and counterparts formally appointed.

•

Countries should exercise great care in the selection of AFRITAC workshop
participants. Participants should be required to share the acquired knowledge
with colleagues from their and related agencies, through in-house seminars
and other means.

•

A number of countries need to take more responsibility for coordinating TA
from various donors, including the AFRITACs, than is presently the case. The
AFRITACs can serve as facilitators in this process.

•

The Executive Board and management should respond to the Technical
Departments’ and OTM’s needs for additional staff resources to respectively
coordinate and backstop the existing regional Technical Assistance Centers
and any additional ones that are established in future.

•

The IMF should work with member countries and donors to ensure that
necessary TA is provided to help AFRITAC beneficiary agencies develop and
monitor the capacity-building plans recommended above.

•

The IMF should engage a short-term expert to assist the SCs and AFRITACs in
the elaboration of performance indicators and an LFA with which to evaluate
AFRITAC outputs not less than annually. Performance indicators should
include cost-effectiveness indicators.

•

As recommended by the Technical Assistance Committee, a subset of Article
IV/Poverty Reduction and Growth Facility missions should be asked to prepare,
on a pilot basis, an assessment of AFRITAC and other TA in relevant fields as
an annex to their report.

•

Where this is not yet the case, Resident Representatives’ Terms of Reference
should include assisting the AFRITAC intervention in their assigned country.

•

As most already do, donors should recognize capacity building as a long-term
process. Though results of the AFRITAC activities cannot yet be quantified, the
indicators described in this report strongly suggest that they offer significant
value added and are cost-effective.

2. IMF

3. Donors

iv
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•

Donors should consider provision of TA to help beneficiary agencies develop
and monitor human resource plans.

•

Donors should continue to (i) encourage benefiting authorities to take the lead
in coordinating TA in relevant fields and (ii) cooperate with the AFRITACs in
facilitating the coordination.

•

Donors should provide the SC with detailed information on their TA delivery to
the AFRITAC countries in the areas of relevance.

4. AFRITACs
•

The AFRITACs should continue to promote African expertise through recruitment
of resident experts from the continent and use of African short-term experts. At
the same time, permanent quality control should be exercised.

•

Regional workshop curricula should be designed so as to enable staff to identify
and prepare individuals who can serve as trainers in their own countries or
regionally. The AFRITACs should promote local, in-house workshops.

•

Center staff should facilitate the processes, referred to above, of capacitybuilding planning and monitoring by benefiting agencies.

•

The Centers should develop a reporting format to the SC that allows tracking of
benchmarks and indicators of AFRITAC output and performance. The formats of
monthly reports and activity status reports should facilitate folding their content
into SC reports, thereby meeting donors’ legitimate request for more substantive
information on countries’ follow-up to AFRITAC recommendations.

•

The Centers should increase their communication efforts—country visits by the
coordinators, press releases, publicity for AFRITAC websites, etc.—so as to
raise local and regional awareness of their contribution.

•

The AFRITACs should intensify their cooperation with regional capacity-building
institutions.

v
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Acronyms
ACBF

African Capacity Building Foundation

AfDB

African Development Bank

AFRISTAT

Economic and Statistical Observatory for sub- Saharan Africa

AFRITAC

African Technical Assistance Center

ASR

Activity Status Reports

BCEAO

Banque Centrale des Etats de l'Afrique de l'Ouest (Central Bank of West African
States)

BOAD

Banque Ouest Africaine de Développement (West African Development Bank)

BRS

Budget Reporting System

BTO

Back-to-Office reports

CC

Center Coordinator

EA

East AFRITAC

ET

Evaluation Team

FAD

Fiscal Affairs Department

GDDS

General Data Dissemination System

HIPC

Highly Indebted Poor Country

HQ

Head Quarters

HR

Human Resources

IEC

Integrated Expenditure Circuit

IMF

International Monetary Fund

IT

Information Technologies

JAI

Joint Africa Institute

LFA

Logical Framework Approach

LT

Long-term

MOU

Memorandum of Understanding.

MEFMI

Macroeconomic and Financial Management Institute for Eastern and Southern
Africa

OTM

Office of Technical Assistance Management

PACT

Partnership for Capacity Building in Africa

PEM

Public Expenditure Management

PFM-RPs

Public Finance Management Reform Programs

PRGF

Poverty Reduction and Growth Facility

PRSP

Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper
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Acronyms
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RAP

Resource Allocation Plan

RR

Resident Representatives

SC

Steering Committee

ST

Short Term

TA

Technical Assistance

TORs

Terms of References

WA

West AFRITAC

WAEMU

West African Economic and Monetary Union

WAIFEM

West African Institute for Financial and Economic Management
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1.

Introduction

The following report constitutes the mid-term evaluation report of the African Technical
Assistance Centers (AFRITACs) initiative launched in May 2002.
From the inception of the project, it was decided that after about 18 months of operation, the two
pilot centers would be evaluated by an independent team of evaluators.
The evaluation will assess the effectiveness and sustainability of the centers and the technical
assistance (TA) provided by them, bearing in mind the long-term nature of capacity building.
The evaluation will also formulate recommendations for future action. If the centers are seen as
successful, the number of centers could be expanded to up to five over the medium term.1
The evaluation will have three main objectives:
•

Assessing whether the AFRITACs have provided value added to beneficiary countries;

•

Assessing the extent to which the AFRITACs’ objectives have been achieved; and

•

Assessing whether the centers have enhanced cooperation between stakeholders in their
respective regions.

The evaluation will encompass both centers since their inception and will provide a combined
evaluation of their overall performance, as well as a center-specific assessment. Because of the
short duration of operations of the centers, particularly in West Africa, the primary focus of the
assessment will be on the regional TA centers (TACs) as an effective delivery vehicle of
capacity building, instead of an assessment of the impact and sustainability of their TA activities
in member countries. (See Appendix I – Terms of Reference.)
Organization of the Report
This report is a synthesis of the Independent Evaluation Team’s (ET) findings and observations
drawn from a number of sources, including document reviews, field visits, telephone/e-mail
interviews, and an online survey. The report is organized as follows:
• Section 2 briefly describes the methodology for carrying out the evaluation.
• Section 3 provides a background on the AFRITAC initiative, the centers’ organization, and
activities planned and undertaken.
• Section 4 presents major findings and observations on issues raised in the Terms of
Reference.
• Section 5 summarizes the key findings and provides the overall conclusions.
• Section 6 presents recommendations for future action.

1

Project document, paragraph 45.
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2.

Methodology

2.1

Overall Approach

The primary goal of the AFRITAC mid-term evaluation is to assess the East and West
AFRITACs’ performance over the past 18 months. Because the centers have been in operation
such a short time, the impact of the technical assistance (TA) and the training was not a primary
concern of the ET. The methodology for conducting the evaluation was driven by a matrix that
included the key evaluation questions, data sources, and data collection methodologies (see
Appendix II). The matrix was developed according to the key issues raised in the Terms of
Reference (TOR).
The overall evaluation of the AFRITACs performance examined the following:
• AFRITAC effectiveness: the extent to which the objectives of AFRITAC development
interventions were achieved;
• AFRITAC efficiency: how AFRITAC resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.) have
been converted into results;
• AFRITAC relevance: the extent to which the objectives of AFRITAC development
interventions and “intuition” are consistent with agency requirements and country needs;
and
• AFRITAC financial sustainability: the extent to which AFRITAC is a cost-effective
organization for the delivery of TA and the achievement of results.

2.2

Key Approaches to Data Collection

This report integrates the results and findings of data collected over a period of 11 weeks (see
Appendix III – Timeline) using a mix of qualitative and quantitative techniques, including
document review, individual and group interviews, project document analysis, field visits, and a
questionnaire survey. The following provides a description of those methods.
Document Review: The team reviewed a wide range of pertinent documents related to the
themes and projects under consideration. A list of documents consulted and reviewed is
presented in Appendix IV.
Interviews and Field Visits: Face-to-face individual and group interviews were conducted at
the International Monetary Fund (IMF) Headquarters (HQ) in Washington, D.C., and in seven of
the sixteen participating African countries (Burkina Faso, Eritrea, Guinea-Bissau, Kenya, Mali,
Mauritania, and Tanzania). Key donors and members of the Steering Committee were asked to
provide feedback either by telephone interviews or in written format. See Appendix V for the full
list of people met during all interview sessions. Summaries of the information gathered during
key meetings are presented in Appendix VI.
Analysis of Selected Projects: In countries where field visits were conducted, the ET reviewed
AFRITAC TA for timeliness, relevance, and quality. Included were a file review, interviews with
resident advisors, and interviews with beneficiaries. In addition, several projects were analyzed
in greater depth to assess quality issues in AFRITAC projects. The projects selected included
poor, average, and strong performers in terms of achievement of planned outputs and
outcomes. The analysis of selected projects is presented in Section 4.2.1. Appendix VII
presents the summary of the file review.
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Questionnaire: A Web-based questionnaire survey was administered to 75 stakeholders from
participating countries where field visits were not conducted. Of these, 33 completed
questionnaires were received. The full results of the survey are presented in Appendix VIII.
Contacts who were not able to respond through the Web were asked to complete and fax their
responses.

2.3

Methodological Limitations

There were some limitations to conducting the AFRITAC mid-term evaluation, particularly the
relatively short time of the centers’ existence—especially in West Africa. The focus of the
evaluation is primarily on the centers’ relative effectiveness as delivery vehicles for capacitybuilding TA, rather than an assessment of the impact and sustainability of specific TA
interventions. Results of capacity-building efforts can be measured only over a longer period.
Moreover, the project’s design did not include indicators for measuring the results of capacitybuilding TA.
Given the small size of the sample of activities selected for in-depth analysis, the results may be
less than representative overall.

2.4

Team Composition

Each Steering Committee (SC) member (i.e., member countries, donors, and the IMF) has
nominated a list of suitable candidates from which the IMF short-listed the six most qualified
evaluators. The chairpersons of the SCs were requested to select three members of the ET
from the short list, giving due consideration to diversity and stakeholder representation. The
team was contracted and administratively managed by the IMF’s Office of Technical Assistance
Management (OTM).
An independent team of three experienced short-term experts with a solid background in public
economics, financial management, and evaluation techniques as well as knowledge of French
carried out the evaluation.
Mr. Mande Sidibe: (Nominated by the African countries) Mr. Sidibe started his career as an
IMF economist; then took up positions at the Central Bank of West African States (BCEAO),
including the post of National Director of Mali. He then became Special Advisor to the President
of the Republic of Mali. During 2000–2002, Mr. Sidibe was the Prime Minister of Mali. Since
then he has undertaken several consulting and lecturing engagements. (Francophone, fluent
English)
Ms. Suzanne Kirouac: (Nominated by the donors) Ms. Kirouac has an extensive background in
evaluation methodologies, organizational assessment, and TA, including work done in West
Africa regarding capital market development in the BCEAO countries. She has also worked for
Canadian International Development Agency and the World Bank in areas of microfinance and
evaluation of macroeconomic management training programs. (Bilingual)
Mr. Clive Gray: (Nominated by the IMF) Mr. Gray was for 30 years a Fellow of the Harvard
Institute for International Development, undertaking advisory missions to Africa and elsewhere
on macroeconomic policies, investment appraisal, and public financial management. He
assisted the IMF’s Fiscal Affairs Department (FAD) in Highly Indebted Poor Country (HIPC)
assessments in West Africa and TA in public expenditure management (PEM) to Anglophone
Africa. (Anglophone, fluent French)
Mr. Mande Sidibe is the team leader and Ms. Suzanne Kirouac the “rapporteur.” However, the
ET divided the work as equitably as possible.

-8-
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3.
3.1

T h e A F R I TA C I n i t i a t i v e
Background

3.1.1 Context – PRSPs and Capacity Building
Over the past few decades, substantial financial resources have been devoted to TA in African
countries. Results in terms of capacity building in public institutions have been far below what
was planned and hoped for. The absorptive capacity of the economies of African countries
remains very low, and their economic growth rates are well below what is required for reducing
poverty. African leaders, the IMF, and donors agree that insufficient capacity (lack of a critical
mass of talented people, and more generally of national capacity) has been a key bottleneck in
the implementation of economic reforms and constitutes a major constraint to poverty reduction
efforts. Capacity building (Box 3.1 - Capacity Building), particularly in areas related to
macroeconomic policy, is instrumental and must be the core of the Poverty Reduction Strategy
Paper (PRSP) process.
Box 3.1 - Capacity Building
The capacity of a country is its ability to analyze a situation and
formulate and implement the required reforms. In the particular
case of this evaluation, it means the ability of a country to formulate
and implement sound macroeconomic policies.
Capacity relates to human resources, institutions, and procedures.
Capacity building aims at creating a critical mass of human skills
(talents), quality institutions (including the legislature), and sound
procedures.
Thus, capacity building is both a short- and long-term process.
It is widely believed that lack of capacity has prevented African
governments from formulating and implementing their own
macroeconomic poverty-reducing policies.

The PRSP process has been a priority
program for poverty-reducing reform over
the past few years. One of its key
objectives is to provide a means to
coordinate donor assistance, including
capacity-building efforts. However, no
PRSP fully articulates (a) measures
required to develop the necessary
administrative capacity for reducing
poverty, (b) prioritization of capacitybuilding needs, and (c) identification of
potential donor assistance to address
these needs.

To date, the majority of AFRITAC member
countries have prepared a fully participatory PRSP, whereas others have an interim PRSP. Only
two countries have a separate Capacity Building Reform Plan. Table 3.1 presents the PRSP
preparation status of the countries covered by the present initiative. Since 2002, PRSP
preparation has progressed, whereas only a few countries have completed a Capacity Building
Reform Plan. The IMF and World Bank country missions are helping countries to prepare their
PRSPs via a participatory process (involving all stakeholders in civil society) but not in the
Capacity Building Reform process.
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Table 3.1 - PRSP Preparation Status (2002 versus 2004)
AFRITAC
Countries

PRSP Process Stage
2002
Full
PRSP

Interim
PRSP

2004
Capacity-Building
Reform Plan

Full
PRSP

(I-PRSP)

Interim
PRSP

Capacity-Building
Reform Plan

(I-PRSP)

EAST

√

Eritrea

√ (draft)

Ethiopia

√

√

Kenya

√

√

Rwanda

√

√

Tanzania

√

√

Uganda

√

√

√

WEST
Benin
Burkina Faso

√

√

√

√

Côte d’Ivoire

√

Guinea

√

Guinea-Bissau

√

Mali

√

√
√

Mauritania
Niger

√
√

Senegal

√

√
√

√

Togo

√

3.1.2 Initial Purpose of the Project
In response to the capacity-building gap, particularly in macroeconomic policy areas, the IMF
launched in May 2002 its Africa Capacity Building Initiative, stating that “Assistance in
developing comprehensive capacity-building strategies within the PRSP process is, therefore,
one of the main objectives of this project.”2 The creation of the AFRITAC initiative stems from
the initial success of similar initiatives in both the Caribbean and Pacific regions. Other reasons
given for creating the AFRITACs were as follows:3
• The inability of countries to administer measures that are necessary for reducing poverty is
one of the core problems in these countries.
• Building the capacity of African governments for macroeconomic management is a key
component of the strategy to reduce poverty.
• The PRSP process is the principal mechanism to help develop a country-driven reform
program and to coordinate donor assistance, including capacity-building efforts.

2

African Regional Technical Assistance Centers (AFRITACs) Project Document, March 21, 2002, paragraph 8.

3

The IMF’s Africa Capacity Building Initiative— Concept Paper, Feb. 22, 2002.
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• Capacity-building efforts in the context of implementing PRSPs are hampered by the
shortage of personnel in the field with expertise in specialized areas, whose responsibility
is primarily to help the countries (a) identify and prioritize needs, (b) design TA projects, (c)
promote coordination among TA providers, and (d) follow-up on the implementation of
projects.
• Insufficient follow-up and inadequate coordination have at times limited the long-run
impact of the IMF’s TA.
• The AFRITACs will help close these gaps in the provision of TA in a cost-effective manner.
The successful implementation of two pilot projects centers in Africa (East and West) that would
supplement and enhance the effectiveness of IMF TA to the two sub-regions was to be a
precursor to a total of five regional TA centers (TACs). Operating in close vicinity to participating
countries, the centers would be a source of high-quality TA, promptly available to address
emerging problems and requests for assistance and improve coordination of TA resources. The
centers would give recipient governments greater input to shaping the assistance they received
while increasing their accountability. “The centers will be designed to increase efficiency, foster
ownership, enhance accountability, and strengthen coordination among technical assistance
providers and recipients as rapidly as possible, and in concert with the implementation of
PRSP.”

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION TEAM
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3.2

The AFRITACs

3.2.1 Project Objectives
The project’s strategic goal is to strengthen the capacity of the sub-Saharan countries to design
and implement their poverty-reducing strategies as well as to improve the coordination of
capacity-building TA in the PRSP process. This
should help the African countries develop their own
capacity-building programs for effective
Box 3.2 - Project Objectives4
macromanagement in the context of the PRSP
1. To make expertise available to African countries, so as
process.
to help them develop their own capacity-building programs
The Board approved the project on April 24, 2002;
its objectives (see Box 3.2) are to be achieved by
(a) establishing regional TACs in sub-Saharan
Africa and (b) the IMF’s participation in the
Partnership for Capacity Building in Africa (PACT).
The IMF thought that, to complement existing
capacity-building efforts and avoid duplication, the
Initiative should provide for the IMF to participate in
PACT and strengthen cooperation with other
regional TA providers.
The IMF was to become a member of the African
Capacity Building Foundation (ACBF), the
implementing agency of the PACT. The plan was
to use its contribution to the ACBF to finance ACBF
training activities designed and implemented jointly
by the ACBF and the AFRITACs. The IMF would
sit on ACBF’s Board of Governors and ACBF
would participate in each AFRITAC’s SC as an
observer.

for macroeconomic management within the PRSP
process. To date, 5 countries on the African continent
have prepared a fully participatory PRSP, and 20 countries
an interim PRSP; while capacity building features
prominently in these documents, a fully developed
capacity-building strategy is seldom articulated;
2. To help address part of the identified capacity-building
TA needs by increasing the volume of the IMF TA to Africa
and refocusing it on capacity building;
3. To help improve coordination among providers of
capacity-building TA in the IMF’s areas of competence;
4. To raise the effectiveness of individual TA projects
through fast response, close monitoring and follow-up, and
more transparent reporting of outcomes;
5. To increase the accountability of recipient governments
through the creation of appropriately designed
mechanisms for country representation in the decisionmaking process for capacity-building TA programs;
6. To improve the cost-effectiveness of TA by increasing
field presence in, or close to, the countries to be served;
and
7. To collaborate with existing capacity-building efforts in
Africa, with a view to improving donor coordination and
offering the IMF’s expertise to ongoing important capacitybuilding efforts.

To the extent possible, the African Development
Bank (AfDB) and AFRITAC were to work closely to
enhance financial governance. Through the PRSP
process and its membership in the SC, the AfDB
would play an important role in developing
AFRITAC’s work plans and its macroeconomic management TA.

AFRITAC was to seek closer cooperation with regional training institutions such as the
Economic and Statistical Observatory for sub-Saharan Africa (AFRISTAT), the Macroeconomic
and Financial Management Institute for Eastern and Southern Africa (MEFMI), the West African
Institute for Financial and Economic Management (WAIFEM), and the Joint Africa Institute.

3.2.2 AFRITAC Governance and Organizational Structure
The project’s first two centers were established in Tanzania and in Mali. East AFRITAC covers
six countries (Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Rwanda, Tanzania, and Uganda), and West AFRITAC
includes ten countries (Benin, Burkina Faso, Côte d’Ivoire, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Mali,
Mauritania, Niger, Senegal, and Togo).

4

April 24, 2002, Board paper that formally approved the IMF’s ACBI (EBS/02/72).
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East AFRITAC opened in October 2002 and is located in a commercial building provided by the
Central Bank of Tanzania located in Dar es Salaam. West AFRITAC, originally scheduled to be
located in Abidjan, was temporarily moved to Bamako, Mali, for 18 months and is housed in the
BCEAO building. West AFRITAC was inaugurated in May 2003, seven months after its Eastern
counterpart.
The main function of the centers is to
• Help member governments design and develop a comprehensive capacity-building
program within the PRSP process and provide assistance in the coordination process
among national authorities and TA providers;
• Support each country’s capacity-building program in the IMF’s areas of competence
(macroeconomic policy, including tax policy and revenue administration, public
expenditure management, monetary policy, the exchange rate system, financial sector
sustainability, and macroeconomic statistics); and
• Conduct training seminars and workshops. The centers also collaborate with, and support,
training activities of other African institutions such as the ACBF. However, training is not
envisaged to be the centers’ core activity.
The initial AFRITAC planning conference, held in Paris in July 2002, developed guiding
principles for the governance and operation of the centers, while recognizing the need for
flexibility in implementation.5 The IMF’s African Department and OTM have joint responsibility
for supervising the project’s implementation and administration. SCs provide guidance to the
AFRITACs. (See attached organizational chart.)

5

Paris conference, July 15–16, 2002, AFRITAC project.
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AFRITAC Organization Chart

Donors

Beneficiary
Countries

STEERING COMITTEE

AFR

IMF
Area
Depart /
OTM

CENTER COORDINATOR

IMF TAdepart.

Resident advisors

(FAD, MFD

& STA)

HQ
Technical
Assistance

EAST AFRITAC

WEST AFRITAC

• Public Expenditure Management Advisor

• Public Expenditure Management Advisor

• Revenue Policy and Administration Advisor

• Revenue Policy and Administration Advisor

• Monetary Policy and Operations Advisor

• Customs Administration Advisor

• Banking Supervision Advisor

• Microfinance Supervision Advisor

• Multisector Statistical Advisor

• Public Debt Management and financial markets
Advisor
• Multisector Statistical Advisor

Beneficiary Administrations (budget, debt, customs, taxes, public expenditures, etc.)

- 14 -

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION TEAM

AFRITAC Evaluation

3.2.3 Steering Committee
Each center is guided by an SC, composed on a constituency basis of representatives from the
participating countries and supporting donor agencies, as well as observers from key regional
institutions involved in capacity building and the Center Coordinator (CC) and IMF
representatives. Other regional institutions and providers, where relevant, are invited as
observers. The SC composition varies between the
two centers (see Table 3.2). The East AFRITAC SC’s
membership appears to be weighted toward central
Box 3.3 - Steering Committee Meetings
bank representatives.
According to the project document, “each Steering
Committee will assess achievements in every
participating country against benchmarks that will be
agreed in the annual work plans. The benchmarks
will be used to specify which measures the recipient
countries will have to take within the context of the
technical assistance to be provided, and which will be
the basis on which to review what the countries have
actually achieved; whether steps have been taken to
implement the recommendations of the TA; or
whether the assistance provided has resulted in
reform.”6

Biannual meetings objectives

• Review progress in implementation
• Approve the centers’ work plans for the period
ahead
• Endorse the appointment of the resident
advisors
Past SC meetings dates
East AFRITAC
• October 2002
• January 2003
• June 2003
• January 2004
• July 2004
West AFRITAC
• May 2003
• September 2003
• February 2004
• July 2004

The SCs normally meet twice a year to provide
guidance for the centers’ strategy and priorities,
approve their work programs, and monitor
implementation ( Box 3.3). Each SC is chaired by a
representative from a participating African Government.

The SC governance structure is destined to promote African ownership, accountability through
peer review, and systematic evaluation of the centers (Table 3.2).
Table 3.2 - Steering Committee Composition

East AFRITAC

West AFRITAC

Chairperson – Economic Advisor to the Government of Eritrea,
Ministry of National Development (formerly Governor of the Bank of
Tanzania)

Chairperson - Minister of Finance of Mali

6 participating countries

10 participating countries

3 donor representatives (Canada, Italy, and Sweden—representing a 3 donor reps (Canada, France, and Germany—representing a
dozen donor agencies on a constituency basis)
dozen donor agencies on a constituency basis)
African Development Bank (AfDB)

African Development Bank (AfDB)

IMF

IMF
BCEAO

Observer status:

Observer status:
− ACBF
− West African Economic and Monetary Union (WAEMU)
− Economic and Statistical Observatory for sub-Saharan
Africa (AFRISTAT)

− ACBF

6

African Regional Technical Assistance Centers (AFRITACS) Project Document, March 21, 2002.
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3.2.4 AFRITAC Staffing
The AFRITAC centers are staffed by a CC, long-term resident advisors, an administrative
assistant, an office manager, and support staff. East AFRITAC’s team of resident advisors
numbers five and West AFRITAC’s, six. The number and area of specialization of the resident
advisors vary according to the number of countries covered by the centers and local demand.
Appendix IX presents both the East and West AFRITAC Staffing.

3.2.5 Center Coordinator
The day-to-day management, administration, and operations of the AFRITACs are delegated to
the CCs, with close supervision by the relevant departments at IMF Headquarters. This is in line
with the project document whereby “the leadership and management of each center’s activities
and staff will be the responsibility of the Center Coordinator.” The coordinators are senior staff
members who report to the IMF’s African Department and OTM. The CCs are responsible for
maintaining close relationships with the client countries, acting as a liaison with the relevant IMF
departments, the bilateral donors, the
AfDB, the ACBF, the World Bank, and other TA
providers in the region. Finally, the CCs also serve
as secretaries to their respective SCs (Box 3.4).

Box 3.4 - Center Coordinator’s Responsibilities

The CC answers to the IMF African Department
and OTM and has a counterpart, currently an
advisor, who acts as a link within the organization.

• Day-to-day management, administration, and
operations of the AFRITACs

The CC supervises the AFRITAC support staff and,
jointly with the relevant IMF technical department,
the resident advisors. The technical department
controls TA quality and the CC manages day-today operations.

• Liaison with the relevant IMF departments, the
bilateral donors, the AfDB, the ACBF, the World
Bank, and other TA providers in the region

• Close relationship with the client countries

• Act as secretary to the center’s Steering
Committee

3.2.6 Resident Advisors
Resident advisors are long-term advisors, most of whom have previously worked in the region
with the IMF. Selected by the IMF, the resident advisors are specialists in the IMF’s core areas
of expertise. Whenever possible, the centers
recruit qualified staff from Africa. Starting in
Box 3.5 - Resident Advisors’ Responsibilities
2005, three of the eleven advisors in the two
centers will be citizens of member countries.  Providing immediately needed advice and assistance to client
Day to day the resident advisors work under
countries
the guidance of their CC, especially in their
 Monitor ongoing projects and follow up on the implementation
consultation and coordination roles—
of completed projects
including contacts with officials of finance
 Identify and develop new projects
ministries, central banks, and donor
agencies. Each resident advisor confers with  Facilitate the implementation of some of these projects through
the center and the search for funding from other providers
his or her HQ backstopper, who ensures that
the technical quality of the advisor’s work
 Help coordinate donor TA activities, including through active
participation in the PRSP process
meets international standards and best
practices. Resident advisors submit a
 Act as a referral point for the center’s cooperation with
monthly activity report to IMF HQ and the CC
providers of regional and in-country training courses, seminars,
and workshops, and for professional training attachments
and prepare quarterly reports for the SCs.
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A brief review of resident advisors’ Terms of Reference (TOR) reflects a diverging view of their
and AFRITAC’s roles on the part of the technical departments (Box 3.5). In some TORs, the
resident advisor’s role is depicted as largely managerial, whereas other TORs outline a more
technical role. The resident advisor can be (and has in some cases been) called upon to serve
on technical department missions. The accountability of the resident advisor to two authorities
makes for ambiguity in a number of TORs.
The centers also provide short-term experts, supervised by the resident advisors, to assist the
recipient governments in implementing the capacity-building projects included in each center’s
work plan. As shown in Table 3.3 and Chart 3.1, derived from timesheets furnished by the two
centers, recruitment and supervision of short-term experts (termed “indirect TA” by the centers)
represented 21% of East AFRITAC resident advisors’ time during the 22 months through
October 2004. The corresponding figure for West AFRITAC (February–October 2004) was only
10% (Table 3.3).

Table 3.3 - Time Allocation of AFRITAC Resident Advisors

Direct TA
Indirect TA
Management / meetings

East
41%
21%
25%

West
66%
10%
9%

Workshops

13%

14%

TOTAL

100%

100%

Chart 3.1 - Distribution of Time by AFRITAC Resident Advisors (Source: AFRITAC Timesheets)

TIME ALLOCATION OF WEST AFRITAC
RESIDENT ADVISERS, 2004 through October

Workshops,
14%

TIME ALLOCATION, E. AFRITAC
RESIDENT ADVISERS, 2003-04

,

Workshops
13%

Meetings, 9%

Managem't
25%

Indirect TA,
10%

Direct TA
41%

Direct TA, 66%

Indirect TA
21%

Conversely, West AFRITAC advisors devoted two-thirds of their time to direct TA, compared
with 41% in the East. East AFRITAC advisors spent over twice as much of their time (25%) on
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management and meetings as did their counterparts in the West (9%). This reflects that West
AFRITAC advisors supervised fewer short-term experts than did the East AFRITAC advisors. In
both centers, advisors spent 13–14% of their time preparing for or conducting regional
workshops (Chart 3.1).
Several issues could explain differences in time allocation between various categories (direct
TA, indirect TA, Workshops, Management) and between East and West AFRITAC. These
include the differences in TA needs between the two regions; the volume of donor activity in the
regions; the different budget allocation to activities; the SC decisions on country priorities; the
management versus TA delivery priority in the resident advisors’ job descriptions; and the CC’s
management style.

3.2.7 Support Staff
Both centers are supported by an administrative assistant, an office manager, and a staff
assistant. East AFRITAC is supported by two staff members on loan from the Bank of Tanzania.
All other employees are hired directly by the CC. In the West, the Malian Government has
provided a lump sum payment for hiring the center’s support staff. Job descriptions for these
positions may be found in Appendix X.

3.2.8 AFRITAC Activities
The work plans prepared by the AFRITACs summarize delivery of TA and training activities.
They present planned TA as well as progress to date. It should be noted that the work plans
include no other management information that might help SC members guide or follow
AFRITAC’s progress. This will be further discussed in Section 4.2.5. The CCs present other
information in an ad hoc manner. The following paragraphs describe AFRITAC’s service
delivery: work plans and TA and training activity (Box 3.6).
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Work Plan
Design: The initial project design required
a capacity-building needs assessment for
each country. At regional conferences
held in Nairobi and Dakar in June and July
2002, respectively, the IMF,
representatives of AFRITAC member
countries, and donors agreed on an initial
assessment of TA needs presented by
country representatives to be addressed
by the two centers. This assessment was
reinforced and supplemented at a unified
preparatory conference in Paris in July
2002. Following its inauguration in
October 2002, the East AFRITAC team
(excluding one resident advisor not yet in
post) visited all six member
macromanagement countries (Dec 2002)
to make initial contact with the authorities
and deepen the discussion of TA needs.
As a result of the need to relocate its
headquarters from Abidjan to Bamako, the
West AFRITAC team’s initial tour took
place only from June to August 2003. On
the basis of those tours and the earlier
discussions, the teams drafted 2003 work
plans (for West AFRITAC it was an interim
work plan for September 2003–January
2004) providing for activities by each
advisor in most or all of the countries.

Box 3.6 - East AFRITAC - Designing the Work Plan
• June 2002 (Nairobi): Capacity-building needs assessment
presentations to IMF staff, representatives of the AfDB, and other
donors by representatives of the six countries to be served by the East
AFRITAC. Identified priority areas for the center’s work with a view to
determining the needed skill mix of the center’s resident and short-term
experts.
• July 2002 (Paris): High-level ministerial conference of countries to
be served by the first two AFRITACs and representatives of
development partners and multilateral institutions. Approved priority
areas of assistance to be provided by each center.
• October 2002 (Dar es Salaam): Inauguration of the East AFRITAC
and holding of first meeting of its Steering Committee.
• November 2002: Circulation of questionnaire by the East AFRITAC
to donor partners (via Steering Committee members) in each
participating country regarding their capacity-building activities.
• December 2002: Tour of participating countries by the East
AFRITAC team to discuss country priorities for capacity-building
assistance to be provided by the Center during calendar year 2003 and
their linkages to the PRSP process, drawing on the consultations
previously held in Nairobi and Paris.
• January 2003 (Dar es Salaam): Second Steering Committee
meeting approved in principle the work plan for 2003 with comments of
Committee members to be incorporated in a revised version.
• February 2003: Revised version of the work plan and minutes of the
Second Steering Committee meeting circulated to Committee
members.
• February–June 2003: Implementation of the work plan.
• June 2003 (Kampala): Third Steering Committee meeting reviewed
the implementation of the work plan and proposed revisions. Agreed to
place greater emphasis in future Steering Committee meetings on
strategic issues relating to the effectiveness of the Center rather than
on the details of the work plan.

In principle, the work plans are approved
by the respective SCs. The second
• July 2003: Revised work plan and minutes of third Steering
meeting of East AFRITAC’s SC in January Committee meeting circulated to Steering Committee members.
2003 approved its work plan “in principle,” • August 2003 to the present: Implementation of the revised work
plan.
with the proviso that a revised version
reflecting comments of SC members be circulated as early as possible. This was done shortly
after the meeting.

The meeting also discussed a draft procedure for approval of urgent member country requests
for assistance outside the approved work plan, and a document reflecting SC comments was
likewise circulated shortly afterward. The document stipulated conditions under which such
requests should be considered, along with procedures for rapid SC approval.
The West AFRITAC work plan was submitted to its second SC meeting in September 2003,
where members expressed satisfaction subject to a few observations. No formal approval action
was taken, and no formal procedures for rapid approval of requests were discussed.
The assessment of needs evolved continually in the interaction between the resident advisors,
the IMF’s technical departments and occasional missions from Washington, and member
country counterparts. Most of these contacts led to concrete TA and training activities and
repeated country visits by East AFRITAC resident advisors during the center’s first year.
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The schedule for TA and training activity in the approved work plan was not always strictly
observed because of contingencies such
as competing commitments of
participating agencies and security alerts
Box 3.7 - West AFRITAC - Designing the Work Plan
that delayed travel by resident advisors. In
• July 2002 (Dakar): Capacity-building needs assessment
exceptional cases, country agencies did
presentations to IMF staff, representatives of the AfDB, and other
not respond to detailed resident advisors’ donors by representatives of the countries to be served by the West
AFRITAC. Identified priority areas for the center’s work with a view to
proposals for follow-up TA or indicated
determining the needed skill mix of the center’s resident and short-term
disagreement with the proposals, and a
experts.
small number of elements of the original
• July 2002 (Paris): High-level ministerial conference of countries to
work plan were not consummated.
be served by the first two AFRITACs and representatives of
Taking into account execution of the 2003
work plan and consultations with country
authorities held during the year, the
AFRITAC teams drafted work plans for
2004. These plans were again submitted
to the respective SCs.
The East AFRITAC Work Plan was
approved in January 2004. As in 2003,
modifications occurred in the course of
execution and consultations between East
AFRITAC staff and agency counterparts.

development partners and multilateral institutions. Approved priority
areas of assistance to be provided by each center.
• October 2002–April 2003: Work on the opening of the West
AFRITAC hampered by the political events in Côte d’Ivoire.
• May 2003 (Bamako): Inauguration of the West AFRITAC and first
Steering Committee meeting.
• June–August 2003: Tour of participating countries by the West
AFRITAC team to discuss country priorities for capacity-building
assistance to be provided by the Center during the remainder of
calendar year 2003 and calendar year 2004, drawing on the
consultations previously held in Dakar and Paris and further
discussions with participating countries.
• September 2003 (Bamako): Steering Committee held its second
meeting and approved the initial work plan for the period through
January 2004.

West AFRITAC submitted a work plan at
its February 2004 SC meeting. Again the SC discussed and commented on it in favorable terms
without giving formal approval. As in 2003, the plan evolved in the course of execution and
consultations between West AFRITAC resident advisors and agency discussion partners. The
July 2004 SC meeting (No. 4) considered a revised version of the 2004 plan, extended to April
2005 to bring both AFRITACs’ work plans in line with the IMF’s (May–April) fiscal year (as of
July 2004). Once more the SC discussed and commented on it favorably without giving formal
approval.
Implementation and monitoring: Once the work plan and activities are agreed upon, the
resident advisors prepare an action plan and budget for discussion with the CC. Once the action
plan and budget are approved, an account is opened by the financial assistant and a file is
opened by the administrative assistant. The process usually follows this pattern:
1. Preliminary discussion with the beneficiary country agency to refine the needs and
map out the general parameters of the project;
2. A written request for assistance by a senior official of the participating country, usually
through an SC member;
3. Opening of a project file;
4. Preparation of a work plan and budget; and
5. Opening of a financial account and budget. Following execution, an end-of-project
report is placed in the files.
The center’s contracts for short-term experts not on the IMF panel usually consist of a one-page
contract letter and TOR, whereas international and paneled regional experts are hired and
administered by the IMF technical departments via a more elaborate contracting process.
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The resident advisors manage the technical aspects of the training workshops, implemented by
the AFRITACs and administered by office staff. Technical aspects include the selection and
supervision of trainers, preparation of training materials, and compilation of participants’
evaluations. The Back to Office Report, prepared by the trainer, records the rationale for the
workshop, its curriculum, the trainer’s evaluation of its effectiveness, and the trainer’s summary
of participants’ evaluations.
Resident advisor missions to a country are followed by a standard “Back to Office Report” which
summarizes principal findings and conclusions and the next steps for follow-up work. All
expenses associated with the activity are recorded by the office manager. Management and
administrative procedures are clear and are correctly implemented. Prior to every SC meeting,
progress reports that update the work plan are prepared. These are circulated to members at
least two weeks prior to the meeting.
The resident advisors stressed to the Evaluation Team the large number of reports that need to
be produced for both the technical departments (monthly) and the CC (activity status reports
[ASRs], Back-to-Office reports, requests for travel, quarterly reports, annual reports, etc.). They
recommended either a reduction in number of reports or a harmonization to avoid writing the
same information in different formats. The reports submitted to the SC will be discussed in
Section 4.2.4.
TA Delivery
Table 3.4, based on work plans approved by the respective SCs, summarizes the projected
delivery of person-weeks of AFRITAC TA by member country and portfolio (subject area) during
calendar years 2003 and 2004. The data include activity by AFRITAC resident advisors as well
as short-term experts recruited and managed by them. Appendix XI provides a further
breakdown into programmed TA delivery by portfolio for each country. Section 4.2.3 breaks
down the activity by category of expert.
As expected, actual delivery has diverged from the work plans, but data on 2003 actual for East
AFRITAC was not available to the ET in this format.

Table 3.4 - AFRITAC Work Programs, Sum of Calendar Years 2003 & 20041
Person-weeks of staff time, resident advisors, & short-term consultants managed by AFRITAC

By country
East
AFRITAC

West
AFRITAC

Eritrea

Ethiopia

Kenya

Rwanda

Tanzania

Uganda

90

107

105

106

100

48

Benin

Burkina
Faso

Cote
d’Ivoire

Guinea

GuineaBissau

Mali

Mauri
-tania

Niger

Senegal

Togo

35

49

25

43

68

37

34

39

32

37
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Workshops

Total
weeks

138

694

91

488

AFRITAC Evaluation

By portfolio

East
AFRITAC

West
AFRITAC

Monetary
operations

Banking
supervision

Public
expenditure
management

Revenue
administration

124

141

157

Microfinance
supervision

Customs

79

1

Statistics

Financial
programming

Total weeks

118

138

16

694

Public
expenditure
management

Revenue
administration

Statistics

Public debt

100

79

88

72

71

488

Data according to ex ante work programs, with one exception: 2003 data for West AFRITAC are actual.

Table 3.4 shows most member countries diverging only modestly from the respective averages
of person-weeks of programmed AFRITAC TA, with four exceptions:
• In East AFRITAC, Uganda is allocated only about half the average volume of TA, because
it is already receiving more TA in IMF-core areas from other sources compared with any
other member country.
• In West AFRITAC, Guinea-Bissau receives roughly twice as much as most of the other
member countries because of loss of institutional capacity in civil conflict.
• Its current security situation causes Côte d’Ivoire to fall well below the average.
• Burkina Faso’s relatively high quota was ascribed by several of the ET’s discussion
partners to exceptional efficiency on the part of its external aid managers. It should be
noted that in 2002 Burkina Faso had already adopted a Programme de Réforme de la
Gestion Budgétaire, which contained specific capacity-building plans for customs, taxation,
and treasury agencies.
Table 3.5 lists the multitude of subject areas covered by AFRITAC TA missions under the
portfolios of each center’s 2004 work plan. The topics are also labeled “Capacity Building
Objectives” in the respective plans.
Table 3.5 - Subject Areas Covered by AFRITAC TA Missions

Subject Areas in AFRITAC 2004 Work Plans
East AFRITAC
Monetary operations
Foreign Exchange Operations*
Monetary Operations*
Payment System Reform
Financial Market Development
Foreign Reserves Management
Central Bank Accounting
Monetary Operations

Banking supervision
Problem assets*
Resolution and Liquidation*
Nonbank Financial Institutions*
BASEL II Accords*
On-/Off-Site Supervision
Risk-based Supervision
On-site inspections
Nonbank depository institutions
Bank supervision procedures

Public expenditure management
Fiscal decentralization*
Budget Reforms*
PEM Training*
Economic classifications
Commitment control
PEM strategy
Treasury reforms
Public accounting
Aid management
Institutional reorganization
Budget & accounting classifications

Revenue administration

Statistics

Financial programming*
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Revenue mobilization*
Revenue Management Capacity*
Modernize revenue administration
Modernization of Customs
Tax Policy

Development Price Indices*
Producer Price Index
National Accounts
Implementation of the 1993 SNAout]
Government Finance Statistics
Data dissemination
Regional Accounts
Consumer Price Index
Business Register
National Statistical System

2 workshops

West AFRITAC
Customs administration
Applic. of Customs software pkgs.*
Combating Customs fraud*
Improve selectivity of controls
Introduce suspension regime
Assessment & application of WTO
Organize ex-post control
Determine areas of coop. w. CIDA
Transit & control of air passengers
Assess import duty base
Modernization of Customs
Implement FAD mission

Tax administration
Tax fraud , expansion of tax base*
Upgrade tax agency, monitor ref.*
Impl. of FAD miss. recommends.
Modernization of tax legislation
Large, med., & small taxpayer units
Improve tax dep’t. performance
Computerization
Anal. status of reforms, TA needs
Expand tax base
Monitor implement. of reforms
Prepare for introduction of VAT
Updating of action plan
Prerequisites for tax policy reform

Public expenditure management
Integrated computer systems for PEM*
Program budgeting, MTE Framework*
Management of local gov’t finances*
Strengthen Treasury management
Processing of acct’ing data for TOFE
Strengthen budget management
Integrated Expenditure Circuit (IEC)
Integrate foreign aid drawdown into IEC
Accounting reform
Improve budget classifications
Adapt budget info. system to new class.
Processing of receipts data
Strengthen Treas. & Acc’ts Dept.
Monitoring antipoverty expenditure
Monitoring investment budget exec.
Domestic nonbank financing in TOFE
Computerization at regional level
Strengthen ministry contribs. to budget
Computerization of accounts

Debt & financial markets
Issue of securities & debt mgt.*
Debt viability, med.-term strategy*
Forecasting & mgt. of gov’t needs
Diagnose debt data base
Public debt management
Institutionalize debt management
Reduction of domestic arrears
Diagnose information system
Institutional & accounting reforms
Proceds. for issue of gov’t securs.

Statistics
National accounts, 1993 System*
Gov’t Fin. Statistics manual 2001*
Strengthen Nat. Stat agency
Modernize national accounts
GDDS
Public finance statistics
Mining statistics
Strengthen Budget Dept. capacity
Preparation of TOFE

Microfinance supervision
Sect. policy & micro-fin. supervision*
Governance of savings & credit soc.*
Develop supervision strategy
Assess training needs & facilities
Regulatory legislation
Identify needs, coord. with BCEAO
Strengthen Min of Finance capacity
Coordinate donor aid

*Workshop(s)

Training
Training seminars and workshops form part of AFRITAC’s contribution to capacity building in
the two regions. A number of these activities have been conducted jointly with the ACBF. In
addition, the centers plan to collaborate with other African training institutions. However,
AFRITAC’s design does not call for training courses to be its core activity.
East AFRITAC’s calendar 2003 work plan initially foresaw 103 staff-weeks of seminars and
regional workshops. This program was subsequently revised and prioritized. As of endNovember 2004, East AFRITAC had conducted 13 workshops attended by 358 participants. In
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terms of resources, approximately 50 person-weeks of staff time were utilized. Of the thirteen
workshops, five covered topics in the monetary and banking sector, two in financial
programming, and six in fiscal themes. All 13 were held at the Kenya School for Monetary
Studies in Nairobi.
West AFRITAC’s initial work plan for calendar years 2003–2004 contemplated 110 staff-weeks
for regional seminars and workshops. During the interim period, October 2003–January 2004,
two workshops were conducted. The work plan for February 2004–December 2004
programmed 72 staff-weeks for seminars and workshops. As of end-November 2004, West
AFRITAC had conducted eight seminars and workshops attended by close to 200 participants.
Four related to fiscal areas, one to money laundering, two to monetary policy, and one to
microfinance. The courses were held in five different locations within the region. In both East
and West, four of the workshops were organized jointly with ACBF.
Common features of regional seminars and workshops conducted by both centers are as
follows:
•

The work programs are rolling one-year plans, and their evolving nature makes it difficult
to compare planned work programs and outcomes.

•

All workshops feature country presentations by participants.

•

Topics are generally chosen to ensure linkage to ongoing reforms in the region and TA
delivered by the AFRITACs.

•

Resident advisors take responsibility for the workshops, assisted by the administrative
staff, with the CC overseeing the whole process.

•

Mode of selection: the coordinator sends out letters of invitation to country authorities
describing the content of a course and the qualifications for participants, who are
selected by the authorities.

•

A number of training activities are jointly organized by the centers and ACBF. These
activities, which are integrated within an annual program, are elaborated in accordance
with a Memorandum of Understanding.

3.3

AFRITAC Funding and Budgets

The AFRITACs’ budgets are made up of contributions from the IMF, donors, and host countries.
The IMF funds from its own budget the cost of the CCs and their travel. IMF also funds the
salaries of the office managers and some expenditures related to some of the support staff. The
host countries provide the office facilities, including, in some cases, part of the utilities and the
support staff (either as government staff seconded to the Center [East] or as a cash contribution
allowing the IMF to hire support staff [West]). All other costs are covered from the AFRITAC
project on the basis of donor contributions. Donor contributions are made through Letters of
Understanding between the donor and the IMF, and the contributions are held in a separate
account. OTM is responsible for managing donor contributions.
Appendix XII shows a three-year cost estimated by the IMF at $30 million, or just over $10
million per annum for the two AFRITACs. The table lists pledges from 15 bilateral donors, one
multilateral donor (the AfDB), the IMF, and the two host countries, Tanzania and Mali. The
largest donor pledges were forthcoming from the AfDB ($3 million) and Switzerland ($2.5
million). The four next largest donors—Canada, Germany, Italy, and the United Kingdom—
pledged amounts in the range of US$1.6–1.7 million.
As of January 12, 2005, compared with the three-year budget, donors had pledged 60%, the
host countries’ contribution was estimated at 9%, the IMF had committed itself to 25%, and
- 24 -

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION TEAM

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution

AFRITAC Evaluation

there was a funding gap of 6%. As of the same date, $16.25 million of the pledges had been
paid in, leaving an unpaid balance of $2.03 million. It is estimated that to cover all externally
financed centers’ budgets, an additional US$1,750,340 is required (funding gap).

Table 3.6 - AFRITACS’ Budget and Funding

(millions of US$ equivalents)
%
$30.4

Three-year budget
Commitments:
Host countries (Mali & Tanzania)
IMF
Donor pledges, of which:
paid in by 12/09/04
remaining to be paid as of 12/09/04
Total commitments
Funding gap

3.4

$ 2.8
$ 7.5
$18.3

9.2%
24.7%
60.2%
$ 14.7
$ 3.6

$28.6
$ 1.8

94.1%
5.9%

Management of Funds

The CC overlooks the budget for the center in coordination with the appropriate HQ department.
The IMF contribution is managed by the African Department, but the local expenditures (salaries
of assistants, etc.) are paid out at the center from an impressed account set up for that
particular purpose. The cost related to all project activities is recorded at the IMF Finance
Department, but some (e.g., resident advisors’ salaries and the cost of short-term experts) could
be paid out by the Finance Department and some expenditures occurring in the field (such as
the cost of seminars and locally recruited short-term experts) are paid out by the centers. The
centers keep a second impressed account for this purpose. OTM and the Finance Department
closely monitor these accounts, and all costs are booked at the Finance Department. Once
expenditures are properly documented and paid, OTM requests the Finance Department to
transfer the equivalent sum from the AFRITAC donor account. Every six months, statements on
the budget status are prepared and reported to the donors and a more detailed account is sent
to the SCs. Appendix XIII presents East and West AFRITAC expenditures for fiscal year (FY)
2003 and FY 2004. As of August 2004, East AFRITAC spent 48% of their budget whereas West
AFRITAC spent only 25% of their planned budget, mainly because of the six-month startup
delay.
Some initial guidelines were elaborated on and indeed followed. However, as the AFRITAC
project evolved with increasing complexities, the need for updating the guidelines was
recognized. At the same time, the centers gained access to various central computer systems,
which necessitated computer training and guidelines. OTM is in the process of compiling a
formal set of guidelines.
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4.

Findings and Observations

The following sections address the issues raised in the Terms of Reference (see Appendix I).
Each subsection begins by quoting, in italics, the full description of the given issue in TOR
Section C.

4.1

AFRITACs’ Value Added

4.1.1 Effectiveness in Enhancing TA Quality
Terms of Reference: Evaluate the effectiveness of the centers in enhancing the quality of TA
delivered to AFRITAC member countries, in particular the center’s role in defining country TA
priorities and the appropriateness of the TA provided to country needs.
As part of AFRITACs’ value added, the team looked at “the effectiveness of the centers in
enhancing the quality of TA delivered to AFRITAC member countries” by exploring the degree
to which the centers have helped countries better define their TA priorities and the
appropriateness of the TA provided to answer country needs.
Definition of priorities
The chronology of work plan formulation shows that country TA priorities were sufficiently
addressed in order to be received favorably by the SCs, including the country representatives
on them. In the Evaluation Team’s interviews, most country representatives, including both SC
members and nonmembers, expressed general satisfaction with both AFRITACs’ assistance in
defining their TA needs in the so-called IMF core areas (relevant to macroeconomic policy
making and execution); the inclusion of activities to address those needs in the 2003 and 2004
work programs; and the centers’ flexibility in adapting their activities to client agency work
schedules and evolving needs that became clear in the course of work plan execution. The nonvisited country respondents found AFRITAC had helped them in setting priorities (77% of
respondents); 10% of respondents found they were not very helpful; and the other 13% were
unable to judge because of noninvolvement in the process.
At the same time, many AFRITAC clients who were consulted, particularly more senior
individuals, insisted that it was up to the countries themselves to define their TA priorities; and
that, insofar as the AFRITACs had presented work plans reflecting those priorities, this was
because the centers’ staff had listened to their country discussion partners. This process also
reflects the demand-driven nature of the AFRITACs. Some clients noted that AFRITAC staff
played a useful role in translating general descriptions of TA needs into TOR for specific TA
missions or workshops to be mobilized by AFRITAC or other TA providers.
Some discussion partners reported that AFRITAC had turned down requests for assistance for
functions that the Center described as outside its scope—for example, supplying programmers
to install software packages. However, participating agencies did not indicate disagreement with
the Center’s explanation of its modus operandi and financial constraints.
By consulting the member countries in drafting work plans and submitting those for SC
approval, then jointly reviewing and, as requested, modifying the plans in their application on the
ground, the AFRITACs have provided substantial assistance to the countries in defining their TA
priorities.
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Appropriateness of AFRITAC TA to country needs
Within the seven countries visited, the ET
interviewed officials of 69 agencies and
agency departments that had interacted
with AFRITAC advisors or AFRITACrecruited experts on TA missions, or sent
staff to AFRITAC regional workshops
(see Appendix XIV). In only one case did
an interviewee state that advice and
recommendations provided by AFRITAC
did not address his unit’s needs and that
the unit had accordingly chosen not to
request follow-up TA from AFRITAC. The
Center involved defended its advice and
claimed that the agency in question had
not responded to it.7
Though the overwhelming majority of
country officials expressed satisfaction
with the TA provided by the centers, a
significant number in West Africa
nuanced their observations by indicating
it was too early to detect a positive
impact on agency performance. Only a
small number of interviewees cited
negative outcomes. Box 4.1 illustrates
some of the clients’ views on
appropriateness, both positive and
negative, toward AFRITAC advisors and
short-term experts’ interventions.
In a small number of cases,
appropriateness could not yet be
determined because the first TA mission
is scheduled for early 2005. In one case
the client expressed disappointment in
AFRITAC’s delay in scheduling the first
mission.
Among the non-visited countries, 87% of
respondents agreed that AFRITAC had
indeed enhanced the quality of delivery
of TA in their country. The other 13% of
respondents either were not able to judge
or did not answer. No respondents
charged AFRITAC with inability to
enhance TA delivery.

Box 4.1 - Categories of Interventions by AFRITAC
Advisors and Short-Term Experts
(i) Demonstrated positive impact
•

Senior leaders express satisfaction that they can interact on short
notice with AFRITAC coordinator or resident staff for policy
advice/planning of TA (most important in host countries, Tanzania
and Mali, but not limited to them)

•

AFRITAC recommendation for institutional reform to rationalize
staff efforts (e.g., establishment of a special unit for large or
medium-scale taxpayers) implemented

•

AFRITAC intervention has been instrumental in helping client to
design concrete requests for further TA, from AFRITAC or other
sources

•

AFRITAC advisors intervened with agencies receiving donor aid,
both financial and technical, for across-the-board reform
programs, and provided Quality Assurance with respect to
execution of reform measures as well as non-AFRITAC TA

•

AFRITAC advisors/short-term experts helped client staff diagnose
weaknesses of certain software packages, and advised on
corrective measures

•

Client agency recognized AFRITAC advice as appropriate and
meriting implementation, and measures to implement have been
introduced, although time is too short to measure impact on
performance

(ii) Intervention agreed but not yet implemented
•

At client’s request, TA was scheduled for a particular date, but
because of local administrative blockages, or national event such
as an election, client has postponed AFRITAC mission

(iii) Lack of client follow-up
•

Client agency recognized AFRITAC advice as appropriate and
meriting implementation, but because of lack of qualified staff, or
agency leadership’s focus on other priorities, there is little or no
progress toward applying recommendations

(iv) AFRITAC intervention delayed or not approved
•

Client considered advice and recommendations unresponsive to
its needs; hence no follow-up TA was requested

•

AFRITAC advice did not conform to national policy in crisis
conditions; hence follow-up TA was neither requested nor offered

(v) Regional workshops
•

Participant describes him- or herself as stimulated by workshop
presentations and opportunity to trade experiences with
participants from other countries in region, and has attacked job
responsibilities with increased creativity (according to participant
or his or her supervisor)

•

Participation has sensitized interviewee to a topic he or she
accepts as important, but found him- or herself unprepared for its
complexity and feels five-day workshop was too short to
comprehend it

•

Participant sensed lack of policymaker interest in implementing
recommendations from workshop and has not felt motivated to
seek to arouse interest; hence there is no impact thus far on his
or her performance

Subsequent to workshop, participant has transferred to a function

unrelated to workshop topic or even resigned from government service.
The satisfaction expressed by all
consulted agencies applied to (a) TA provided directly by the AFRITAC resident advisors; (b) TA

7

The ET chose not to examine the details of this episode and try to apportion blame for the failed intervention.
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provided by the centers through the advisors’ participation in missions out of the IMF
Headquarters; and (c) TA provided by other short-term experts recruited by the centers.
Country representatives described the TA as oriented toward developing solutions to practical
problems and the creation of capacity among agency counterparts to continue and sustain the
work. They expressed appreciation for the fact that the centers’ proximity, its staff’s
concentration on serving the member countries, and their repeat visits facilitated continuous
contact with the advisors and reinforced the establishment of capacity.
Conclusion: Following a large-scale consultation with beneficiary countries, the centers
submitted a representative work plan for Steering Committee approval. This was the basis for
the formulation of the demand-driven TA approach of AFRITAC. By jointly reviewing and, as
requested, modifying the plans in their application on the ground, the AFRITACs have provided
substantial assistance to the countries in defining their TA priorities. Moreover, country agencies
interviewed by the Evaluation Team described the overwhelming proportion of AFRITACprovided TA as appropriate to their needs.
Finding #1: The centers have indeed enhanced the quality of TA delivered to AFRITAC
member countries by providing substantial assistance to the countries in defining their
TA priorities and providing TA appropriate to their needs.

4.1.2 Value Added Relative to Other TA Delivery Modes
Terms of reference: To the extent possible, the value added of the centers relative to other TA
delivery modes will be addressed.
For discussion purposes, the AFRITAC was compared with four other TA delivery modes:
•

Short missions by the IMF Headquarters (Washington-based) staff or outside shortterm experts recruited and managed by Headquarters;

•

TA provided to countries in a region by long-term regional advisors based in one
country and covering several neighboring countries (sometimes referred to as
peripatetic, regionally based IMF advisors);

•

Long-term resident advisors provided by (a) the IMF Headquarters, (b) bilateral
donors, or (c) hired directly by AFRITAC member countries out of loan funds; and

•

Training at the IMF Institute (INS) in Washington.

To begin with, the comparison has to take into account the fact that TA needs differ among
countries, among agencies within a country, and at different times within a given agency. TA
needs include consultation to identify the needs; design of policies and administrative measures
to implement them; implementation of specific proposals (e.g., VAT and large taxpayers’ units);
and follow-up/evaluation of implementation.
The ET did not find evidence that any delivery mode X is generically better suited than mode Y
to fulfill any of these needs. The delivery mode selected depends in part on the particular mix of
skills and experience of AFRITAC advisors versus HQ staff. On different occasions AFRITAC
advisors have addressed all the foregoing needs competently; on the other hand, situations
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arise (e.g., where IMF Headquarters decides that a major input of resources is warranted)
where an intervention from HQ can be more effective than an AFRITAC’s more limited input.
Value added relative to all other delivery modes. The overwhelming consensus in the ET’s
interviews with country, donor, and the IMF representatives was that AFRITAC’s unique
governance structure gives it an added value over all alternative modes. The SCs with their
broad representation of stakeholders provide a forum for give and take among representatives
of member countries, multilateral and bilateral aid agencies, and the IMF Headquarters as well
as regional (AFRITAC) staff. Country representatives informed the ET that they profit from
exchanging views and experiences with each other, with donors, and with the IMF regarding the
status of macroeconomic reform measures and TA needs.
Country representatives also agreed that the opportunity given to them to assert their
sovereignty and approve or modify AFRITAC work plans enhances country ownership of the
exercise.8 Discussion of how to apportion AFRITAC resources as a function of relative needs of
member countries augments regional solidarity.
For their part, donors, especially those with thin representation in the field, indicated that the
SCs make them better informed about country situations and needs. All interviewees agreed
that the AFRITAC coordinators’ and advisors’ obligation to report to the SCs and seek their
approval enhances accountability on the part of the centers’ staff.
The pressure exerted on the AFRITACs by the SCs to make increasing use of regional
expertise has clearly reinforced the staff’s efforts to identify and prepare African experts and
petition Headquarters to include them in its expert panels. These efforts are evidenced by the
fact that one resident advisor in East AFRITAC and two in West AFRITAC are citizens of
member countries and the centers’ use of regional experts is growing rapidly.
For evaluation of the SCs’ effectiveness, see Section 4.2.4 below.
Short missions out of Washington.
TA missions managed by AFRITAC and missions managed by IMF Headquarters are not
mutually exclusive because AFRITAC advisors regularly participate in the latter. For example,
during 2003–04, East AFRITAC advisors participated in all, or portions of, at least 18 HQ-led
missions.
Interviews in Washington and the field pointed to a division of labor between TA missions to
AFRITAC member countries that are managed by HQ technical departments (FAD, Monetary
and Financial Systems Department (MFD), Statistics Department (STA)) and those managed by
AFRITAC. This division of labor and the relative advantages of AFRITAC are spelled out in Box
4.2.

8

One senior interviewee described ownership as compromised by the fact that AFRITAC funds were not transferred to country
accounts so that member governments could contract directly with short-term experts, a procedure that he believed would bring
substantial cost savings. Other discussion partners did not echo this view.
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Box 4.2 - Comparison of AFRITAC and Short HQ Missions
• The majority of HQ-managed missions involve a team of individuals and take a strategic approach,
diagnosing the current situation and reform needs over the medium term. The ensuing report
recommends measures to be taken over varying periods by several government units. On the other
hand, in AFRITAC missions (and in joint missions), the AFRITAC participant focuses on a narrower
set of issues and on reform measures subject to more rapid execution. The work program he or she
then develops with country counterparts involves both administrative measures and training
activities, local and/or regional, designed to develop capacity for implementing the measures.
• Headquarters staff members have many functions other than going on TA missions, and most are
concerned with countries in addition to members of East or West AFRITAC. They also participate
annually in several African Department-led missions in connection with Article IV report preparation
and PRGF review.
• Based in the region and having as their sole function to provide and manage TA to member
countries, AFRITAC advisors can better monitor the implementation of earlier recommendations
and, if appropriate, propose corrective measures. They can also more easily travel on short notice,
or stop off briefly in the course of multi-country itineraries. For agency managers in member
countries it is more convenient (and, when by telephone, cheaper) to contact AFRITAC staff,
including the Center Coordinator, than to refer a query to Washington.
• If reform measures recommended by a TA mission are significantly delayed, AFRITAC is often the
first IMF “antenna” to become aware of this, and has saved resources by recommending that further
TA interventions be postponed. However, it should be noted that Resident Representatives also
serve as an important antenna for delays in implementation.
• The more frequent formal and informal contact of AFRITAC advisors with member countries has
enabled them to become better acquainted with TA initiatives of other donors in the IMF-core areas
and to exercise informal coordination among related efforts.
• AFRITACs can better identify regional experts and test them in field TA and/or workshops prior to
recommending their inclusion in HQ expert panels. In this way, AFRITAC is helping to build
intellectual capital at regional level for more effective implementation of macroeconomic reform.
• West AFRITAC is ahead of the East in the length of its list of regional experts and their use. (For
further analysis of AFRITAC’s role in promoting African expertise, see Section 4.2.7 below.)
The two host countries benefit most from these advantages, but they are not alone. Every agency
manager interviewed in seven countries, on up to finance ministers and central bank governors,
stressed proximity and speed of response as the main elements of AFRITAC’s value added.

Long-term/peripatetic regionally based IMF advisors
This model does not currently exist in sub-regions served by AFRITAC. It would involve several
long-term regional advisors working out of the office of an IMF resident representative, or out of
host government offices (e.g., finance ministries), utilizing the offices’ logistical services
including staff support. The TA would be provided to several neighboring countries. As is noted
in Section 4.1.3 below on cost-effectiveness, the model could avoid part of the AFRITACs’
overhead. However, it is the ET’s view, presented in Box 4.3, that such a scenario would forgo
several advantages of the AFRITACs and offer less value added.
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Box 4.3 - Comparison of AFRITAC and Peripatetic Regionally Based Advisors
• A governance structure similar to the AFRITAC Steering Committees could not operate in such an
environment. Even if an SC could be established to oversee advisors of several specialties in
different locations, it would be difficult to coordinate the flow of information to SC members as this is
now carried out by the AFRITAC coordinators.
• The peripatetic arrangement would forgo the value added by the AFRITAC coordinators, who are
IMF direct-hire employees, in furnishing local supervision of the resident advisors, who serve on
contract to the IMF, not as employees. (Technical supervision by the IMF departments would apply
in both models.)
• According to senior country leaders, notably finance ministers and central bank governors, persons
at their level find it convenient and appropriate to liaise with the coordinators in working out details
of SC-approved TA to their agencies or, as needed, in modifying work plans that may cover several
areas. They have found the coordinators to be knowledgeable and helpful in supplying direct policy
advice backed by their authority as the IMF staff. Individual advisors based in another country’s IMF
RR office would not enjoy this status.
• AFRITAC’s advisors are seen as representing an institution that occupies an intermediate position
between IMF/Washington and the country authorities. This gives the advisors more authority to
negotiate and coordinate with the authorities and donors than a solitary regional advisor would
command.
• Resident advisors differ in their perception of the depth of team interaction, but most agreed that a
recently returned advisor’s update of the situation in a given country was helpful to other advisors
planning future interventions in that country.
• An IMF RR in country X would be reluctant to add supervision over a peripatetic advisor to his or
her tasks vis-à-vis country Y and risk crossing wires with the RRs in the other countries served. At
the present time, RRS have no incentive for doing this under the current arrangements. Hence
peripatetic advisors would likely operate without field-based supervision.

Long-term resident advisors.
In most of its interviews with government staff, the ET invited views as to the relative
advantages of short- and long-term advisors. A range of opinions, sometimes contradictory, was
expressed. The team heard stories of foreign advisors who had operated in a country for ten or
more years and created little or no local capacity to succeed them.
Nearly all interviewees agreed that the relative advantages were heavily influenced by the skills,
motivations, and personalities of individual foreign experts. In contrast to the stories of
overextended stays by foreign advisors, examples were cited of long-term advisors who had
been motivated to create local capacity and tried hard to do so. It was also agreed that
government agencies were often to blame for failure to support capacity building by refusing to
assign trainable counterparts, neglecting incentives that would keep trained staff on the job,
and/or shifting staff among posts with little regard to their institutional knowledge and skills.
Nonetheless, the team found a consensus regarding circumstances in which long-term advisors
were likely to be more productive than short-termers, and vice versa. Box 4.4 spells out the
relative advantages of the two modes as outlined in the team’s interviews.
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Box 4.4 - Comparison of AFRITAC and Long-Term Advisors
• Representatives of postconflict countries, afflicted by severe gaps in institutional capacity, outlined
a need for more resident advisors than any combination of donors could be expected to supply.
• In most countries resident advisors can still be useful in posts demanding relatively high technical
qualifications, where trained national staff are not yet available or have left government service and
cannot be attracted back with any feasible incentive package. However, the advisors’ terms of
reference should emphasize institution building and training, and contractual arrangements should
allow for early termination of advisors who are not filling that role.
• Short-term experts are preferred in situations where a basic local capacity is in place that can
respond to concrete suggestions and materials. It is useful for the outside expert to return
periodically, evaluating the progress achieved and offering new suggestions for overcoming any
blockages. This is preferable to depending on a resident advisor who might be tempted to play an
operating rather than advisory role, and whose presence could delay the development of local
capacity.
Representatives of countries with a history of relative political stability say they have largely outgrown the
need for resident advisors, and regard short-term TA à la AFRITAC as appropriate to their stage of
development. Examples are cited of finance ministries with ten or more resident advisors in place only a
decade ago, now reduced to one or none. Yet short-term TA is still sought and appreciated.

The IMF’s TA departments informed the ET that long-term advisors are playing a decreasing
role in their TA to Africa as well as other regions. At the time this report was prepared, the IMF
was supporting three resident advisors in as many East AFRITAC countries and none in the
West AFRITAC region.
Data are available from OTM on the evolution of the breakdown between long-term and shortterm experts in the IMF-managed TA to East AFRITAC countries during the past six years
(including a projection for FY 2005). These data classify the AFRITAC resident advisors, whose
activity begins in FY 2003, as long-term experts.
In fact, the resident advisors, although based full-time in Dar es Salaam, function as short-term
experts vis-à-vis the individual East AFRITAC beneficiary countries. Table 4.1 shows the
distribution of long- and short-term experts on both classifications of the advisors. If they are
treated as long-term, the share of short-term experts rises during the period from 12% to 32%. If
the short-term classification is used, the trend is much more dramatic, with the share of shorttermers ending up at 68% in FY 2005. Indeed, classifying the advisors as short-term reverses
the shares of long- and short-term experts in that year.
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Table 4.1 - Distribution of Long- and Short-Term Experts in the IMF TA to East AFRITAC Countries
FYs 2000–2005

1

Data are in person-years and percentages of total TA
Long-Term vs. Short-Term Distribution According to OTM
IMF fiscal years
Long Term

Short Term

Total IMF Delivery

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

person-yrs

9.0

8.1

11.8

9.0

9.7

9.5

%

88%

84%

85%

83%

75%

68%

person-yrs

1.2

1.6

2.0

1.8

3.3

4.6

%

12%

16%

15%

17%

25%

32%

person-yrs

10.2

9.7

13.9

10.8

13.0

14.1

2

Classifying AFRITAC resident advisors as short- instead of long-term
Long Term

Short Term

Total IMF Delivery

person-yrs

9.0

8.1

11.8

6.51

4.71

4.53

%

88%

84%

85%

60%

36%

32%

person-yrs

1.2

1.6

2.0

4.32

8.28

9.58

%

12%

16%

15%

40%

64%

68%

person-yrs

10.2

9.7

13.9

10.8

13.0

14.1

1

Including TA delivered through AFRITAC.

2

Projection.

Note: These data relate only to long- and short-term experts, and exclude other categories of TA included in Table 4.6.
Both sets of figures were provided by OTM.

OTM’s February 2004 “Review of Technical Assistance” (p. 7) sums up this trend Fund-wide by
noting that, during the 1990s, “TA delivery modalities changed, as the menu of delivery options
expanded, shifting in part away from the traditional long-term resident advisor to short-term
expert assignments, peripatetic expert visits, and headquarters-based staff missions, as well as
regional approaches.”

Training at the IMF Institute.
Estimating the net value added of AFRITAC’s training activities, comprising both regional
workshops9 and single-country events, is not possible because INS/Washington courses that
would be relevant to the officials attending AFRITAC workshops—that is, excluding seminars for
senior officials—are considerably longer, and therefore presumably convey deeper
understanding of the material. Specifically, INS/Washington courses last six to eight weeks,
whereas most AFRITAC workshops last one week or less. (Five of West AFRITAC’s first seven
workshops lasted four days; the others lasted two, five, and three days, respectively; of East
AFRITAC’s first 11 workshops, two lasted two weeks and one was only three days long.)

9

These are sometimes called “seminars,” but we standardize here with the term “workshop.”
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Box 4.5 lists the advantages of the AFRITAC workshops over INS/Washington courses that
were cited by both agency managers and participants interviewed by the ET.

Box 4.5 - Comparison of AFRITAC and IMF Institute Training
• The shortness of AFRITAC workshops enables agencies to spare more than one official from job
responsibilities, ensuring that two or more persons from the same agency share the training and
can collaborate in its application. Conversely, INS/Washington courses normally accept only one
participant per country.
• The specific geographical coverage of AFRITAC workshops enables each member country to send
several participants, normally covering more than one agency. On the basis of the pedagogical
principle that courses should not exceed 30 participants, the average East AFRITAC workshop
accepts five participants per country,10 whereas West AFRITAC workshops accept three from each
of ten countries. In practice, not all member countries are represented in each workshop.
• The same geographical feature restricts workshop focus to issues affecting countries that share
similar problems. Nearly all participants interviewed by the ET stressed the benefits of trading
experiences with some two dozen colleagues from neighboring countries, a feature that
INS/Washington courses would not offer.
• Not every workshop or individual session therein leaves every participant inspired to improve his or
her job performance. As noted earlier, most participants in East AFRITAC’s two financial
programming workshops, even though these lasted two weeks, found the course material too
complex for the allotted time. (INS/Washington allots eight weeks to its financial programming and
policy course.) Moreover, though the workshop resource persons were generally praised by
interviewees, there were a small number of exceptions.

Conclusion: AFRITAC has demonstrated value added in relation to four other TA delivery
modes, both in its role as a complement to them and as a replacement or substitute. The
advantages most emphasized by country authorities are AFRITAC’s full-time preoccupation with
their TA needs and its proximity. AFRITAC has shortened response times to their TA requests.
Its staff gain close familiarity with local problems. Its unique governance structure promotes
country ownership and regional solidarity. It has accelerated the process of developing regional
expertise. Its workshops accommodate multiple trainees from each country and promote
exchange of comparable experiences.
Finding #2: AFRITAC has demonstrated value added in relation to four other TA delivery
modes, both in its role as a complement to them and as a replacement or substitute.

4.1.3 Relative Cost-Effectiveness, Especially in Capacity
Building
Terms of reference: Cost-effectiveness is an important element of value added. However,
given that some important benefits of the centers’ TA are qualitative and therefore difficult to
measure, the evaluation will focus on assessing costs and benefits to the extent permitted by
the available data and the qualitative nature of many of the centers’ benefits. Thus the
evaluation will assess the cost-effectiveness of the centers in contributing to capacity building in
the membership, taking into account the difficulties inherent in judging costs and benefits of

10

Three workshops supported by the African Capacity Building Foundation accepted between six and nine participants from nonAFRITAC member countries.
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capacity-building activities. To the extent possible, the cost-effectiveness of the centers will also
be assessed relative to other TA delivery modes. The Evaluation Team could recommend a
methodology for measuring effectiveness in enhancing capacity building in the medium term.
The team’s investigations in the field confirmed the difficulty of judging benefits of capacitybuilding activities. Judging costs is much less difficult because the AFRITAC centers maintain
full and transparent accounts, which this section draws on below. Moreover, for the purpose of
comparing costs of different TA delivery modes, the IMF has conducted thorough analysis of
costs of Headquarters-managed TA, to which this discussion will likewise refer. The problem on
the cost side arises in deciding which indirect costs to include in overhead for comparable
activities of AFRITAC and IMF technical departments.
Quantifying capacity building.
Over the past two years, the AFRITACs have had considerable outreach. TA interventions and
training workshops have covered 113 subject areas (see Section 3.2.8). The 2003–04 work
plans provided for delivery of 1182 person-weeks (p-w) of TA and training: 694 p-w by East
AFRITAC over 24 months and 488 p-w by West AFRITAC over 16 months. Participants in
regional workshops numbered 358 in the East and 188 in the West. In the team’s view,
AFRITAC’s design overlooked opportunities for assessing progress in the area of capacity
building which, though not subject to valuation in money terms, would have provided more
information of a quantitative nature than is now available. Specifically, arrangements could have
been made for preparing inventories of trained personnel in agencies targeted by AFRITAC and
tracking changes—subtractions as well as additions—over time. Obviously, not every positive
change could be attributed to AFRITAC, but the question of its share in them would be much
more focused than would a search for the project’s overall benefit. Agency managers as well as
AFRITACs and the IMF Headquarters staff could make rough estimates that would come closer
to measuring impact than is currently possible.
An indispensable component of modern management is tracking the qualifications of staff in
different departments as measured by academic preparation, time in post, exposure to TA, and
in-service training, including participation in courses such as those run by AFRITAC. The
coming of new staff on board, gaining of experience, exposure to TA, and additional in-service
training augment capacity, whereas staff departures diminish it. Some agencies in AFRITACmember countries track these changes closely, but nearly all the managers interviewed by the
ET demurred when queried about inventories of staff capacity. All admitted that such
information was desirable, and most said its preparation was on their near-term agenda.
In the ET’s views, it is urgent to help AFRITAC client agencies to systematically monitor their
staff capacity and its evolution over time as well as institutional capacity-building efforts. To that
end, the ET recommends that the IMF help mobilize donor assistance. Until that is done,
assessing AFRITAC’s impact on capacity building will remain a stab in the dark.
Appendix XV describes the proposed TA investment, which in the ET’s view could be carried
out by engaging a few months’ worth annually of consultant time. The appendix also presents a
pro forma spreadsheet illustrating the personnel data that AFRITAC client agencies should be
collecting and evaluating.
AFRITAC beneficiary agencies should also prepare plans for improving institutional capacity.
Ideally, such a plan would include the current status of the area (statistics, public finance, etc)
and an action plan for the agency to follow in order to meet international standards. An inventory
of reforms already under way through donor support should be included. Agency performance
indicators would be established according to international standards.
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Several tools for measurement already exist and may be explored. For example, the statistics
bureau’s performance could be followed using the General Data Dissemination System
(GDDS). In the area of PEM, scores attained by AFRITAC-member countries in the periodic
joint IMF/International Bank of Reconstruction (IBRD)[ PEM Assessment and Action Plan
(AAP), part of the HIPC debt relief program, could be used to measure evolution of institutional
capacity. HIPC countries are assigned marks of A, B, and C on 16 criteria of PEM. The Bank
and IMF determine benchmarks (marks of A or B) that they believe HIPC countries could
reasonably be expected to attain at the present time. A country’s progress over two or three
years is assessed according to the number of benchmarks met or exceeded in the later year,
compared with the number met or exceeded in the earlier year. A joint IMF-Bank Board paper,
scheduled for release in March 2005, will compare scores assessed in 2001 and 2004 for 28
HIPC countries, including 11 of the 16 AFRITAC-member countries. Appendix XVI lists the 16
criteria.
An institutional capacity-building plan would help beneficiary agencies clarify their goals. It
would give AFRITAC staff a clearer picture of where they should focus their capacity-building
efforts. These plans and their indicators could roll into the logframe (or Logical Framework
Approach [LFA]). The ET recommends that the AFRITACs should support the beneficiary
agencies in preparing these plans.
Comparative costs of TA delivery modes.
Table 4.2 gives comparative costs of the two AFRITACs as budgeted by OTM based on the
entire budget of each center’s three-year life (for West AFRITAC, which started operations
several months after the East, this carries through the first month of the IMF’s fiscal year 2007).
Also, West AFRITAC has supplied actual per-month costs of short-term experts, showing these
to be only $15,500, or 55% of OTM’s budgeted $28,000. Table 4.2 uses the lower figure for
West AFRITAC but not the East.
For the sake of comparison with other TA modes, the table adds regional travel to the salaries
and benefits of the resident advisors to arrive at their direct costs. (Direct costs of short-term
experts already include travel.) It should be noted that the cost of regional travel for East
AFRITAC includes travel to six countries whereas West AFRITAC includes travel to ten
countries. Three budgeted items are treated as center overheads: an item labeled “office
support and communications”; payments by the host government for rent and local staff; and
costs of the Center Coordinator (IMF staff member) together with operating costs not included in
the first item.
West AFRITAC is housed in the office building of the national BCEAO agency, which does not
charge rent. Center staff suggested that the ET use the actual unit rental paid by the World
Bank for its Bamako office space to ensure comparability of the two centers. Multiplying this
figure times 400 square meters of AFRITAC space times 3 years gives roughly $150,000
equivalent.
Table 4.2 apportions center overheads among (a) long-term advisors, (b) short-term experts,
and (c) training according to each one’s share in the total direct cost of experts and training (line
8).
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Table 4.2 - AFRITAC Budgeted Costs, FYs 2003-2007a
(cost data in $'000 except per person/day)
Share in local
overhead
Person/
months

Unit Costs

Direct
costs

%

$

Total
cost incl.
overhd.

B

C=
B/B8

D=
C*B13

E = B+D

A

Direct
cost

…including local
overhead

F=
B/A

G = E/A

EAST AFRITAC - FYs 2003-06
1

Long-term experts

2

Salary & benefits

3

Travel

4
5
6
7
8
9

175
3 194
952

Total, l-t experts
Short-term experts

106

Subtotal, experts

Cost per p/month

4 146

50.5%

840

4 986

23.7

28.5

2 968

36.2%

601

3 569

28.0

33.7

13.3%

221

1 458

1 662

10 966

7 114

Training

1 091

Subtotal, experts & training

8 205

Overhead (local, exclud. HQ)

Overhead

10

Office support, communications, etc.

118

11

Bank of Tanzania

319

Long-term experts

1 077

1 295

12

IMF - Coordinator & operations

1 224

Short-term experts

1 273

1 530

13
14

Total overhead (local)

Cost per p/day**

1 662

Total costs

9 867

WEST AFRITAC - FYs 2004-07
1

Long-term experts

2

Salary & benefits

3

Travel

4
5
6
7
8
9

216
3 999
861

Total, l-t experts
Short-term experts

104

Subtotal, experts

4 860

63.6%

1 000

5 860

22.5

27.1

1,607

21.0%

331

1 938

15.5

18.6

15.4%

242

1 417

1 573

9 215

6,467

Training***

1,175

Subtotal, experts & training
Overhead (local, exclud. HQ)

Cost per p/month

7 642
Overhead

Cost per p/day**

10

Office support, communications, etc.

200

Long-term experts

1 023

1 233

11

Government of Mali****

230

Short-term experts

703

847

12

IMF - Coordinator & operations

13
14

1 143

Total overhead (local)

1 573

Total costs

9 215

* Table excludes IMF administrative fee of 13% on externally funded costs.
** Assumes 22 working days per month.
*** Based on actual costs of short-term experts, May '04-Feb. '05, which are only 55% of originally budgeted cost (equal to figure of $28,000 used for East AFRITAC).
****(d)Government of Mali's budgeted contribution does not include imputed rent of premises in BCEAO/Bamako headquarters. For comparability, figure used here is
$150,000, based on per meter2 rental cost of World Bank offices in Bamako X 400 m2 AFRITAC office space X 3 years.
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A February 2004 paper entitled “Review of Technical Assistance,” prepared by OTM, gives a
table (p. 26) comparing direct costs of three TA delivery modes. It is reproduced here as Table
4.3.
Table 4.3 - Typical Direct Cost of Selected Technical Assistance Delivery Modes, FY 2003 1/

Mode of Delivery

Time
(persondays)

Salary and
Benefits

Travel Cost

Total
Direct Cost

Total Direct
Cost per day

Headquarters-based mission

77

$52,000

$43,000

$95,000

$1,230

Short-term expert

22

$19,100

$10,800

$29,900

$1,360

Long-term regional advisor - 2/

260

$215,600

$49,000

$264,600

$1,020

1/ The results are weighted averages of TA departments’ TA delivery data. Salary and benefits costs are derived from
standard cost data for IMF staff and for TA experts. Travel cost data are derived from a survey of actual travel costs for IMF
staff and TA experts.
2/ Direct cost data are applicable to a single long-term advisor serving two or more countries, and to a long-term advisor
attached to a regional TA center. Data do not include any overhead costs.

OTM’s estimate of a long-term regional advisor’s direct cost per day is close to the computation
for AFRITAC resident advisors in this report’s Table 4.2, which gives $1,077 for East AFRITAC
and $1,023 for the West compared with OTM’s $1,020. By contrast, the AFRITACs’ figure of
$1,273 for short-term experts is about 3% higher than the OTM estimate for a member of a
Headquarters-based (short-term) mission.
These comparisons are summarized in Table 4.4, which also shows the AFRITACs’ figure for
short-term experts to be 7% less than OTM’s estimate of $1,360 for a Headquarters-managed
expert.

Table 4.4 - Unit (Per Day) Costs of Alternative Modes of Technical Assistance Delivery

Total Direct Cost
Direct cost per day
AFRITACs versus
per day according
of AFRITACs (Table Alternative Delivery Modes
to OTM (Table 4.3)
4.2)
Cost Difference (%)
Delivery mode
HQ-based mission
Short-term expert
Long-term regional advisor

$1,230
$1,360
$1,020

East

West

East

West

$1,273
$1,077

$703
$1,023

-7%
5%

-48%
0.3%

Note: A negative value means that the AFRITAC costs are less expensive than the coresponding delivery mode.

The minor cost differential between the AFRITACs and OTM’s “long-term regional advisor”
delivery mode could be explained by the difference in travel costs. In Table 4.3, the travel cost
associated with long-term regional advisors covering, on average, two countries is $49,000. The
budgeted annual travel cost for East AFRITAC resident advisors, covering six countries, works
out to about $64,000, whereas the corresponding figure for West AFRITAC, covering ten
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countries, is $48,000. (West AFRITAC reports that its actual travel costs for FY 2005 have
amounted to only $27,500, or 57% of budget.)
Dealing with overhead costs.
Treatment of overhead costs gives rise to ambiguity in comparing costs. Adding in only
overhead costs incurred at the centers raises AFRITAC unit costs by about 20% (20.3% in the
East, 20.6% in the West). All categories of AFRITAC assistance now appear more costly than
the alternative delivery modes listed in Table 4.3. However, at least for long-term regional
advisors, this comparison is misleading, because they also incur local overhead costs.
Table 1 in the OTM paper (p. 25, not reproduced here) allocates $1,383,000 in Headquarters
staff costs to each of the AFRITACs for the single fiscal year 2004. These are defined as “direct
costs for backstopping, supervision, and inspection visits, and indirect costs for support.” The
paper explains further:
The complex TA environment characterizing the countries served by the AFRITACs has meant
that the centers are drawing on Headquarters staff resources for backstopping of experts,
coordination of TA work between headquarters and the centers, formulation of the centers’ work
programs, and coordination with other TA providers, to a greater extent than expected. (p. 23)

Over three fiscal years the allocation increases the total cost of each AFRITAC by $4.15 million,
or 42% for the East and 45% for the West. If this cost is distributed among resident advisors,
short-term experts, and training in the same way as Table 4.2 distributes local overhead, the
results in Table 4.5 are obtained:

Table 4.5 - Impact on AFRITAC Unit Costs of Attributing Full IMF/Headquarters Staff Costs

A.

HQ FY 2004 overhead
per centeracc. to OTM

B.

No. person-months per
year

C.

% share in overhead
(Table 4.2)

East AFRITAC

West AFRITAC

$1,383,000

$1,383,000

Resident advisors

Short-term experts

Resident advisors

Short-term experts

60

35

72

35

50.5%

36.2%

63.6%

21%

p-month
($’000)

p-day
($)

p-month
($’000)

p-day
($)

p-month
($’000)

p-day
($)

p-month
($’000)

p-day
($)

D.

Unit costs incl. local
overhead (Table 4.2)

$ 28.5

$1,295

$ 33.7

$1,530

$ 27.1

$1,233

$ 18.6

$847

E.

HQ FY 2004 overhead
per p-month or p-day
(= C*A/B)

$ 11.6

$ 529

$ 14.3

$ 650

$ 12.2

$ 555

$ 8.3

$ 378

F.

Unit costs including
local and HQ overhead
(= D+E)

$ 40.1

$1,825

$ 48.0

$2,180

$ 39.3

$1,788

$ 26.9

$1,225

G.

% excess, F over D

41%

45%

Source: Unit cost data from Table 4.2; additional IMF HQ overhead cited in text.

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION TEAM

- 39 -

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution

AFRITAC Evaluation

In other words, inclusion of Headquarters staff costs according to OTM’s table raises the unit
staff costs (including local overhead) of East AFRITAC by 41% and West AFRITAC by 45%.
However, the paper is not entirely consistent, because on page 25 it states,
Owing to data limitations, it is not possible to compare the resources spent on
management, coordination, backstopping and administration of a regional TA
center with the indirect cost of backstopping and administration of a single
expert providing TA to one or more countries. Informal staff surveys and Budget
Reporting System (BRS) data suggest that these types of overhead costs may
add around 25 percent [emphasis added] to a long-term expert’s total cost.
Backstopping and overhead costs for short-term peripatetic experts appear to
be somewhat higher.
To make an authoritative comparison with alternative delivery modes, one would need data on
the backstopping, supervision, field visits, and indirect costs for support incurred by the IMF’s
technical departments for each mode. How can support costs be evaluated for staff of the
departments themselves in preparing, conducting, and following up on field missions? The ET
was informed that no consensus has formed behind efforts to estimate such costs. This lack of
consensus is not surprising, given the multiplicity of tasks performed by IMF departmental
managers.
AFRITAC model versus long-term/peripatetic regionally based IMF advisors.
The delivery model that seemingly comes closest to the AFRITACs is the long-term/peripatetic
regionally based IMF advisors discussed in Section 4.1.2. The first question concerning costs is
whether and how costs of HQ backstopping would differ between that model and the
AFRITACs. IMF departments noted to the ET that working through the CCs and SCs subsumes
considerably more department staff time than dealing solely with regionally based advisors. On
the other hand a comparison of the two models has to take into account the fact that the IMF
could not support additional regionally based advisors out of its own budget, but would have to
seek donor support. Accordingly some staff effort would be required in any case to report
periodically to donors and satisfy them regarding the program’s benefits.
To be sure, the peripatetic regionally based advisor model does not envisage a component of
consultation among host countries such as that conducted through the SCs. The question then
becomes one not of comparative costs, but whether the country and regional ownership of TA
conveyed by the SCs is worth the extra cost. The ET believes that it is. To deliver a product fully
comparable to the AFRITACs, long-term/peripatetic regionally based IMF advisors would need a
similar level of office support. They would not have access to the services of a coordinator, who
currently negotiates with high levels of beneficiary governments and accounts for his or her
center’s activities to donors. Instead, they would have to perform such services themselves.
Thus, while “saving” the roughly $50,000 annual per-advisor cost of a coordinator, the
peripatetic model would impose significant additional burdens on advisors’ time.
Few host government agencies would provide a single resident advisor, much of whose time
was allocated to other countries, with the same level of office management and communications
now provided by the AFRITACs. If they did, they would forgo the economies of scale now
achieved by the AFRITACs with only one office manager, one or two other support staff, and
two drivers serving five or six resident advisors.
Table 4.6 compares the daily cost including local overhead of an AFRITAC advisor with costs of
a long-term peripatetic regionally based IMF advisor, assuming equal extent and quality of office
support.
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For lack of data—the cost of office space for a single resident advisor would vary widely among
host institutions and countries—this item was not factored into the daily costs of a long-term
peripatetic regionally based IMF advisor. On the other hand, because the cost of office space is
known for East AFRITAC, the AFRITAC advisor figure includes it.
On the foregoing assumptions, Table 4.6 indicates that the daily cost of a long-term peripatetic
regionally based IMF advisor would be higher than the daily costs of the AFRITAC advisors.
The ET realizes the figures used are rough estimates and systematic evaluation of overhead
costs of the alternative model would require further work.

Table 4.6 – Daily Costs Comparison between AFRITAC Advisors and Long-term/peripatetic
regionally-based IMF advisors

Direct cost of advisors
Local overhead costs
•
•
•
•

Office support/manager (1)
Driver and vehicle (2)
Office space (3)
Cost of travel to 4 additional
countries (4)

Long-term
peripatetic
regionallybased advisor
$
1,020
$
$

96
77
Not available

East
AFRITAC
advisor
$ 1,077

West
AFRITAC
advisor
$ 1,023

Included in total below

Total local overhead costs

$
$

58
231

$

218

$

189

Total costs

$

1,251

$

1,295

$

1,212

1) Based on approx. $ 25,000 annual salary / 260 days
2) Based on driver salary and vehicle upkeep, etc of $20,000 / 260 days
3) Not available for peripatetic regional model.
4) Based on $15,000 difference between estimated travel cost of East AFRITAC and average IMF-wide
travel cost according to OTM (see table 4.3), divided by 260 days.

Sources: Tables 4.2, 4.3, and standard cost estimates.

Comparative costs of training.
The same OTM paper (p. 28) compares direct costs of the IMF Institute (INS) courses in
Washington and at regional training institutes supported by the Institute. Table 4.7 below takes
data from the paper’s Table 4 and adds cost data from East AFRITAC’s first eleven workshops
and West AFRITAC’S first seven.
The two measures of East AFRITAC direct costs, excluding honoraria, turn out to be only threequarters of the cost of comparable regional programs. The direct costs for West AFRITAC oneweek courses, while higher than East AFRITAC’s, are only 80% of INS costs for two-week
courses.
Once again, a full cost comparison turns on the level of overhead. If local overhead is correctly
allocated among experts and training in Table 4.2, the total budget for training rises by about
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one third for both AFRITACs (= 367/1,091 and 376/1,175.) As in the case of expert costs,
adding the Headquarters staff cost given in Table 4.5 would raise the cost of AFRITAC training
by 84% and 78% in the East and West respectively.
On the other hand, INS and its regional partners also have overhead costs excluded from Table
4.5. According to OTM, “Comprehensive data are not available to compare the indirect
administrative support costs for training activities in Washington and at the regional programs”
(p. 28).
The second part of Table 4.7 shows West AFRITAC training costs to have been significantly
(42%) higher than those in the East for the first few workshop rounds.
Table 4.7 - COMPARATIVE TRAINING COSTS
Dollar cost per participant week

Sponsor

Regional
programs 2/

Washington
courses

1,850

1,890

1,620

2,670

Comparison of IMF Institute & East AFRITAC costs excluding honoraria
IMF Institute 1/
All courses
Typical two-week course
East AFRITAC 1/
11 workshops - $511,000 total cost divided by 367
participant-weeks
Two two-week courses, $151,000 divided by 120 participant
weeks
West AFRITAC 1/
7 workshops - $404,000 total cost divided by 188
participant-weeks 3/

1,392
1,258

2,149

Comparison of East & West AFRITAC costs including honoraria
East AFRITAC
11 workshops - $638,000 total cost divided by 367
participant-weeks

1,738

West AFRITAC
7 workshops - $465,000 total cost divided by 188
participant-weeks 3/

2,472

1/ Participant costs and staff travel costs.
2/ Unweighted average of regional programs.
3/ WA data show most courses lasting four days, treated here as one week.
Source: INS costs from OTM, Review of Technical Assistance, February 2004. AFRITAC workshop
costs provided by respective centers.

Conclusion: Evaluation of cost-effectiveness in capacity building is hampered by a lack of
concrete information on the status and evolution of the human resource endowment of the
institutions where AFRITAC has intervened. On the cost side, comparable data are not available
on overhead charges. If overhead is ignored, the cost of AFRITAC resident advisors
approximates that of the IMF long-term experts and is 3% higher than that of IMF Headquarters
missions. AFRITAC-managed short-term experts are budgeted at 7% less than those managed
by Headquarters, while actual cots of West AFRITAC short-term experts have turned out to be
48% lower. Training costs excluding staff honoraria are lower in both AFRITACs than
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comparable INS figures; including honoraria, East AFRITAC training costs fall below those in
the West.
Finding #3: Despite the lack of indicators with which to evaluate AFRITAC benefits and
the inherent difficulty of overhead cost measurement, for major components of country
needs the AFRITACs seem more cost-effective than any other delivery mode of IMF TA.

4.2

Fulfillment of AFRITAC Objectives

4.2.1 Quality, Timeliness, and Relevance of Activities
Terms of Reference: The quality, timeliness, and relevance of the activities undertaken and
outputs produced. The team may want to select a representative sample of TA activities
undertaken by each center in a number of countries to come to a judgment.
The quality of activities and outputs produced is illustrated through the overall appreciation of
their design, implementation, monitoring, and follow-up. The timeliness of activities can be
defined by the time that elapses between the actual request and the delivery. The relevance of
activities explored the degree to which the purpose of the projects remained valid and pertinent
up to delivery time. In addition, the beneficiaries’ needs assessment process and the participant
selection and evaluation of activities are important factors to consider.
The ET analysis is based on data from the field mission, an evaluation survey, the workshop
evaluations, and an in-depth review of selected activities. During the field mission,
approximately 69 activities/projects were discussed with interviewees. Of these projects, a
certain number were selected for an in-depth review (presented in Appendix VII).
Quality of Activities
Training

Design: Training packages designed by AFRITAC/IMF are of very high quality. These seminars
were considered to be of a more practical nature than are those at the IMF in Washington. Many
judged the courses as not being long enough and wondered why the same course that lasts for
eight weeks in Washington lasts for only two through AFRITAC. Although these courses are not
comparable in scope, participants’ perception is that the regional training still does not have the
same value as the Washington-based course. One-week courses were described as being, in
reality, only 3 ½-day seminars once activities such as introductions, last-day presentation of
case studies, and handing out of certificates were excluded. Participants felt they were rushed
through a great deal of material in a small amount of time.
Implementation: The method of bringing together several different countries is interesting for
sharing information and stimulated several country participants to participate in a more
productive way. The case studies were quoted as being very useful except that little work time
was allocated during the schedule and participants often had to work during their free time to
prepare. Discussion groups of ten participants were deemed too large for efficient sharing of
information.
Presenters were, in general, well appreciated and there were only two cases where participants
in the East region mentioned the need for AFRITAC to better prepare presenters. For example,
in one case a presenter had too much information to give (about 90 slides) in a very limited
time.
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The general feeling of participants is that the outreach of this type of training programme is
effective because for the same cost of sending one person to Washington, up to ten people in
the region can be trained.
The ET’s online survey asked respondents to compare the regional training delivered by
AFRITAC with (a) training delivered by the INS; (b) training delivered by regional institutions in
their field of work; and (c) training delivered by other donors. AFRITAC regional training is
viewed as more efficient than that of the IMF Institute and comparable to other regional
institutions or donor-delivered training. The following results were obtained:

Question 13 - Please compare the quality of Regional Training delivered by AFRITAC to:
Not as
Comparable
More
efficient
efficient
Training delivered by the IMF Institute

29%

29%

42%

Training delivered by regional institutions in
your field of work

12%

59%

29%

Training delivered by other donors

20%

60%

20%

In general the regional training delivered by AFRITAC is considered more efficient than the
training delivered by the INS. It is comparable to training delivered by other regional institutes as
well as to the training delivered by other donors.
Monitoring/follow-up: Trainees feel they are left on their own and not supported by AFRITAC
after the sessions, which they believe hinders the potential change process in many
departments because, for example, their supervisors are not sensitized to the new processes.
Often quoted for its mentor approach and sustainability, MEFMI was put forward as a best
practice for AFRITAC to work toward. An initial inventory of skills that could serve as a
benchmark is missing in the training process. It is difficult to assess the training impact and
measure trainees’ progress. This could be addressed by establishing a trainee’s profile which
includes description of the trainee, the job he or she does, reasons why the trainee should
follow the training, expected results in work output following the training, and job requirements
prior to training.
Technical Assistance

Design: The design of the TA is generally outlined within the TORs and varies according to the
issuing office (Washington or AFRITAC). The format is standardized and well-structured and
provides sufficient information for the experts. This is usually supplemented by a table that
provides a summary of the interventions and the measurable outputs. All selected projects
reviewed contain clearly detailed objectives and tasks. Usually the TORs designed by the
centers can be shared with the authorities and even posted on the AFRITAC website as they
focus mainly on mission tasks and measurable output. HQ TORs have a more extensive
background and discuss recent policies and weaknesses. They may include some confidential
information as they are the TORs of the mission members and are normally not shared with the
authorities, at least not in their extensive format. Overall, the TA, whether from the centers or
out of HQ, is consistently well-designed. The beneficiary agencies that the ET spoke to
appreciate being implicated in the TORs write-up because it gives them an increased sense of
ownership.
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Implementation: Beneficiaries find the TA activities provided by short-term experts as well as the
resident advisors to be more practical and better adapted to their reality than those coming out
of Washington. They also mentioned that still too many prescriptive reports are being produced.
Beneficiaries expressed interest in AFRITAC’s integrating the IMF recommendations for their
PRSPs.
When asked to compare the quality of TA delivered by AFRITAC with that delivered by others,
the non-visited countries support the general opinion that it is comparable.
Question 11 - Please compare the quality of Technical Assistance delivered by AFRITAC with:
Not as efficient

Comparable

More efficient

Long-term technical assistance delivered by
the IMF Headquarters

24%

66%

10%

Short-term technical assistance delivered
by the IMF Headquarters

8%

65%

27%

Long-term technical assistance delivered by
other donors

19%

43%

38%

Short-term technical assistance delivered
by other donors

8%

56%

36%

In general the TA delivered by AFRITAC is comparable to TA delivered by IMF Headquarters
and other donors. The AFRITAC TA is considered by 38% of the respondents to be more
efficient than the long-term TA delivered by other donors. It is in short-term TA where AFRITAC
TA outperforms most other TA delivered by either IMF Headquarters or other donors.
According to some beneficiaries, AFRITAC focuses more on the delivery of inputs at TA
activities level and not so much on using a capacity-building approach, which is more
institutional. Capacity building is long-term and cannot be measured in terms of input. Greatest
success in sustainability and implementation has been achieved when resident advisors have
been able to work with a committee or team. The Tanzanian National Bureau of Statistics
provides a perfect example where such an approach works. Beneficiaries said, “Thanks to
AFRITAC and the resident advisor, we have improved our competencies and especially our
confidence.”
AFRITAC TA can and has mobilized important changes; the case of Mauritania’s statistics
(application of GDDS) demonstrates achieved results through AFRITAC intervention. The
resident advisor was able to mobilize several donors to finance a mission to analyze the
situation. At the end of the mission, a forum was organized with the authorities, and the resident
advisor convinced them of the importance of the application. Today, as a result of this work, the
proposed metadata is accepted by the IMF. The use of GDDS had been on the back burner for
a while but with the coaching of the resident advisor, some beneficiaries have moved faster than
they otherwise would have.
The regional nature of AFRITAC has also seemingly enhanced the solutions proposed to
participating countries for implementation. The proximity of the Center and the practical
knowledge of the region have contributed to a readiness to accept the resident advisors. As
resident advisors travel throughout the region, they are exposed to different work methods in
agencies and can propose very practical solutions from a neighboring country. As well as being
coaches and mentors, resident advisors act as peer reviewers; beneficiaries who have used
them in this manner have all expressed their satisfaction, saying that excellent comments had

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION TEAM

- 45 -

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution

AFRITAC Evaluation

been provided. Many beneficiaries mentioned, however, that the resident advisors in West
Africa were overstretched.
Monitoring/follow-up: The ASRs and Back-to-Office (BTO) reports provide a snapshot of results
and measurable outputs achieved. These allow the CCs as well as the IMF departments to
follow the work of the resident advisors and the short-term experts. In some cases, the IMF
departments request resident advisors to complete monthly status reports. In all selected
projects reviewed, the ASRs and BTO reports are adequately completed; however, the
description of achievements of outputs and results could be clearer; the project reports reviewed
do not allow for quick and clear follow-up on achievements. This issue should be attended to, as
these periodical reports should flow into the quarterly and annual reports. The various types of
reports and formats surely contribute to overstretching the resident advisors.
Some beneficiaries from both East and West AFRITACs mentioned their concern with
AFRITAC’s lack of follow-up activities. Although AFRITAC’s work in this area has been
commendable, beneficiaries would like to see AFRITAC help more in the implementation of the
recommendations or the changes in the environment.
Timeliness of Activities
Training
Little can be said on the timeliness of regional training. These training sessions are based on
the needs expressed by the beneficiary agencies and fed into the work plan.
Most of the local training either is part of the work plan or forms part of ad hoc activities during
the resident advisor country visits. Some agencies have expressed that their training needs
were articulated over two years ago at the Paris meeting and these needs have still not been
met with any form of training. This situation, however, should be addressed within the following
year’s work plan.
Technical Assistance
Overall, when requests have been formulated, it takes approximately three to four months from
request to delivery. This time frame is difficult to confirm because neither AFRITAC maintains
an active database-tracking system when project requests come in.
It has been noted that some delays have been experienced in TA delivery and though
beneficiaries recognize their own responsibility for delays in some of the activities, they do not
accept full responsibility. Political instability and the demand on resident advisors (e.g., servicing
up to ten countries) are cited as the main reasons in the delay of TA delivery. Beneficiaries from
Burkina Faso and Mali, in particular, were of the opinion that AFRITAC was spreading its efforts
too thinly.
Among the non-visited countries in the online survey, 69% of the respondents found the
AFRITACs were able to answer their requests more quickly than the IMF Headquarters did and
31% of respondents thought it was comparable. When asked to compare AFRITAC’s response
rate with that of other donors, 4% of respondents found AFRITAC to be slower than other
donors, 17% found AFRITAC to be comparable, and 79% thought AFRITAC was quicker in
responding to requests. Some recipient countries did not feel that there was a strong enough
presence of resident advisors in their country.
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Relevance of Activities
Training
Selection process and needs analysis: The majority of agencies have a selection process
managed by either the human resource department or the training department. The supervisor
could also be implicated according to the trainee profile provided by AFRITAC. There were
some cases in which the participant was presented a series of training courses from which to
select (e.g., AFRITAC, MEFMI, IMF). Agency and department heads all stated that no method
was in place to identify the training needs through a competency profile exercise.
The type of participant selected is usually based on his or her job description; in some isolated
cases selected trainees were not from the appropriate work division and therefore inappropriate
as participants.
Many agencies mentioned that “we should be paying more attention to who we send to these
seminars so that the country can get the most benefits.” However, when donors offer training
not requested or identified by the agencies, participants are sent regardless of whether the
training is relevant to their work.
Validity and pertinence: The majority of participants believed the training has been useful in
improving their way of thinking and working. It is too early for any noticeable changes or
concrete outputs but the lack of systems and method for tracking the usage and usefulness of
acquired knowledge is a weakness in the AFRITACs. The cases where the training was said not
to be relevant could have resulted from communication problems within the needs analysis
process. The needs identified by other departments or agencies did not fit with their agencies’
needs (e.g., topic content oriented more toward Ministry of Finance than Central Banks and vice
versa).
From the participants interviewed, the most beneficial aspects of regional training that increased
its relevance were (a) the sharing of information (similar problems, work methods, etc.) with
neighboring countries which, in some cases, was a stimulant toward better performance and (b)
the broader macroeconomic picture presenting the interrelatedness of agencies and functions,
which demonstrated how participants’ outputs could have an effect on other departments.
One interesting output of the training, mentioned by some Eritrean participants, was expressed
in this statement: “It was very relevant because it helped us understand the Article IV mission
and we are now able to work with the IMF people.”
Technical Assistance
Needs identification / definition process: The identification process and needs analysis of TA
varied across all visited countries. Some beneficiaries said that when the initiative was
discussed and they had to identify their own needs, they did not know how to do so. Others
used the IMF PRGF and their own reform programs to identify their needs. The linkages with
the PRSP might not have been evident two years ago because some countries did not have a
PRSP completed. Today most of the targeted countries have a PRSP or an Interim-PRSP. The
capacity-building plan is developed in only two countries, namely Ethiopia and Côte d’Ivoire.
Some countries, such as Burkina Faso, have been successful at integrating AFRITAC TA within
their reform programs.
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The initial needs assessment, which fed
into the work plan, stirred up different
opinions (Box 4.6). Some beneficiaries
may not have had the capabilities to
adequately identify their needs in 2002. It
is through working with resident advisors
that some beneficiaries now better
understand the importance of their needs
analysis. A beneficiary said: “AFRITAC
has helped us in understanding what we
want and how we can get things but we
are the ones doing it.”

Box 4.6 - Some Divided Opinions on Initial Needs
Assessment
• Some agencies mentioned that the initial needs assessments of two
years ago were somewhat outdated today.
• Others pointed to both East and West AFRITAC’s inflexibility either
toward their changing needs or changing priorities once the work plan
had been finalized.
• The officials of the Ministry of Finance of Mali expressed they did not
get enough help to formulate and present their problems and their
requests.

One weakness of the needs identification process is the absence of information on the
beneficiary agencies’ status allowing for appropriate capacity-building progress measurement.
Aside from the work plan, resident advisors do not have a written document analyzing and
summarizing the status of the various beneficiary agencies.
Validity and pertinence:
Overall, the TA provided is perceived as relevant because it is demand-driven. The majority of
the TA is pertinent; however, there have been cases where beneficiaries have withdrawn TA
requests during the writing of the TORs, realizing it was a duplication of other TA already
received. The microfinance project in Mali is such an example (see Selected Projects in
Appendix VII).
Some beneficiaries said a “communication barrier with resident advisors” was one reason some
TA may not have been as relevant as desired. Beneficiaries felt short-term experts were
“shadow boxing” for the resident advisors; because the resident advisors were the backstopper,
the recommendations were thought to be influenced by them. In fact, the AFRITACs are not
clearly understood and recognized but with time and greater visibility, the demand,
understanding, and recognition for AFRITAC services will surely increase.
Conclusion: The ET’s interviews with the beneficiary agencies’ staff as well as with workshop
participants confirmed the quality, timeliness, and relevance of activities. In general, the
AFRITACs’ response to country requests has been more rapid and better-informed than has the
response of other donors or IMF HQ. The implementation phase is more closely monitored and
there seems to be a greater government ownership and accountability for the TA and training
received. The centers should avoid sporadic TA activities and provide TA as part of a sustained
capacity-building effort. It is understandable that the AFRITACs feel the pressure to show shortterm results. However, it should position its TA for capacity building within a medium-term
horizon. It would be more useful to help individual countries or agencies to develop long-term
TA strategies and support the coordination of other TA providers.
Finding #4: The quality, timeliness, and relevance of AFRITAC’s activities are praised by
a large majority of respondents. However, the follow-up to AFRITAC’s activity and its
impact on capacity building need more attention.
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4.2.2 Additionality of TA
Terms of Reference: The additionality of TA delivered by the centers, as compared with TA
delivered from the IMF Headquarters: additionality will be assessed in terms of both
complementariness and volume. With respect to the latter, the evaluation will attempt to assess
whether there has been a possible crowding out of the IMF TA to African countries not covered
by the centers.
Complementariness. The ET was informed at Headquarters that some of the IMF’s TA had
initially seen establishment of the AFRITACs as a potential threat to their roles as planners and
providers of TA. However, this fear seems to have largely dissipated, as the three departments
consulted by the team (FAD, MFD, and STA) all spoke positively of the complementary
relationship between themselves and the AFRITACs, while also pointing to some issues. Box
4.7 summarizes the departments’ observations.
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Box 4.7 - Complementarity of TA Delivered by AFRITACs and the IMF TA Departments
• The activity of AFRITAC advisors has generated additional demands for HQ TA—according to the
TA departments, considerably more than they have the resources to provide and backstop.
• As indicated in Section 4.1.2, a significant number of field assignments of AFRITAC advisors have
been joint missions with HQ staff or HQ-managed short-term experts. It was noted that AFRITAC
staff normally focus on concrete measures for implementing broad reform strategies proposed by
HQ. HQ requests for joint missions arise from concerns to involve resident advisors in the
implementation of policies and strategies down the road, and also to further develop their
familiarity with the IMF’s work and procedures. AFRITAC advisors perceive some requests as also
growing more out of a desire to fill mission staffing gaps than out of respect for a center’s
approved work program.
• The more up-to-date and detailed picture that AFRITAC advisors provide regarding the status of a
given macro policy area has enabled at least one department to move from a largely reactive
approach to country TA requests, to more systematic design of diagnostic missions. Thus, advice
from AFRITAC advisors has helped shape the department’s Resource Allocation Plan (RAP), just
as HQ advice influences the work plan each center proposes to its Steering Committee.
• According to department staff, the AFRITAC advisors’ residence in the field and repeated visits to
member countries give them an advantage over HQ in monitoring progress in implementing
reform, proposing new measures to assist the authorities, and identifying needs for additional TA.
They are also better placed than HQ to render TA on the ground, such as by sitting down with a
counterpart at his computer and helping him construct a spreadsheet.
• Department staff indicated that the AFRITACs’ management of short-term experts has positively
complemented HQ TA. Moreover, the closer coordination among client agencies and donors that
AFRITAC advisors have helped bring about has benefited departmental TA plans. According to
some department staff, the advisors’ role in management and coordination is more important than
the direct TA they render.
• The AFRITACs’ recruitment and evaluation of regional experts adds to the pool of expertise that
departments can tap, inside and outside member countries.
• Individual AFRITAC advisors are naturally more experienced in some areas than in others. One
department indicated that it takes cognizance of this by focusing its own TA initiatives on areas
less thoroughly covered by the AFRITACs.
• A division of labor between HQ and the AFRITACs spares the latter from intervening in politically
sensitive issues such as exchange rate management.
AFRITAC resident advisors are subject to technical supervision and quality control by HQ
departments, and copy their country reports to their Washington backstoppers, who strive to ensure
conformity with the IMF professional standards. The ET was informed of occasional differences of
opinion between HQ and the field as to how closely an advisor should be managed from
Washington, and what flexibility he or she should have to judge how best to accommodate to local
circumstances. (See Section 4.2.6.)

Volume: Charts 4.1 and 4.2 show delivery of the IMF-managed TA to the East and West
AFRITAC countries during the past seven fiscal years (1998 through 2004). The series
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combines long-term and short-term TA. “All other delivery through the IMF” means the IMFmanaged delivery funded by other donors.11
Chart 4.1 - IMF Expert Field Delivery, FYs 1998–2004

EAST AFRITAC COUNTRIES (person-years)
20

Person-years

18
Total IMF delivery

16
14
12
10

East AFRITAC

8

All other delivery through IMF

6
4

IMF-financed delivery

2
1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

IMF fiscal years, May–
April

Source: OTM, spreadsheet entitled TA Delivery in African Countries, December 2004

11

Notably the USA.
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Chart 4.2 - IMF Expert Field Delivery, FYs 1998–2004

IMF EXPERT FIELD DELIVERY, FYs 1998–2004
WEST AFRITAC COUNTRIES
(person-years)
10
9

Person-years

8

Total IMF delivery

7
6
5

IMF-financed delivery

4

West AFRITAC

3
2
1

All other delivery through IMF

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

IMF Fiscal Years, May–April
Source: OTM, spreadsheet entitled TA Delivery in African Countries, December 2004.

The charts show the total IMF delivery of TA to AFRITAC countries increasing with the
establishment of the AFRITACs. In the East, delivery prior to AFRITAC reached a peak in FY
2002, dropped off the following year but then, with the establishment of AFRITAC, achieved a
historic high of 18.6 person-years in FY 2004. The IMF-managed TA in the ten West AFRITAC
countries—in FY 2004 still only half as much as in the six East AFRITAC countries—has risen
more dramatically, doubling from 4.6 person-years in FY 2003 to 9.2 the following year.
As shown in Table 4.7, with the two AFRITACs combined, total IMF-managed TA in AFRITAC
member countries rose from 17.6 person-years in FY 2003 to 27.8 person-years in FY 2004, an
increase of 58%.
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Table 4.7 - IMF-Managed TA to AFRITAC Member and Nonmember Countries, FYs 1998–2004

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

3.1

5.9

7.4

8.5

7.6

3.5

4.7

2.5

8.0

6 East AFRITAC countries
IMF Financed
AFRITAC Financed
Other Externally Financed
Total IMF-Managed, East
AFRITAC

5.1

4.6

4.2

5.6

9.7

7.1

6.0

8.2

10.5

11.6

14.1

17.2

13.0

18.6

3.1

6.7

5.4

3.9

2.8

2.8

2.4

10 West AFRITAC countries
IMF Financed
AFRITAC Financed

5.6

Other Externally Financed

3.0

0.1

1.0

0.3

1.7

1.8

1.2

Total IMF-Managed, WA

6.1

6.8

6.3

4.2

4.5

4.6

9.2

14.4

17.3

17.9

18.3

21.8

17.6

27.8

43.3

59.8

60.8

54.6

54.5

56.4

70.2

29.0

42.5

42.9

36.2

32.7

38.7

42.4

Total, AFRITAC member
Countries
AFRICA REGION TOTAL
Residual, non-AFRITAC
Member countries

Source: OTM, spreadsheet entitled TA Delivery in African Countries, December 2004.
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Chart 4.3 - IMF-Managed TA to AFRITAC Member & Nonmember Countries for 1998—2004

IMF-MANAGED TA TO AFRITAC MEMBER &
NONMEMBER COUNTRIES, FYs 1998-2004
(person-years)
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IMF fiscal years (May-April)

Source: OTM, spreadsheet entitled TA Delivery in African Countries, December 2004.

Crowding out of TA to non-AFRITAC-member countries As shown in Table 4.8 and Chart
4.3, during IMF FYs 2001 and 2002, TA to non-AFRITAC-member African countries
experienced a significant dip, falling by almost one-fourth from about 43 person-years in FYs
1999–2000 to less than 33 in 2002. However, the following two years, even while AFRITAC was
coming onstream, saw a revival, and the level in FY 2004 was virtually back to that of 1999–
2000. In sum, there is no evidence of the putative crowding out.
Conclusion: The IMF Headquarters staff cite many areas of complementarity between their
and AFRITAC’s TA. Headquarters benefits from the AFRITACs’ close contact and familiarity
with client countries and donor initiatives. Inter alia, the AFRITACs provide inputs into the
design of Headquarters TA, generate new demands for that TA, and identify and train regional
expertise for resident and short-term assignments. As regards the additionality of volume, the
total IMF TA to AFRITAC member countries reached an all-time high in FY 2004, whereas in
that year TA to nonmember African countries returned to its FY 2000 peak.
Finding #5: The AFRITACs demonstrates additionality through both complementarity
with other IMF TA and a higher volume of TA to AFRITAC member countries. No
crowding out vis-à-vis nonmember countries is evident.
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4.2.3 Balance Between Direct and Indirect TA Delivery
Terms of Reference: The appropriateness of the balance between direct (i.e., by the resident
advisors themselves) and indirect (i.e., by AFRITAC-supervised, short-term experts) TA
delivery.

The most immediate issue arising here is one of cost. The design of the two centers provided
for complements of five and six resident advisors in East and West AFRITAC, respectively (not
including the two coordinators). Their costs therefore become fixed costs from the viewpoint of
center operation, whereas the costs of short-term experts take on the character of variable
costs.

Table 4.8 – AFRITAC Budgeted Work Months & Costs, FY 2003–20071
All figures represent totals budgeted by OTM (rev. May 2004)
over centers’ three-year lives
Line

Work-months

East AFRITAC

Time

%

Cost
($’000)

1

Long-term experts

175

62%

3,194

2

Short-term experts

106

38%

2,968

3

Other costs2

2,297

4

IMF Administrative Fee

1,100

5

Cost-sharing by host government

6

IMF direct contribution

7

319
1,224

Total, East AFRITAC

281

11,102

West AFRITAC
1

Long-term experts

180

63%

3,285

2

Short-term experts

104

37%

2,912

3

2

Other costs

2,262

4

IMF Administrative Fee

1,100

5

Cost-sharing by host government

6

IMF direct contribution

80
1,143

7

Total, West AFRITAC

284

10,782

8

Grand total, AFRITACs

565

21,884

1

To accord with OTM budgets, some figures are not strictly comparable with economic costs as used in Section 4.1.3.
Specifically, economic costs are defined there to exclude evaluation, included in line 3 here, and to include imputed
rent for BCEAO premises in Bamako, excluded here.
2

Comprises “regional travel, evaluation, training, office support & communications, etc.”

Source: OTM, AFRITAC Financial Documents - Financial Summary as of August 31, 2004.

OTM informed the ET that, as of October 2004, funding commitments, including contributions by
external funders as well as the host governments and the IMF, fell short of the centers’ threeINDEPENDENT EVALUATION TEAM
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year budgets by $1.7 million. If the resident advisors do indeed constitute fixed costs, it is
questionable whether increasing the use of short-term experts is a practicable option. The
budgets give the marginal cost of 12 months of short-term expert time as $336,000 (= 12 x
$28,000), all included.
In light of the financial constraint, it is appropriate to ask whether the budgeted mix of resident
advisors and short-term experts—62–63% versus 37–38% of total expert time—represents
optimal TA strategy. This is not, of course, the same issue as the choice between long- and
short-term experts that was raised in Section 4.1.2, because when AFRITAC’s resident advisors
provide TA to member countries, they function as short-term experts.
It appears that, in terms of location, the resident advisors divide their time roughly equally
between the centers and field work in member countries. East AFRITAC’s calendar 2004 work
plan foresaw the advisors spending a total of 100 person-weeks at the Center (Dar es Salaam)
and 102 weeks in the field. West AFRITAC’s work plan for February–December 2004 provided
for 136 weeks of resident advisor time in Bamako and 124 weeks in the field.
Table 3.3 and Chart 3.1 in Section 3.2.6 break down the actual allocation of resident advisors’
time, as reported by the two centers based on advisors’ timesheets, among four principal
functions. (The period reported by East AFRITAC was calendar 2003 plus January–October
2004; for West AFRITAC the period was January–October 2004.) Table 4.10 gives a further
breakdown of direct and indirect TA between the centers and the field, and projects it to a full
work year of 260 days.
Table 4.9 - Allocation of AFRITAC TA Time Between Centers and Field – 2004

West AFRITAC2

East AFRITAC1

Technical assistance (TA)
Direct TA
Center office

% of total

Annual
equiv. in
work days3

% of total

Annual
equiv. in
work days3

62%

162

77%

199

41%

106

66%

172

4

Field
Indirect TA

21%

Center office

4

Field

37

96

69

77

56

10%

27

48

27

8

0

Workshops

13%

34

14%

37

Management/meetings

25%

61

9%

24

100%

260

100%

260

6

TOTALS
1

January 2003–October 2004

2

2004 through October.

3

One year = 260 work days.

4

Dar es Salaam and Bamako, respectively.

5

Minor discrepancies due to rounding.
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The two centers differ significantly in the amount of time devoted to direct TA, with West
AFRITAC spending over 60% more (172 versus 106 days). However, because the West
AFRITAC advisors spend 56% of that time at the Center office, the difference in field time is
much less—77 as opposed to 69 days, a difference of 10%. In Section 3.2.8it was pointed out
that the larger share of time devoted to direct TA in West AFRITAC might be due to several
different factors.)
Significantly, all (in the West) or nearly all (East) the time devoted to indirect TA—recruiting and
supervising short-term experts—is spent at the Center offices. Assuming the average East
AFRITAC resident advisor works in four out of the six countries, his or her field time per country
would average about 17 work days (≈ 69 ÷ 4), or three and a half weeks per country. Assuming
the average West AFRITAC advisor works in six out of ten member countries, his or her
average field time per country would be four days less (77 ÷ 6 ≈ 13 days).
As indicated in Section 4.2.2, some of the ET’s interviewees at IMF Headquarters stated that
the resident advisors’ primary strength was in the management of short-term consultants and
informal coordination of donor interventions in relevant areas. The team’s impression of the
advisors’ work load was that few of them would be able to manage more short-term experts
without shifting their time allocation and spending even more of it at the Center office.
By what proportion could the advisors reduce their direct TA to a country and still keep in
sufficiently close touch with counterparts to design and propose appropriate work plans,
determine terms of reference for consultants, and identify African experts? It is not certain that
13 to 17 days of field TA per country per year gives advisors much scope for shifting part of that
time to the centers.
The team found that the current balance between direct and indirect TA is appropriate for
AFRITAC’s early years. However, as the centers identify more African talent to provide shortterm expertise, it will be appropriate for the resident advisors to allocate more of their time to
recruiting and supervising it. At that point the issue of financial constraint will need to be
revisited.
Conclusion: The planned split of AFRITAC TA time over the centers’ three-year lives is
resident advisors—62–63%, short-term experts—37–38%. Whether the share of indirect TA
(i.e., short-term experts) can be increased depends on availability of funds to cover an existing
deficit and increase budgeted expenditure. A significant body of IMF Headquarters opinion
favors expanding the advisors’ role as managers and coordinators of indirect TA as AFRITAC
matures. Given the current allocation of time between centers and field, the scope for doing so
is limited.
Finding #6: Resident advisors’ current time allocation between direct and indirect TA is
satisfactory, but as AFRITAC matures, a greater role in recruiting and supervising shortterm experts, especially from member countries, would be desirable. However, additional
funding will be required.

4.2.4 Effectiveness of Steering Committees
Terms of Reference: The effectiveness of the Steering Committees in providing guidance to the
centers.
The AFRITAC Conference (Paris) set out guiding principles for the design and operations of the
centers. It recognized the need for flexibility in implementation and decided the best way to
achieve this was to set up SCs for each AFRITAC. As stated in the project document, “each
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AFRITAC will be guided by a Steering Committee, which will act as an advisory body, providing
guidance for the center’s strategy and priorities.”12
The AFRITAC SCs are governance structures that should provide policy framework and
direction. A good SC should be fully cognizant of both the internal and external environments. It
should be able to assess whether the initiatives of the organization that it governs are
supportable and meet development goals, nationally or regionally, whether the organization is
responding appropriately to important forces and trends in its field and within the wider
environment; and whether the organization is meeting the needs of those it serves.
A series of questions were explored by the ET to better understand the effectiveness of the SCs
and to what extent they affect the AFRITACs’ performance:
Discussion questions on the effectiveness of the SCs
1.

Does the SC have a clearly defined way to review and set organizational direction? Does the charter (or
standing rules and procedures) provide an adequate framework for carrying out the mission of the
organization and for dealing with external changes?

2.

Does the SC have the mechanisms to review and assess organizational performance and, if appropriate,
create conditions to support change?

3.

Does the SC have a group responsible to respond appropriately to major environmental trends and
influences, be they social, political, or economic? For instance, are both quality and equity issues reflected
in the minutes and discussions?
Does the SC have a group responsible to scan the external and internal environment to understand the
forces affecting the organization and its performance?

4.

1. Does the SC have a clearly defined way to review and set organizational direction?
Does the Charter (or Standing Rules and Procedures) provide adequate framework for
carrying out the mission of the organization and for dealing with external changes?
The closest document resembling a charter is East AFRITAC’s SC’s “Standing Orders and
Procedures,” a document outlining the composition of the SC, voting process, main work of the
SC, contingency/reserve plan, and the process that must be followed to bring about changes to
the approved work plan. This document provides an adequate framework for the SC.
West AFRITAC does not have a charter; however, the first SC meeting did summarize
discussions among the members on the SC organization and the manner in which it functions.
From an examination of the East AFRITAC SC meetings minutes, the framework they set
themselves has been respected. In contrast, the conduct of the West AFRITAC SC was very
general, with some SC members unclear as to how to proceed in bringing about changes to the
work plan, for example.
2. Does the SC have the mechanisms to review and assess organizational performance
and, if appropriate, create conditions to support change?
The bulk of the SC meetings proceeded as follows : (a) reviewed progress achieved in the
implementation of the 2003 work plan and reasons for some delays and cancellations of
activities; (b) provided feedback on the center’s operations provided by participating countries
and development partners; (c) approved new priority requests for assistance for the remainder
of the calendar year; and (d) reviewed the center’s budget execution. SC members are informed

12

African Regional Technical Assistance Centers (AFRITACs) Project Document, paragraph 43, May 21 2002.
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though the AFRITACs’ progress reports “describing progress in implementing activities and in
achieving planned results, as measured against the benchmarks included in the work plan; the
reports will also highlight specific areas of concern.” This is the present mechanism for how
AFRITACs execute their activities.
However, as the centers are becoming more established and with the number of activities
increasing, the discussions are gradually shifting toward more strategic issues (country
ownership, integration with development partners assistance, regional short-term expertise, role
of SC in recruitment of resident advisors, long-term assistance, etc.). With this shift in focus, SC
members and the centers are exploring ways of improving SC meetings, quality of information,
and knowledge sharing. The format of AFRITAC reports provided to the SC has been discussed
and SC members have expressed a need to better understand the results achieved by the
centers.
According to the initial project document, the centers must prepare a logical framework (LFA):
“In addition to the benchmarks, each center will develop a set of key indicators, which will be
submitted for approval by the Steering Committees within the first six months of operation.
These indicators will form the basis for medium-term performance monitoring and will be used
to establish a baseline for each participating country, against which progress will be assessed
over the medium term.” The first, second, and third SC meeting minutes of East AFRITAC
discussed a need for a framework for monitoring and evaluation of East AFRITAC operations
and supported the two-tier monitoring/evaluation framework. An LFA was developed by an IMF
staff member and feedback was requested during the third meeting. To this day, the LFA has
never been approved by the SC. The issue of logframe was not discussed in West AFRITAC.
Both AFRITAC SCs would benefit from the development and use of a LFA, which is not
only a framework for monitoring and evaluating but also a management tool. As stated by
a member of the SC: “There is a clear misunderstanding of the use of the LFA which is not only
a map of where we are going but what we have accomplished.”
The question arises as to the necessity of a separate and different LFA for each AFRITAC. Two
LFAs presently exist: a general LFA setup at the onset of the project; and a more specific LFA
discussed during East AFRITAC SC meetings. Both LFAs contain valid information. It is the
ET’s opinion that the Technical Assistance Center (TAC) approach should be covered by the
same LFA to enable performance comparisons among centers. Each core area targeted by the
AFRITACs should have country-specific indicators. These would have been established through
the individual country capacity-building plan that results from an inventory of the initial status of
various agencies, reform processes, and so on. At the present time it is difficult to measure
progress because no benchmark has been established.
3. Does the SC have a group responsible for responding appropriately to major
environmental trends and influences, be they social, political, or economic? For
instance, are both quality and equity issues reflected in the minutes and discussions?
The SCs do not have a specific group to respond to major trends and influences but work as a
whole to deal with certain challenges; in the East and West SC minutes there is evidence that
sensitivity to social, political, and economic issues of the member countries exists. For example,
more resources have been deliberately reallocated to postconflict countries. The SC is a forum
where each member country can express its difficulties with program participation and get
support or find regional solutions.
4. Does the SC have a group responsible to scan the external and internal environment to
understand the forces affecting the organization and its performance?
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There is no evidence of a formal group at the SC being responsible for scanning the external
and internal environment. Some countries have created focal points (other than the SC
members) to enhance in-country coordination among participating agencies and to prepare the
SC members to better represent them at meetings, which may play this scanning role. In many
countries there exists little formal structure or administrative authority given to focal points. The
general opinion is that SC members should hold meetings with all beneficiaries of TA in their
respective countries before attending the SC meetings so as to provide better feedback on the
assistance received and thus enrich the SC discussion. The SC meetings should be a forum
where donors and country representatives share information on other TA providers and any
specific capacity-building issues that may be of interest to the center. This would strengthen the
SC’s ability to provide better guidance to the centers.
The issue of who can best represent the participating country beneficiaries at the SC meetings
came up often and may also depend on who is best placed to scan and understand the external
and internal environment of the AFRITACs. Some SC members expressed the need to look into
the matter: “We should seriously look at who should be representing the country on the Steering
Committee.”
The composition of the East AFRITAC SC is primarily Central Bank representatives while the
Central Bank dominance in the West AFRITAC SC is not an issue because West AFRITAC has
only three central banks (the BCEAO and the central Banks of Guinea and Mauritania) among
the countries represented. However, the West AFRITAC SC members’ level of authority and/or
influence within their own country may impact their effectiveness. Attendance at SC meetings by
donors, country representatives, and observers has suffered from high turnover. It will be helpful
for donors and countries to commit representatives for a longer period.
Conclusion: The SCs have made significant contributions in identifying problems, resolving
issues, allocating the resources according to country needs, endorsing staffing appointments,
and reviewing and adopting work plans, thus ensuring proper guidance to the AFRITACs. The
Progress Report on the Implementation of the IMF’s Africa Capacity-Building Initiative (Dec.
2003) as well as a review of the SC meeting minutes illustrate these efforts. In the initial phase
of the project, SC (at both East and West AFRITAC) discussions focused more on the day-today activities of the centers and are moving toward more strategic issues. The lack of
coordination and/or management tools may hinder their effectiveness somewhat.
Finding #7: The Steering Committees have provided significant guidance to the
AFRITACs. However, country representation at an appropriate level, better preparation,
regular attendance by all participating members, and use of a logical framework to guide
discussion will increase the SC’s effectiveness.
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4.2.5 Management, Monitoring, and Backstopping
Terms of Reference: The quality and timeliness of management, monitoring, and backstopping
at the AFRITACs.
To evaluate the management aspects, the ET reviewed (a) human resources management; (b)
financial management; (c) infrastructure; (d) program management; and (e) process
management. Discussions on monitoring and backstopping were dealt with in other sections of
the report and will be summarized.
Human resources
The staffing and human resources management at the AFRITACs has been described in
Section 3.2.2. Overall the human resource management has gone well. Delays in recruiting
resident advisors in West AFRITAC and the high concentration of resident advisors originating
from the same region were mentioned. All staff have terms of references or job descriptions with
the exception of the support staff. A brief review of resident advisors’ terms of references
reflects a diverging view of AFRITAC and resident advisors’ actual role and accountability. This
review transpires within the evaluation process of the resident advisors. TA departments
evaluating the quality of work have not always consulted the coordinator for feedback. The
TORs for resident advisors will need to better articulate the reporting structure for advisors:
Center Coordinator versus TA backstopper. Appraisals of resident advisors in their day-to-day
work should be made by the coordinators using the IMF standard procedures.
Finding #8: Ill-defined roles and responsibilities contribute to accountability issues in the
management of resident advisors.
Financial management
Financial management of the centers is carried out by the CC with the assistance of the office
manager. The Coordinator, office manager, administrative assistant, and the general assistant
are paid by the IMF with host country contributions. The resident advisors are paid out of
AFRITAC project funds. OTM is responsible for managing donor contributions.
If external short-term experts are contracted out of headquarters, they are usually paid through
the Finance Department from AFRITAC project funds. All other contracts are paid through the
centers. Recently the office managers received a highly praised and appreciated training on the
IMF financial reporting system at HQ.
AFRITACs’ financial management follows procedures established by the IMF for its Resident
Representatives (RRs) for post management and for its recruitment/payment of short-term
experts. Procedures do exist but AFRITAC-specific financial management rules may need to be
developed to allow better cost control and more timely compilation of data on cost indicators.
Some issues raised by stakeholders were financial management pertaining to (a) mistakes in
coding costs to the wrong department or to AFRITAC; and (b) TA departments hiring short-term
experts without taking into account AFRITAC’s budget for the activity. During West AFRITAC
SC meetings, questions were raised on availability of financial information.
Finding #9: AFRITAC-specific financial management rules may need to be developed to
allow better cost control and more timely compilation of data on cost indicators.
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Infrastructure
Infrastructure includes the facilities management and technology management.
Facilities management: The facilities management is generally supervised by the CC assisted
by the office manager. Maintenance, cleaning, and such are all done by service contracts. Large
purchases are sent to a unit in the human resources department.
Mali is still not considered as the permanent base for West AFRITAC, which creates an
ambiguous situation not only for the CC but also for the local authorities who supply AFRITAC’s
office space. For the IMF, it considers the office temporary and has not refurbished it as a full
permanent office.
Finding #10: IMF, donors, and member countries should decide where to locate the West
AFRITAC on a permanent basis.
Technologies management: In East AFRITAC, a resident advisor is identified as the
information technology (IT) contact in the office. The Center has contracted an outside firm for
IT maintenance, and is supported by IMF Washington for the day-to-day management. No
backup is done on a regular basis on either servers or hard drives. Last May 2004, a visiting IT
support mission promised to provide a reliable backup system for East AFRITAC files. The
office runs a risk of losing all its files in the event that the system crashes.
The situation is very similar in West AFRITAC; the local network rarely works; and there are
many complaints about nonperforming equipment. Communication with Washington is also
difficult.
Finding #11: Both AFRITACs are at risk of losing information in the absence of proper
backup of servers and computer hard drives.
Programme management, monitoring, and backstopping of activities
Section 3.2.6 describes the process used by resident advisors to manage, monitor, and
backstop activities. Section 4.2.1 reviews the implementation and monitoring of TA provided by
short-term experts and also resident advisors. In general the managing, monitoring, and
backstopping of activities by resident advisors was exemplary. Routine monitoring and followup, especially for multiphased activities, is an integral part of AFRITAC work, as evidenced in
the advisors’ monthly reports. Many beneficiary agencies and short-term experts found the
AFRITAC’s backstopping was more than adequate. Beneficiaries raised a few issues
concerning the absence of follow-up by AFRITAC on TA recommendations. The apparent lack
of recommendation implementation is partially due to either a misunderstanding of the
recommendation itself or the lack of knowledge in operationalizing the recommendations.
AFRITAC’s assistance in this area is needed.
The response time to unplanned requests has been quite quick (3 weeks to 3 months) and
respondents find they can always reach the resident advisors by phone, fax, or e-mail. The
support and guidance to short-term experts provided some with extra confidence but also
ensured the delivery of high-quality TA. All short-term experts who were interviewed were
satisfied with the contract management.
Finding #12: AFRITAC manages, monitors, and backstops its program in a highly
professional manner. A weakness noted by a number of beneficiaries was the lack of
AFRITAC follow-up on some TA recommendations, especially in the area of
operationalizing and implementing them.
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Process management
Process management includes planning, problem solving, decision making, communication, and
monitoring and evaluation.
Planning: The work plan is the result of a long planning process (see Section 3.2.8). All
resident advisors develop their work program according to the work plan. No other document on
the strategic development or positioning of AFRITAC seems to exist. Clearer strategic vision
and beneficiary long-term capacity-building goals would help better anchor the work plan and
resident advisors’ interventions. Some resident advisors have been able to develop more
targeted action plans with beneficiaries by referring to Article IV reports and other TA evaluation
reports, for example.
Problem solving and decision making: AFRITAC staffs are very autonomous. If they
encounter technical difficulties, they will usually refer to their backstoppers. For other day-to-day
issues, they consult with the CC. This seems to work well and no major issues were raised. If
necessary, the CC may involve the SC chairperson or an SC member.
Communication: Because staff members are often on the road, it is difficult for coordinators to
build teams. Recently, East AFRITAC has started having monthly staff meetings as a forum to
exchange ideas and create synergies. The overall comments are positive. The coordinators are
well appreciated for their open-door policy, which encourages communication flow.
Monitoring and evaluation: Monitoring and evaluation have been discussed in various other
sections. The major weakness of the AFRITACs is a lack of indicators to manage performance.
Finding #13: AFRITAC’s process management is well developed. Planning, problem
solving, decision making, and communications all run fairly smoothly. Monitoring and
evaluation seem to be the main weaknesses, arising from lack of performance indicators
and resources for this purpose.

4.2.6 Backstopping by the IMF Departments
Terms of Reference: The role played by the IMF’s TA departments and the quality and
timeliness of their backstopping. The effectiveness of the coordination in the programming,
delivery, quality control, and monitoring of TA between the IMF Headquarters and the centers.

The IMF through the TA departments has the responsibility for international standards in the
core technical areas covered by AFRITAC. The TA department’s main responsibilities are to (a)
support the CC and the long-term resident advisor with advice, information, documentation, and
other technical materials; and (b) ensure that in the recruitment of long- and short-term experts
the highest standards of expertise, experience, and professionalism are maintained. They also
review the centers’ work plans to ensure they are technically sound.13

13

Project document paper, 2002.
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Support to CC and resident advisors
IMF TA departments, on a monthly basis, monitor the work of each advisor. The resident
advisor submits to the responsible IMF technical backstopper a monthly report for comment and
guidance. The CC and the resident advisors send regular reports on their work plans and
activities to the backstoppers. They also send ad hoc communications on specific matters as
they arise.
Discussions with the resident advisors and their backstoppers in Washington and a review of
some monthly reports show a system that is working well. Depending on the departments,
resident advisors’ autonomy will vary. In general, Washington allows a very large degree of
autonomy while still monitoring and providing needed support.
The role of the AFRITAC resident advisor is different from the role of a country resident
expert/advisor in that the job involves TA delivery, capacity building, program development,
supervision of experts, reporting, coordination with technical departments and area departments
(as well as resident representatives), and coordination with donors in the field. This difference
changes the type of backstopping that is needed. HQ backstopping has not yet fully adapted to
the volume and complexity required to effectively backstop resident advisors. HQ backstopping
by TA department could be envisaged as a team effort with mixed skills, especially in PEM
where a range of different skills is needed (accountants, economists, budget officers, auditors).
The same team could cover all regional TACs, with each team member being the primary
backstopper for one specific center. This would ensure cross-fertilization and
information/resource sharing between the regional TACs.
The TA departments find that resources (human and financial) are already overstretched. The
increasing demands from the existing AFRITACs compounded by the recently launched
METAC will surely overextend staff and threaten the quality and timeliness of technical support.
Management should address this issue quickly. This particular point was already highlighted in
the board paper review14: “At the same time, the complex TA environment characterizing the
countries served by the AFRITACs has meant that the centers are drawing on HQ staff
resources for backstopping of experts, coordination of TA work between HQ and the centers,
formulation of the centers’ work programs, and coordination with other TA providers, to a
greater extent than expected.”
Some beneficiary countries mentioned their uneasiness with the IMF HQ backstopping through
AFRITAC; they were concerned that the IMF might push their ideas and programs through
AFRITAC. As the resident advisors demonstrate no hidden agendas and display a real concern
for the promotion of best practices, they are slowly being accepted.
The CC and the resident advisors all mention having established good personal relationships
with their backstoppers. Resident advisors praised the accessibility of most backstoppers with
some exceptions. They found it was beneficial to exchange ideas and get advice on challenging
issues.
The ET talked a great deal about the TA departments providing support to AFRITACs and very
seldom about the support provided by the OTM. This fact is somewhat overshadowed by the
support provided by the TA departments. All the oversight that OTM provides seems very laborintensive. The coordination of donor support, the presentation of reports to donors and to the
Board, and the attendance of steering committees are only a few of the responsibilities

14

Board paper review, paragraph 51, Feb. 2004.
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assumed by OTM. Everyone agrees that OTM provides excellent services. OTM has limited
resources to deal with the two existing AFRITACs, let alone any additional ones.

Recruitment of staff and short-term experts
SCs endorse all AFRITAC staffing appointments. The IMF African department is responsible for
the selection of the CC with final approval by the SCs. The resident advisors are selected
through the joint efforts of the TA departments and the CC. Each center has a team of resident
advisors (five in the east and six in the west); “the profile of the resident advisors is specific to
each center and was determined on the basis of a needs assessment that was developed and
discussed with the participating countries and endorsed at the AFRITAC Conference held in
Paris on July 15–16, 2002.”15 A review of some TORs for the resident advisors illustrates
inconsistencies in format as well as in roles and reporting. Some descriptions emphasize a
greater technical expertise required and others a more prominent business development role.
The latter gives the impression the resident advisors and the centers are the TA departments’
“front office.” The lack of cohesiveness among TA departments could potentially cause tensions
among resident advisors or come in conflict with CCs’ management.
As part of AFRITAC activities, the TA departments are also responsible for the selection of
some short-term experts. An effort is needed to find qualified experts from Africa. Short-term
experts are supervised by the center’s resident advisors and the IMF’s TA departments.
The IMF’s selection of the CCs and resident advisors has been praised by beneficiary countries,
donors, and regional organizations. The CCs and the resident advisors have earned the trust
and respect of all beneficiary countries. Their competence and knowledge of the region
contributes favorably to the notoriety of the centers. Some beneficiaries commented on the high
turnover among AFRITAC staff (East) and expressed the concern for continuity. They would like
to see resident advisors stay longer than one year. They are, however, very happy with the use
of Africans as resident advisors.
One concern raised in some beneficiary countries and among donors is the use of talented
public servants as experts. Beneficiary agencies lending some of these public servants for
consulting mandates to AFRITAC see this as a potential irritant if the frequency increases or if
they are not compensated through additional training of resources.
Finding #14: The IMF technical departments’ support of the Center Coordinators and
resident advisors has been adequate; however, it could suffer with the establishment of
METAC, the new Middle East Technical Assistance Center. The departments have
provided high-quality advice and documentation. Moreover, the majority of respondents
praised their recruitment of AFRITAC staff and short-term experts. OTM has also
provided good support to the AFRITAC initiative but suffers from overextended
resources.

15

Progress Report on the Implementation of the IMF’s Africa Capacity-Building Initiative, December 11, 2003.
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4.2.7 Effectiveness in Promoting African Expertise
Terms of Reference: The effectiveness of the centers in identifying, utilizing, and promoting
African expertise in their activities.
Part of AFRITAC’s role is to promote African expertise. The conceptualization of the initiative
was that resident advisors would be selected from the panels maintained by the IMF’s TA
departments. Whenever possible the centers would give due consideration to hiring qualified
staff from Africa. It also infers that the centers would try identifying, utilizing, and promoting
African expertise for short-term activities (training or TA).
African expertise within AFRITAC staff
• In the West, an African from the region was selected as a resident advisor at the project
startup. His contract has been renewed for a second year. Another African expert has just
been selected as a resident advisor, raising the number of resident advisors from the
region to two out of a team of six members.
• In the East, an African expert from the region has just been hired to replace a departing
non-African advisor, thus increasing the African experts to two in East AFRITAC.
African expertise within programme activities
• As of the end of November 2004, East AFRITAC has hired 17 regional experts as shortterm experts or lecturers for regional or in-house workshops. As of the same date, West
AFRITAC had utilized 12 short-term technical experts of whom two-thirds were regional
experts; 80% of the 30 lecturers were from the region.
• Secondment of African experts from one country to another was also used by both centers
to deliver short-term TA activities. Experts from Eritrea and Rwanda provided such
assistance to Kenya and Tanzania; Guinea-Bissau and Togo benefited from similar TA
from Benin and Burkina Faso. The latter benefited from secondment of an expert from
Senegal.
• In both centers, resident advisors have endeavored to establish at the inception of each
TA activity a local counterpart to facilitate ownership, promoting the transfer of knowledge
and ensuring the implementation and follow-up as well as continuity on the project.
• A comprehensive list of African experts is being established by both centers. Identified
experts are being coached by resident advisors for possible enrollment. In the East the
STA resident advisor has conducted a recruitment workshop for experts in statistics.
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Non-visited countries were asked to rate how effective the centers are in using African expertise
in their activities. The findings and opinions
support the general feeling of visited
Question 23 – Has the center been effective
countries.
The majority of respondents found
AFRITAC’s use of African expertise to be
good (Question 23 of online survey). In the
area of promoting African experts as regional
consultants, respondents do not categorize
AFRITAC as doing a good or bad job of
promoting African expertise (Question 25 of
online survey).

using African expertise in its activities?

Has the Center been effective using African
Expertise in its activities?
22%
26%

52%

Stakeholders’ and beneficiaries’ main
observations are as follows:

Unsatisfactory

Good

Very Good

• Everyone subscribes fully to the idea of promoting African expertise but with no dilution of
quality.
• Some wondered whether AFRITAC is reaching out enough.
• Countries’ authorities have not formally
appointed technical counterparts of
resident advisors. Such formal
designation by countries ought to be
systematically done.

Question 25 – In promoting African experts as
regional consultants, has AFRITAC been
effective?

• Countries have been receptive to the
use of African experts, emphasizing their
knowledge of local environment.
• In identifying African skills, the
AFRITACs have not actively sought the
assistance of the African capacitybuilding institutions to build their roster
of experts.

In prom oting African Experts as Regional
Consultants, has AFRITAC been
effective?
29%

33%

38%

Unsatisfacto ry Go o d Very Go o d
• The process of choosing short-term
experts has not been clearly explained
and efforts should be made to create a local expert roster. Being regionally based,
AFRITACs should have provided a platform to identify African expertise available. In the
meantime, the Center lacks the knowledge of available resource persons in various parts
of Africa.

The Evaluation Team found that AFRITAC did not have an elaborate database to manage or
identify African resources. Many African resources were identified through the coordinators or
resident advisors network. No active recruitment process has been done at the present time
except for a joint training session organized by the Statistics Department of the IMF in
collaboration with East AFRITAC for the prospective experts from the region on the planning
and delivery of TA in statistics. A panel of statistical experts was thereafter selected and would
be available to conduct assignments for AFRITAC. Many respondents and partner institutions
mentioned they knew African resources that could be useful to AFRITAC; however, they had
never been asked.
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Finding #15: Both AFRITAC centers have identified and utilized African experts in their
activities. Beneficiaries and partner institutions should be consulted further toward
building a regional roster of African expertise.

4.2.8 IMF Resident Representatives’ Contribution
Terms of Reference: The involvement of the IMF’s resident representatives in enhancing the
center’s effectiveness.
The original project papers stipulate that the resident representative and the resident advisors
are to interact closely in assisting the countries in their capacity-building efforts, facilitating aid
coordination, and following up on the projects’ activities. They should complement each other;
one provides the expertise in overall macroeconomic management and the other offers
technical expertise in specialized areas.16
The Evaluation Team discussed the involvement of the IMF’s RRs in enhancing the center’s
effectiveness with CCs as well as three RRs in the seven countries visited, two of them located
in the cities where the AFRITACs are located.
From these discussions, it appears that interaction between RRs and AFRITAC resident experts
has been intense. The IMF RRs have assisted resident advisors in their TA activities by
facilitating contacts with the authorities and donor representatives. AFRITACs’ missions have
briefed them and used their office facilities. All RRs met during the field mission noted they were
kept well informed by the CCs and resident advisors. They indicated that they shared
information with CCs and had good working relationships with the AFRITACs in general. One of
them expressed the view that complementarity between RRs and AFRITAC is the key to
success. AFRITAC could benefit from inputs of the RR who is in constant contact with the
Government.
To further enhance the cooperation, it was suggested that the close cooperation be clearly
specified in the IMF’s Resident Representatives’ TORs.
Finding #16: The relationship with the IMF resident representatives has been mutually
supportive and satisfactory.

16

Project document paragraph 19, 2002.
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4.3

Enhancing Stakeholder Cooperation

4.3.1 Support from Member Governments and Regional
Agencies
Terms of Reference: Beneficiary governments and key regional organizations’ support and
commitment to the AFRITACs.
The ET looked at the degree of commitment and support to the AFRITACs provided by the
beneficiary governments and key regional organizations. Box 4.8 summarizes the “Expected”
support (as outlined in the project documents) and the “Actual” support provided from the ET’s
observations.

Box 4.8 - Commitment & Support
Expected

Actual

Host Government:
• Suitable office space for the centers, training
facilities for regional training, and other local costs,
such as secretarial support, security and cleaning
services.

• Host countries have discharged their obligations
promptly. In particular, suitable office facilities and
local support staff have been provided.

Participating Governments:
• Support for facilities to assist project
implementation, including the appointment of
senior level members of the Steering Committee,
provision of travel and per diem expenses for
Steering Committee members, and appointment of
national counterpart staff for AFRITAC experts;
and

• Member countries have generally attended SC
meetings and have endeavored to facilitate TA
activities in their countries through the mobilization
of their staff. In only one or two cases have
counties not been able to attend.

• Nomination of staff and provision of local
counterpart costs for training activities and
administrative and logistical support for in-country
training activities.

• Countries have facilitated all in-country training
activities.

• In most countries, national counterpart staff have
been appointed for AFRITAC advisors.

Host and participating governments have gone beyond the expected commitment and support
toward AFRITAC. Countries have willingly provided facilities for regional workshops at no cost.
Burkina Faso’s Customs department provided such assistance in 2004. The West African
Development Bank (BOAD) and the Commission of the WAEMU also provided facilities for
regional workshops organized in Lomé and Ouagadougou, respectively. According to an
informal agreement, all East AFRITAC’s seminars and workshops are conducted at the Kenya
School of Monetary Studies in Nairobi, owned and run by the Central Bank of Kenya, which is
one of AFRITAC’s correspondents. These infrastructure facilities are offered at a relatively low
cost.
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Whenever requested, countries have accepted secondment of their staff for use in short-term
TA to other countries.
Question 27 – Characterize the support your
government has given to AFRITAC.

Overall, respondents interviewed during the
field mission viewed their governments’
contribution as very strong. Respondents in
the survey of non-visited countries split in
characterizing their governments’ support of
AFRITAC as strong (52%) versus modest
(40%) (Question 27 of online survey).

Characterize the support your
governm ent has given to AFRITAC:
Response Total
8%

Regional agencies’ support
AFRITAC’s design envisaged that the centers
would work closely with regional institutions
and wherever possible use African expertise,
thus improving the institutions’ capacity.
Some of these institutions are the AfDB;
ACBF; AFRISTAT, and MEFMI (Box 4.9).

52%

M inimal

40%

M o dest

Stro ng

Box 4.9 - Regional Agencies’ Commitment and Support
Expected

Actual

African Development Bank
• As a prominent regional development agency, in
its participation in the PRSP process, and in its
interventions in the Steering Committees, the
African Development Bank will play an important
role in developing the macroeconomic
management TA programs and the AFRITAC work
plans discussed above. In particular, AFRITACs
will consult and where appropriate work with the
AfDB in developing programs for upgrading
financial governance standards (e.g. the code of
conduct for public officials, financial legislation, and
administrative procedures) and strengthening the
capacities to enforce these standards.

• The AfDB is a major financial contributor to
AFRITAC. The Joint Africa Institute (JAI), located
at the AfDB, is a unique capacity-building initiative
of the AFDB, the IMF, and the World Bank. JAI
and the AFRITACs have not yet initiated any
collaborative action. They intend to do so in the
near future.
• AFDB has regularly attended SC meetings. A staff
member of AFDB was used as a short-term expert
by West AFRITAC.

ACBF
• The ACBF will be invited to participate in each
AFRITAC’s Steering Committee as an observer to
minimize the risk of duplication of assistance.
• The IMF will make a financial contribution to the
ACBF. This contribution will be used to finance the
ACBF’s seminars, workshops, and other training
activities for African nationals within the IMF’s core
areas of responsibility. These activities will be
designed and implemented jointly by the ACBF
and the AFRITACs.

• A Memorandum of Understanding signed between
the IMF and ACBF provides an appropriate
framework for a formal relationship and
collaboration.
• The IMF is a member of the ACBF’s Board of
Governors.

• The IMF has paid its agreed contribution.
• Three of East AFRITAC’s first regional workshops
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Box 4.9 - Regional Agencies’ Commitment and Support
Expected
• An annual training program will be developed
jointly by the ACBF and the IMF. Other regional
training institutions will be consulted in formulating
the annual training program to avoid overlap and
duplication and increase collaboration. The
implementation of the joint annual training program
will be the responsibility of the ACBF, but each
individual training activity will be designed and
implemented jointly with one or more of the
AFRITACs. This being a new area of training
activity for ACBF, the joint activities and general
interaction between ACBF and AFRITACs will also
contribute to the development of the ACBF’s
overall program of activity.

Actual
and four of West AFRITAC’s were organized jointly
by AFRITAC and ACBF.
• East AFRITAC organized fifteen seminars jointly
with ACBF and West AFRITAC organized five
seminars.

AFRISTAT, MEFMI, and other regional institutions
• The AFRITACs will work closely with, and in
support of, other regional institutions offering TA,
training, and advisory services. Collaborative
efforts between AFRITACs and existing regional
institutions will mainly include interactions and
exchanges of views that will seek to follow up or
complement the centers’ assistance to
participating countries, but can also be in the form
of joint assessment and advisory visits.

• The IMF has a collaborative agreement with
AFRISTAT, a regional agency engaged in capacity
building in the area of economic and social
statistics. Under this agreement, which runs
through March 2005, AFRISTAT is assisting the
IMF in the implementation of its GDDS project.
West AFRITAC and AFRISTAT have decided to
work closely together to strengthen countries’
capacities in their respective domains of
competence. There is no formal agreement but
AFRISTAT sits on the SC as an observer and
West AFRITAC sits on AFRISTAT’s Scientific
Advisory Board. They plan to jointly organize a
workshop on national accounts in February 2005.
• In East AFRITAC resident advisors in Banking
Supervision and Monetary Operations participate
in training activities sponsored by MEFMI.

Finding #17: Member governments have been supportive and committed to the success
of AFRITACs. Postconflict countries have shown more interest through their active
participation in meetings and feedback.
AFRITACs have worked closely with ACBF and AFRISTAT and somewhat closely with
MEFMI.
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4.3.2 Contribution to Information Sharing Among Members

Terms of Reference: AFRITAC’s contribution to improving information sharing among
members on common issues and fostering peer review.

Most beneficiaries’ agencies and participants were positive concerning the sharing opportunities
and peer review offered to them through
AFRITAC. They appreciated the opportunity
Question 29 – Evaluate AFRITAC’s contribution to
to better understand what other countries
information sharing among members and to
were doing. Of the non-visited country
promoting peer review.
respondents, 88.4% agreed that AFRITAC
contributed to greater information sharing
Evaluate AFRITAC’s contribution to
and promoted peer review among members
inform ation sharing am ong m em bers
(Question 29 of online survey).
and to prom oting peer review :
19%

Respondents identified two forums where
sharing of information and peer review
occurs: (a) SC meetings and (b) regional
workshops.

12%

SC meetings are opportunities for sharing
information among members. They review
69%
work plans and progress reports on TA
Unsatisfacto ry Go o d Very Go o d
activities as well as strategies and priorities.
During some discussions, members share
country experiences and practical solutions to similar problems. In addition, peer review by
member governments takes place in the discussions of individual countries’ performance.
The bringing together of different countries in regional workshops not only allows information
sharing but stimulates some country participants to improve their performance. The case
studies presented in workshops were cited as very useful for examining the solutions
implemented by neighboring countries. Country presentations are opportunities to exercise peer
review. Participants deplored only the little time allocated during the workshops to work on them
and described the discussion groups (ten participants) as too large for efficient sharing of
information.
The secondment of regional experts as well as the use of African experts in TA and workshops
are also vehicles for sharing information and experience among member countries.
Some respondents and beneficiaries said that AFRITAC should do even more to stimulate
sharing of ideas. A joint East-West Web-based forum could be set up where best practices or
success stories of AFRITAC countries could be posted. This could also be a place to post
questions and obtain answers from resident advisors or other participating countries.
Finding #18: AFRITAC has helped to improve information sharing among members and
has fostered some peer review. However, many opportunities exist to increase sharing
and peer review still further.
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4.3.3 Donor Support and AFRITACs’ Contribution to TA
Coordination
Terms of Reference: The level of interest shown and support provided by donors to the
centers, and the success of the centers in enhancing coordination among concerned TA
providers.

AFRITAC’s design encompassed several features aimed at ensuring that capacity-building
efforts of TA providers would reinforce each other and avoid overlap.
Donors who agreed to support AFRITAC agreed with the IMF that lack of capacity was a key
bottleneck in the implementation of economic reforms in Africa. Hence they welcomed the IMF’s
initiative. Their interest and support is evidenced by the level of their pledges, which represent
59% of the centers’ three-year budgets. They have regularly attended and participated in SC
meetings.
To improve the effectiveness of the SCs, donor representatives expressed a desire for more
substantive information on the implementation of reform programs by member countries,
including follow-up to AFRITAC interventions. The donors have shown willingness to share
information on their TA activities. Their regular meetings in AFRITAC member countries are
attended by the IMF RRs and, when invited, by the CCs, thereby contributing to TA
coordination.
The centers have promoted coordination among TA providers through
• CCs’ participation in selected donor meetings and interaction with IMF RRs; and
• Resident advisors’ interaction and cooperation in the field, and sharing of reports, with
experts provided by other donors as well as with donor representatives.
The following cases illustrate the effectiveness of the centers’ collaborative actions:
• AFRITAC’s intervention in Benin was refocused to take into account Canada’s activities
in the Customs area. In Mali, AFRITAC’s intervention complemented Canada’s
assistance in the area of revenue administration. In Guinea-Bissau, AFRITAC was
instrumental in the United Nations Development Program’s financing of a critical sixmonth TA.
• Joint or collective TA efforts as means of avoiding duplication: In Mauritania, AFRITAC
played the role of catalyst in the GDDS project, which was successfully implemented as
a collective TA effort. In Rwanda, the fiscal decentralization project provided a good
opportunity for successful cooperation between AFRITAC and several other TA
providers (European Commission (EC), Department for International Development
(DFID), United States Agency for International Development (USAID), and the World
Bank). In Kenya, Rwanda, and Tanzania, coordination has also taken place under the
Public Finance Management Reform Programs (PFM-RPs).
The authorities and donors both expressed the view to the ET that countries should take charge
of TA coordination, with AFRITAC playing the role of facilitator through its expert input.
Significant progress has been achieved in this regard in Burkina Faso and Tanzania.
Finding #19: Donors have shown keen interest and provided strong support to
AFRITACs’ centers. The latter’s interaction and cooperation with other TA providers has
helped to enhance TA coordination among providers. All stakeholders agree that
member countries should exercise leadership in TA coordination.
INDEPENDENT EVALUATION TEAM
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5.

Conclusion & Recommendations

5.1

Conclusion

The focus of the present evaluation was on three main objectives:
• Assessing whether the AFRITACs have provided value added to beneficiary countries;
• Assessing the extent to which the AFRITACs’ objectives have been achieved; and
• Assessing whether the AFRITACs have enhanced cooperation between stakeholders
(member countries, the IMF, and donors) in their respective regions.
The following list recapitulates the main findings of the evaluation according to the issues and
concerns raised in the terms of reference. These are linked to, or derived from, the main
project objectives.
AFRITAC Value Added
Finding #1: The centers have indeed enhanced the quality of TA delivered to AFRITAC
member countries by providing substantial assistance to the countries in defining their TA
priorities and providing TA appropriate to their needs.
Finding #2: AFRITAC has demonstrated value added in relation to four other TA delivery
modes, both in its role as a complement to them and as a replacement or substitute.
Finding #3: Despite the lack of indicators with which to evaluate AFRITAC benefits and the
inherent difficulty of overhead cost measurement, for major components of country needs the
AFRITACs seem more cost-effective than any other delivery mode of IMF TA.

Fulfillment of AFRITAC objectives
Finding #4: The quality, timeliness, and relevance of AFRITAC’s activities are praised by a
large majority of respondents. However, the follow-up to AFRITAC’s activity and its impact on
capacity building need more attention.
Finding #5: AFRITAC demonstrates additionality through both complementarity with the
other IMF TA and a higher volume of TA to member countries. No crowding out vis-à-vis
nonmember countries is evident.
Finding #6: Resident advisors’ current time allocation between direct and indirect TA is
satisfactory, but as AFRITAC matures, a greater role in recruiting and supervising short-term
experts, especially from member countries, would be desirable. However, additional funding
will be required.
Finding #7: The SCs have provided significant guidance to the AFRITACs. However, country
representation at an appropriate level, better preparation, regular attendance by all
participating members, and use of a logical framework to guide discussion will increase the
SC’s effectiveness further.
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Findings #8 to 13: AFRITAC organizes its people, processes, activities, and flow of work
soundly and commendably. During its startup phase, AFRITAC’s management has
demonstrated the following strengths and weaknesses:
Strengths
• Financial management - Finding #9: AFRITAC-specific financial management
rules may need to be developed to allow better cost control and more timely
compilation of data on cost indicators.
• Program management - Finding #12: AFRITAC manages, monitors, and
backstops its program in a highly professional manner. A weakness noted by a
number of beneficiaries was the lack of follow-up of some TA
recommendations to help recipients understand and implement them.
• Process management - Finding #13: AFRITAC’s process management is well
developed. Planning, problem solving, decision making, and communications
all run fairly smoothly. Monitoring and evaluation seem to be the main
weakness, arising from lack of performance indicators and resources for this
purpose.
Weaknesses
• Human resource management - Finding #8: Ill-defined roles and
responsibilities contribute to accountability issues in the management of
resident advisors.
• Infrastructure - Finding #10: The IMF, donors, and member countries should
decide where to locate the West AFRITAC on a permanent basis.
• Knowledge Management - Finding #11: Both AFRITACs are at risk of losing
information in the absence of proper backup of servers and computer hard
drives.
Finding #14: The IMF technical departments’ support of the Center Coordinators and
resident advisors has been adequate; however, it could suffer with the establishment of
METAC, the new Middle East Technical Assistance Center. The departments have provided
high-quality advice and documentation. Moreover, the majority of respondents praised their
recruitment of staff and short-term experts. OTM has also provided good support to the
AFRITACs but suffers from overextended resources.
Finding #15: Both AFRITACs have identified and utilized African experts in their activities.
Beneficiaries and partner institutions should be consulted further toward building a regional
roster of African expertise.
Finding #16: The relationship with the IMF resident representatives has been mutually
supportive and satisfactory.

Enhancing stakeholder cooperation
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Finding #17: Member governments have been supportive and committed to the success of
the AFRITACs. Postconflict countries have shown more interest through their active
participation in meetings, feedback, and such. The AFRITACs have worked closely with
ACBF and AFRISTAT and somewhat with MEFMI.
Finding #18: The AFRITAC has helped to improve information sharing among members and
has fostered some peer review. However, many opportunities exist to increase sharing and
peer review still further.
Finding #19: Donors have shown keen interest and provided strong support to the
AFRITACs. The latter’s interaction and cooperation with other TA providers has helped to
enhance TA coordination among providers. All stakeholders agree that member countries
should exercise leadership in TA coordination.
In conclusion, the evaluation has found AFRITAC to be an effective delivery vehicle for
capacity building, appreciated by all beneficiary countries. AFRITAC distinguishes itself from
other delivery modes by its responsiveness to client needs, proximity, quick response time,
familiarity with local problems, and unique governance structure. These characteristics, to
which AFRITAC clients attach importance, establish the foundation for a collaborative
environment. For the most part, AFRITAC has achieved its objectives. Much work remains to
be done in planning capacity building for each member country.
AFRITACs have already positioned themselves for quality service and are often praised for
the quality, timeliness, and relevance of their activities. In fact, as beneficiaries reap the
benefits of AFRITAC interventions, the demand for their services is sure to increase. Much of
AFRITACs’ output is due to the leadership and guidance provided by the SCs and their
respective chairmen. These have shown resourcefulness, commitment, and support in the
creation and running of the AFRITACs. However, the need to better represent one’s country
and beneficiary agencies in the SCs is recognized by all, as is the need to endow AFRITACs
with appropriate strategic indicators.
The AFRITACs have been creative in becoming relatively efficient organizations and in
executing their work plans close to schedule. Their success—and it is a success—is due to
various factors, including a talented team of staff and leaders, collaboration with the IMF RRs,
and support from IMF Headquarters. At the same time, the AFRITACs (like every
organization) have limitations, such as in information technologies, accountability issues, and
communication. These were noted in the report.
The AFRITACs have reached cruising speed with office setup, work plan development, and
staff hiring behind them. The centers can now pay more attention to objectives such as
building better relations with regional organizations and TA coordination. The centers
collaborate with several regional organizations; however, they could benefit from further
developed relations. Everyone views TA coordination as the beneficiary governments’
responsibility; however, the relevant agencies often have too many other tasks to develop
and pursue appropriate procedures. By supporting governments in developing their capacitybuilding plans, the centers will better serve the AFRITACs’ principal objectives.
The key issue for the AFRITACs is their cost-effectiveness. Despite the lack of indicators with
which to evaluate benefits and the inherent difficulty of overhead cost measurement, for major
components of country needs the AFRITACs seem more cost-effective than any other
delivery mode of IMF TA.
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The foundation has been laid for the AFRITACs as well as stakeholders, to work hand in
hand toward increasing efficiency and getting more results.

5.2

Recommendations
1. Beneficiaries
a.

AFRITAC beneficiary countries should adopt comprehensive capacity-building
programs as part of their PRSPs.

b.

Agencies benefiting from the AFRITACs should prepare plans for developing
staff resources and institutional capacity. Where comprehensive capacitybuilding programs already exist, they will constitute the framework for agency
plans. The plans would describe the current status of the area (statistics,
public finance, etc.) and outline steps for the agency to take in order to meet
international standards. An inventory of reforms already under way through
donor support should be included. The plans would provide for regular
monitoring of capacity and of agency performance indicators established
according to international standards.

c.

Countries’ representation in the SC should adequately reflect their TA needs.
To ensure effective participation, countries should reexamine the level of their
SC representation. To further enhance the effectiveness of countries’ TA
management, focal points for AFRITAC resident experts should be designated
and counterparts formally appointed.

d.

Countries should exercise great care in the selection of AFRITAC workshop
participants. Participants should be required to share the acquired knowledge
with colleagues from their and related agencies, through in-house seminars
and other means.

e.

A number of countries need to take more responsibility for coordinating TA
from various donors, including the AFRITACs, than is presently the case. The
AFRITACs can serve as facilitators in this process.

2. IMF
a.

The Executive Board and management should respond to the technical
departments’ and OTM’s needs for additional staff resources to respectively
coordinate and backstop the existing regional Technical Assistance Centers
and any additional ones that are established in future.

b.

The IMF should work with member countries and donors to ensure that
necessary TA is provided to help AFRITAC beneficiary agencies develop and
monitor the capacity-building plans recommended above.

c.

The IMF should engage a short-term expert to assist the SCs and AFRITACs
in the elaboration of performance indicators and an LFA with which to evaluate
AFRITAC outputs not less than annually. Performance indicators should
include cost-effectiveness indicators.

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION TEAM

- 77 -

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution

AFRITAC Evaluation

d.

As recommended by the Technical Assistance Committee, a subset of Article
IV, PRGF missions should be asked to prepare, on a pilot basis, an
assessment of AFRITAC and other TA in relevant fields as an annex to their
report.

e.

Where this is not yet the case, RRs’ TORs should include assisting the
AFRITAC intervention in their assigned country.

3. Donors
a.

As most already do, donors should recognize capacity building as a long-term
process. Though results of the AFRITAC activities cannot yet be quantified,
the indicators described in this report strongly suggest that they offer
significant value added and are cost-effective.

b.

Donors should consider provision of TA to help beneficiary agencies develop
and monitor capacity-building plans.

c.

Donors should continue to (i) encourage benefiting authorities to take the lead
in coordinating TA in relevant fields and (ii) cooperate with the AFRITACs in
facilitating the coordination.

d.

Donors should provide the SC with detailed information on their TA delivery to
the AFRITAC countries in the areas of relevance.

4. AFRITACs
a.

The AFRITACs should continue to promote African expertise through
recruitment of resident experts from the continent and use of African shortterm experts. At the same time, permanent quality control should be exercised.

b.

Regional workshop curricula should be designed so as to enable staff to
identify and prepare individuals who can serve as trainers in their own
countries or regionally. The AFRITACs should promote local, inhouse workshops.

c.

Center staff should facilitate the processes, referred to above, of capacitybuilding planning and monitoring by benefiting agencies.

d.

The centers should develop a reporting format to the SC that allows tracking of
benchmarks and indicators of AFRITAC output and performance. The formats
of monthly reports and ASRs should facilitate folding their content into SC
reports, thereby meeting donors’ legitimate request for more substantive
information on countries’ follow-up to AFRITAC recommendations

e.

The centers should increase their communication efforts—country visits by the
coordinators, press releases, publicity for AFRITAC websites, and so on—to
raise local and regional awareness of their contribution.

f.

The AFRITACs should intensify their cooperation with regional capacitybuilding institutions.
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Appendix I
6.

Appendices

– Terms of Reference

Background

The IMF launched its Africa Capacity-Building Initiative17 in May 2002 to help strengthen
domestic capacity to design and implement sustainable poverty-reducing strategies. The
Initiative consists of the establishment of Africa Regional Technical Assistance Centers
(AFRITACs) and IMF participation in the African Capacity-Building Foundation (ACBF).18
The overarching goal of the Initiative is to assist sub-Saharan countries in strengthening their
capacity for effective macroeconomic management in the context of the Poverty Reduction
Strategy Paper (PRSP) approach. To this end, the IMF has been aiming at increasing both the
volume and the effectiveness of its technical assistance (TA) to sub-Saharan Africa through a
more rapid and better-informed response to country requests; closer monitoring of
implementation; and enhanced government ownership of, and accountability for, the TA
received.
The Initiative aims at providing TA that is streamlined, cost-effective, and focused on capacity
building. The following are the six main objectives of the Initiative:19
•

make expertise available to African countries to help them develop their own capacitybuilding programs for macroeconomic management within the PRSP process;

•

help address part of the identified TA needs by increasing the volume of the IMF’s TA to
sub-Saharan Africa and refocusing it on capacity building;

•

raise the effectiveness of individual TA projects through fast response, close monitoring
and follow-up, and more transparent reporting of outcomes;

•

increase ownership by recipient governments through the creation of appropriately
designed mechanisms for country representation in the decision-making process for
capacity-building TA programs;

•

improve the cost-effectiveness of TA by enhancing proximity to the countries to be
served; and

•

collaborate with existing capacity-building efforts in sub-Saharan Africa, with a view to
improving donor coordination.

As an initial step, two AFRITACs were established on a pilot basis. The East AFRITAC, located
in Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, was opened in October 2002 and covers six countries in East
Africa (Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Rwanda, Tanzania, and Uganda). The West AFRITAC, located
17

The Fund’s Africa Capacity-Building Initiative, dated April 24, 2002, is available on the IMF’s external
website: www.imf.org/external/np/afr/2002/042302.htm.

18

The ACBF was founded in 1991 as an independent development-funding institution. Its objective is to
strengthen national capacity building through programs owned and implemented by the beneficiaries
themselves.
19

The objectives are presented here as background information. The specific issues to be evaluated are
listed in Section C, paragraph 11.
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in Bamako, Mali, was opened in May 2003 and covers ten countries in West Africa (Benin,
Burkina Faso, Côte d’Ivoire, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Senegal, and
Togo).
The AFRITACs’ governance structure is designed to foster ownership and accountability. Each
Center is guided by a Steering Committee, which is chaired by a representative from one of the
beneficiary countries, starting with the host country, and is made up of one representative per
beneficiary country, three from the donor countries, representatives of supporting multilateral
agencies and the IMF, as well as observers. The Steering Committees meet biannually, inter
alia, to review progress in implementation and to approve the Centers’ rolling, 12-month work
plans, which are developed on the basis of needs assessments, drawing on the priorities
specified in the countries’ PRSPs. The plans are coordinated with TA being provided by IMF
Headquarters, as well as by donors.
The resident advisors in both Centers deliver capacity-building assistance directly, within their
areas of expertise; oversee the delivery of short-term TA and applied training carried out by
international and regional experts in collaboration with IMF Headquarters; and coordinate with
donors and IMF Headquarters.
Funding for the two Centers consists of contributions from the host countries, the IMF, and 16
bilateral and multilateral donor agencies.

7.

Purpose of the Evaluation

From the beginning of the project’s design, it was decided that the two pilot Centers would be
independently evaluated after about 18 months of operation:
“The evaluation will assess the effectiveness and sustainability of the Centers and the
TA provided by them, bearing in mind the long-term nature of capacity building, and
formulate recommendations on future actions.” (Project Document, paragraph 45)
The evaluation will review the Centers’ performance to date, provide recommendations for
improving the Centers’ assistance, and allow stakeholders to assess whether the AFRITACs
have been successful in meeting their anticipated goals. The evaluation will focus on the
AFRITACs and will have three main objectives:
•

assessing whether the AFRITACs have provided value added to beneficiary countries;

•

assessing the extent to which the AFRITACs’ objectives have been achieved; and

•

assessing whether the Centers have enhanced cooperation among stakeholders
(member countries, the IMF, and donors) in their respective regions.

The evaluation will cover both Centers, since they started operations. It will provide a combined
evaluation of their overall performance, as well as Center-specific assessments. The evaluators
will keep in mind the relatively short time of operations of the Centers—especially in West
Africa—and therefore will focus on the regional TA centers as an effective delivery vehicle of
capacity-building TA, rather than assessing the impact and sustainability of their TA activities in
member countries.
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Issues to be Addressed by the Evaluation

The evaluation will address the following issues, which are linked to, or derived from, the main
objectives listed in Section A:
Value added of the AFRITACs20
The effectiveness of the Centers in enhancing the quality of TA delivered to AFRITAC
member countries; in particular the Centers’ role in defining country TA priorities
and the appropriateness of the TA provided to country needs.
To the extent possible, the value added of the Centers relative to other TA delivery
modes will be addressed.
Cost-effectiveness is an important element of value added. However, given that some
important benefits of the Centers' TA are qualitative and therefore difficult to
measure, the evaluation will focus on assessing costs and benefits to the extent
permitted by the available data and the qualitative nature of many of the Centers'
benefits. Thus the evaluation will assess the cost-effectiveness of the Centers in
contributing to capacity building in the membership, taking into account the
difficulties inherent in judging costs and benefits of capacity-building activities. To
the extent possible, the cost-effectiveness of the Centers will also be assessed
relative to other TA delivery modes. The evaluation team could recommend a
methodology for measuring effectiveness in enhancing capacity building in the
medium term.
Meeting the AFRITACs’ objectives
The quality, timeliness, and relevance of the activities undertaken and outputs produced.
The team may want to select a representative sample of TA activities undertaken
by each Center in a number of countries in order to come to a judgment.
The additionality of TA delivered by the Centers, as compared with TA delivered from
IMF Headquarters: additionality will be assessed in terms of both
complementariness and volume. With respect to the latter, the evaluation will
attempt to assess whether there has been a possible crowding out of IMF TA to
African countries not covered by the Centers.
The appropriateness of the balance between direct (i.e., by the resident advisors
themselves) and indirect (i.e., by AFRITAC-supervised, short-term experts) TA
delivery.
The effectiveness of the Steering Committees in providing guidance to the Centers.

20

The evaluators may find it useful to refer to the “Logframe” developed for the Centers.
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The quality and timeliness of management, monitoring, and backstopping at the
AFRITACs.
The role played by the IMF’s TA departments and the quality and timeliness of their
backstopping. The effectiveness of the coordination in the programming, delivery,
quality control, and monitoring of TA between IMF Headquarters and the
Centers.
The effectiveness of the Centers in identifying, utilizing, and promoting African expertise
in their activities.
The involvement of the IMF’s resident representatives in enhancing the Centers’
effectiveness.
Enhancing stakeholder cooperation
Beneficiary governments’ and key regional organizations’ support and commitment to
the AFRITACs.
The AFRITACs’ contribution to improving information sharing among members on
common issues, and fostering peer review.
The level of interest shown and support provided by donors to the Centers, and the
success of the Centers in enhancing coordination among concerned TA
providers.21
The evaluation report will present lessons drawn from the early activities of the Centers, and
make recommendations with a view to enhancing the Centers’ effectiveness and sustainability.
Its primary purpose will be to evaluate the effectiveness of the two Centers, but it might also be
referenced when making decisions on the future of the AFRITAC Initiative.

9.

Deliverables of the Evaluation

The evaluation team will produce the following deliverables:
•

a detailed work plan, which will be approved by the Chairmen of the Steering
Committees, in consultation with the IMF. The work plan will provide: (i) an overview of
how the evaluation will be conducted; (ii) information on the information collection and
analysis methodology, including plans for field visits and meetings; and (iii) information
on the roles and responsibilities of the team members;

•

a draft evaluation report; and

21

The evaluation could, in particular, assess the level of collaboration between (i) the East AFRITAC and
the GDDS Anglophone Africa project; and (ii) the West AFRITAC and AFRISTAT.
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a final evaluation report presenting the main findings, lessons, and recommendations,
accompanied by the summaries of information gathered during key meetings.

All three outputs will be forwarded to the Chairmen of the Steering Committees, the Center
Coordinators, and the Directors of the IMF’s Office of Technical Assistance Management (OTM)
and of the African Department. Possible comments provided by the Steering Committee
Chairmen and the IMF22 on the draft report may be considered by the evaluation team at their
discretion. The outputs will be prepared in English (and translated into French by the IMF) and
forwarded in both electronic (MS Word) and hard copy formats. Subject to the approval of the
Steering Committee Chairmen, the final report will be posted on the Centers’ external websites.

1 0 . T h e E v a l u a t i o n Te a m
The evaluation will be carried out by a team of three experienced consultants, with solid
backgrounds in public economics, financial management, and evaluation techniques. At least
one of the evaluators will have working knowledge of French. 23 Each Steering Committee
member (i.e., member countries, donors, and the IMF) will be requested to nominate suitable
candidates. The IMF will prepare a short list of the six most qualified evaluators from the list of
nominees. The Chairmen of the Steering Committees will select the three members of the
evaluation team from the short list, giving due consideration to diversity and stakeholder
representation.24 They will also select the team leader from among the team members. The
team will be contracted and administratively managed by OTM.

11. Timeline of the Evaluation
The overall duration of the evaluation is expected to be 13 weeks, of which a maximum of 65
[okay?] days will be working days. The team leader may be contracted for a longer period than
the other two members to allow for the preparation of the first drafts of the reports. The
indicative timeline for the evaluation would be as follows (indications of “weeks” refer to the end
of the last week noted):
• Desk review, submission of the work plan, and organization of travel - Weeks 1-2
• Approval of work plan and meetings at IMF Headquarters - Week 3
• Field work (including discussions with the Chairmen of the Steering Committees, the Center Coordinators, resident
25

experts, and representatives of the member countries and donors)

- Weeks 4-9

• Preparation and submission of the draft evaluation report - Weeks 10-11
• Consideration of comments from stakeholders - Weeks 12-13
• Submission of the final evaluation report - Week 13

The evaluation will take place between September and December 2004, with the principal field work
undertaken in September/October. The final report will be discussed at the first 2005 Steering Committee
meeting in both Centers.

22

Possible comments from the IMF will be consolidated on behalf of all interested IMF departments.

23

For the other evaluators, a working knowledge of the French language would be an asset.

24

Each team member should represent one of the three Steering Committee constituencies (i.e., member
countries, donors, and the IMF).

25

The whole team is expected to attend key meetings and interviews, but could divide some of the visits
among team members.
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Appendix II – Evaluation matrix
Domain

Issue

Question / Sub-questions

Examples of Key Variables
& Indicators

Examples of Data
Sources

To what extent are the Centers effective in enhancing the quality of TA
delivered to AFRITAC member countries?

Demands of stakeholders

Stakeholders

AFRITACs’ value added
4.1.1
Effectiveness in
enhancing TA
quality

Needs definition

What role has the Center played in defining country TA priorities and
has the TA provided been appropriate?

EFFECTIVENESS

Sub-Questions:
What indicators are there of the level of adoption/implementation
of recommendations by AFRITAC experts?
What indicators are there of retention in post (or rotation to
unrelated assignments) of local counterparts of AFRITAC experts?
What indicators are there that participants in AFRITAC-led
courses/workshops/ seminars have or have not applied lessons
learned/material acquired in the training?
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Domain

Appendices

Issue

Question / Sub-questions

Examples of Key Variables
& Indicators

Examples of Data
Sources

4.1.2 Value
added relative to
other TA delivery
modes.

What is the quality of Technical Assistance delivered by AFRITAC in
comparison to:
• Long term technical assistance delivered by IMF
headquarters
• Short term technical assistance delivered by IMF
headquarters
• Long term technical assistance delivered by other donors
• Short term technical assistance delivered by other donors
How does the quality of Regional Training delivered by AFRITAC
compare to:
• Training delivered by the IMF Institute
• Training delivered by regional institutions in your field of
work
• Training delivered by other donors
What is the relative speed of response to TA requests by (i) IMF
headquarters, and (ii) AFRITAC?
What is the proportion of fulfillment of TA requests to (i) IMF
headquarters, and (ii) AFRITAC?
Is there some alternative mode of TA delivery (other than from IMF
headquarters or AFRITAC) that would give superior results, or should
at least be tested?

Level of satisfaction by
training and TA
participants

Questionnaire

What is the cost-effectiveness of the Centers in contributing to
capacity building in the membership?
Do the benefits of AFRITAC technical assistance in capacity building
exceed its costs?
Compare the cost-effectiveness of technical assistance delivered by
AFRITAC to other delivery modes:
• Long term technical assistance delivered by IMF
headquarters
• Short term technical assistance delivered by IMF
headquarters
• Long term technical assistance delivered by other donors
• Short term technical assistance delivered by other donors

Budget

Budget

Financial statements and
reports

Financial statements and
reports

Cost per training days, etc.

AFRITAC reports

4.1.3 Relative
costeffectiveness,
especially in
capacity building

Response time between
request and delivery
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Domain

Issue

AFRITAC Evaluation

Question / Sub-questions

Examples of Key Variables
& Indicators

Examples of Data
Sources

Needs definition process
Response time
Participant satisfaction
Supervisor satisfaction
Degree of application of
training and newly
acquired knowledge

Stakeholders/participants

Volume and type of TA
delivered by Centers
Volume and type of TA
delivered by IMF HQ

Statistics on TA delivered
through centers vs IMF
headquarters

Fulfillment of AFRITAC objectives
4.2.1 Quality,
timeliness, and
relevance of
activities

The quality, timeliness, and relevance of the activities undertaken and
outputs produced. The team may want to select a representative
sample of TA activities undertaken by each Center in a number of
countries in order to come to a judgment.
TA
How do beneficiaries view the quality of the activities and outputs
produced? How are they identified? Are they useful, practical and
adapted to the environment?
What is the response time to a TA request?
How relevant is the provided TA to the beneficiary?

Documents
Questionnaire

Training
Who is responsible for the organization of the workshops?
What is the mode of selection of the participants?
Are programmed training activities linked to country capacity building
efforts?
What is the response time frame of AFRITAC compared to other
sources?
Are workshop topics relevant and how?
Are they set within the framework of broader ongoing reforms?
Do they help identify common problems and share best practices?
Do they help build up regional knowledge networks?
Do they promote regional integration?

Efficiency

4.2.2
Additionality of
TA

In what way is the TA delivered by the Centers additional to that
delivered by IMF headquarters?
Does the TA delivered by the Centers complement the TA delivered by
IMF headquarters?
What volume is delivered by IMF headquarters to the AFRITAC
beneficiary countries in comparison to non-AFRITAC beneficiary
countries? Are there any trends?
Has there been any crowding out of IMF TA with the presence of
AFRITAC?
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Domain

Appendices

Issue

Question / Sub-questions

Examples of Key Variables
& Indicators

Examples of Data
Sources

4.2.3 Balance
between direct
and indirect TA
delivery.

How much time has been spent in direct and indirect TA delivery by
the resident advisors?
Taking into account the AFRITAC objectives, what could be the
appropriate distribution of time?

Time spent in direct and
indirect TA delivery

Timesheets

4.2.4
Effectiveness of
Steering
Committees.

Have the Steering Committees been able to provide effective guidance
to the AFRITACs?
What role have they played (strategic issues vs day to day
operations)?
What has been their overall performance (attendance of meetings,
preparation and active participation in the discussions)?

Steering Committee
perceptions

Stakeholders at different
levels

AFRITAC staff perception

SC decisions and other
documents (ie SC
meeting minutes, charter,
etc.)

IMF management
perceptions
Other stakeholders’
perceptions
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Issue

Question / Sub-questions

Examples of Key Variables
& Indicators

Examples of Data
Sources

4.2.5
Management,
monitoring, and
backstopping

What management systems (IT, HR, finance, planning, reporting,
supervision, etc.) exist or do not exist? How do they work? Are there
any bottlenecks?
Does AFRITAC’s current structure (organization of staff and
management and the chain of authority) support organizational
performance?
What procedures have been established? Are they followed?
Does the AFRITAC current structure (organization of staff and
management and the chain of authority, etc.) support organizational
performance?
How are projects planned, implemented, monitored? Are there
sufficient support structures to ensure quality and timeliness?

Stakeholder perceptions
on AFRITAC’s ability to
respond to client needs

Corporate and center
level functional analyses

To what extent are AFRITACs effective and efficient in their
management and implementation of projects/activities?
Are the project/activity identification, formulation and approval
processes effective and efficient?
Are approved projects/activity relevant and well designed?
Do the monitoring and reporting systems in place support effective and
efficient results-based management?

Efficiency of decisionmaking
Management of risks
Existence of procedures
Efficiency of management
processes
Improvements in
project/activity cycle
management

Stakeholders at different
levels
Internal stakeholders at
different levels
Project/activity
documents
Project/activity
evaluations

Factors
limiting/contributing to
effective & efficient
project/activity cycle
management
Adequacy, quality,
timeliness of monitoring &
reporting systems
Use of monitoring &
reporting system for
decision making
Quality and use of
performance indicators

4.2.6
Backstopping by
IMF departments

What role do the IMF’s TA departments play and what is the perceived
quality and timeliness of their backstopping?
Is the coordination in the programming, delivery, quality control, and
monitoring of TA between IMF headquarters and the Centers efficient?
Adequate?

• Efficiency of

management processes
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Domain
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Issue

Question / Sub-questions

Examples of Key Variables
& Indicators

Examples of Data
Sources

4.2.7
Effectiveness in
promoting African
expertise.

How have the Centers been effective in identifying, utilizing, and
promoting African expertise in their activities?
Have AFRITACs technical counterparts been systematically appointed
for activities?
What is the role of these country counterparts?
Are African experts used in workshops?
Are African experts seconded from country to another?
How receptive have been the countries to the use of African regional
experts?
Is a list of African experts being established?
Currently, what is the ratio of regional African experts to the total
population of experts?

Database of African
expertise by core area
List of workshop resources

Stakeholder perception

4.2.8 IMF
resident
representatives’
contribution

How do the AFRITACs and IMF resident representatives work
together?
What is the nature of their cooperation?
Have they been mutually supportive:
¾ in their day to day operations
¾ in their relations with the authorities
¾ in their relations with the donor community
¾ during IMF staff and TA missions

Evidence of collaboration
or project
Regular meetings
Sharing of information

Stakeholder perception

Database of African
expertise by core area

Should they meet at AFRITACs HQ periodically to enhance their
cooperation and share their experience on a regional basis?
Enhancing stakeholder cooperation

EFFECTIVENESS

4.3.1 Support
from member

Have African governments been supportive of the center activities?
How? Are they committed to the success of AFRITAC.
Stakeholder perceptions
What is the nature of the interaction with ACBF?
Cooperation with other training institutions?
What is the relevance and strengths or weaknesses of current
partnerships established between AFRITACs and other institutions?

Evidence of established
and well working
relationship with
institutions
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Issue

Question / Sub-questions

Examples of Key Variables
& Indicators

Examples of Data
Sources

4.3.2
Contribution to
information
sharing among
members

Has AFRITAC contributed to:
-improving information sharing among members?
-fostering peer review?
-enhancing coordination among TA Providers. In what way? Any case
of duplication?
How? Evidence?
What knowledge management mechanisms are in place to ensure that
there is sharing among members?

Stakeholder perceptions

Stakeholder perceptions

4.3.3 Donor
support and
AFRITACs’
contribution to TA
coordination

Has the coordinator been able to relate to the donor community?
Apart from the financial contribution, is there evidence of the support
provided by donors to the Centers?
Has the Center enhanced the coordination among technical assistance
providers?

Stakeholder perceptions
Inventory of donor support
by core area by country

Stakeholder perceptions
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Appendix III - Evaluation Timeline
TASKS

TIME LINE:

Briefing: Meetings at IMF Headquarters,
(OTM,AFR,FAD,MFD,STA,FIN, HRD,EDs); Steering Committee
(SC) Chairpersons attending the Annual Meetings.

TARGET DATES

Week 1

Oct 4-8

Weeks 3-6

Oct. 18 -

Preparation of the work plan; study of materials;
Organization of travel (including visas).
Field work (including discussions with the SC Chairpersons, the
Center Coordinators, resident advisers, and representatives of
member countries and donors) 27.

Nov 11

Stop-overs in Europe to interview donor representatives
Telephone interviews: Selected country stakeholders not met
during mission, donor representatives, others. Shared among team
members from respective home bases.

Week 7

Draft report: Preparation and submission of the draft report

Week 7-10

Nov 15-16

Nov 17
Dec. 10

Circulation of draft for comment: Target date for circulation of
draft to IMF HQ, SC Chairpersons and AFRITAC Coordinators: (by
OTM)

Week 10

Dec. 10

Receipt of comments: Target date for receiving comments

Week 11

Dec. 20

Final report: Consideration of comments from stakeholders and
submission of the final report

Week 11

Dec. 23

26

Estimated start and completion dates between which the tasks will take place.

27

The team will first visit AFRITAC-East and three participating countries, thence proceeding to AFRITAC-West and four
participating countries. All three team members plan to attend key meetings and interviews.
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Appendix IV - List of Consulted Documents
1. African Regional Technical Assistance Centers Project Document (2002).
2. AFRITAC Back to Office Reports, Activity Status Reports, Progress Reports, End of Assignment
Reports, Mission Terms of Reference, course and workshop papers, inspection reports.
3. AFRITAC Concept Paper.
4. AFRITAC Mid-Term Evaluation – list of documents contained on CD-ROMS supplied to team by OTM
in October 2004.
5. AFRITAC Progress Report (Dec 2003).
6. AFRITACs Logical Framework Matrix.
7. Ahmad, Ehtisham, Dominique Bouley, Nicholas Calcoen, Lubin Doe, and Yaya Moussa, Assessment
of FAD Technical Assistance in the PEM Area in Sub-Saharan Francophone Countries, IMF Policy
Discussion Paper, Fiscal Affairs Department, June 2004.
8. Assessment of FAD Technical Assistance in PEM in Anglophone and Francophone Africa (two
reports).
9. Bucknall, James, Percy Allan, Kolone Vaai, Evaluation of Pacific Financial Technical Assistance
Centre, September 30, 2004.
10. Consulting and Audit Canada, Mid-Term Review of Caribbean Regional Technical Assistance Centre
(CARTAC), UNDP Report RLA/01/011, August 2003.
11. Crotty, John, AFRITAC: End of Assignment Report, April 19, 2004.
12. Crotty, John, East AFRITAC: A Work in Progress, PowerPoint presentation, undated.
13. Document de synthèse, undated.
14. East AFRITAC Logical Framework Matrix.
15. East and West AFRITAC websites.
16. East and West AFRITAC work plans.
17. IMF Annual Report 2004, section on TA and training.
18. IMF Board Paper - Review of TA.
19. IMF, African Department and the Office of Technical Assistance Management (in consultation with
the Fiscal Affairs, Monetary, and Financial Systems Departments), Progress Report on the
Implementation of the Fund’s Africa Capacity-Building Initiative, December 11, 2003.
20. IMF, African Regional Technical Assistance Centers (AFRITACs) Logical Framework Matrix, undated.
21. IMF, African Regional Technical Assistance Centers (AFRITACs) Project Document, March 21, 2002.
22. IMF, Annual Report FY 2004, Chapter 5, Technical Assistance and Training.
23. IMF, East AFRITAC, Activity Status Reports (Eritrea, Kenya, Tanzania), various, 2003-04.
24. IMF, East AFRITAC, Project: East-AFRITAC: Creation of a TA Center to Enhance TA Delivery, Excel
spreadsheet, undated.
25. IMF, East and West AFRITACs, Work Plans, Steering Committee Documents (Agendas, Minutes,
etc.), various, 2003-04.
26. IMF, Initiative du FMI pour le renforcement des capacités en Afrique.
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27. IMF, Office of Technical Assistance Management (in consultation with the Fiscal Affairs, Legal,
Monetary, and Financial Systems, Policy Development and Review, Statistics, and other
Departments, and the IMF Institute), Review of Technical Assistance, February 17, 2004.
28. IMF, Office of Technical Assistance Management (in consultation with the Fiscal Affairs, Legal,
Monetary and Financial Systems, Policy Development and Review, Statistics, and other
Departments, and the IMF Institute), Supplement to the Review of Technical Assistance, February 17,
2004.
29. IMF, Office of Technical Assistance Management, AFRITAC Financial Documents (Excel
spreadsheets), October 2004.
30. IMF, Technical Assistance Departments, East and West AFRITACs, Back to Office Reports, Terms of
Reference, Technical Assistance Reports, various (East and West AFRITAC-member countries),
2003-04.
31. IMF, The Fund’s Africa Capacity-Building Initiative—Concept Paper, undated.
32. IMF, The Fund’s Africa Capacity-Building Initiative, Executive Board Paper EB S/02/72, April 24,
2002.
33. Last, Duncan, East AFRITAC, Eritrea: PEM Original Needs Assessment, December 2002.
34. Last, Duncan, East AFRITAC, Kenya: PEM Original Needs Assessment, December 2002.
35. Lazare, Michel, Mali—Back-to-Office Report on AFRITAC West Inspection Mission of the Two
Revenue Resident Advisors, July 9–12, 2004, July 20, 2004.
36. Moussa, Yaya, Public Expenditure Management in Francophone Africa: A Cross-Country Analysis,
IMF Working Paper WP/04/42, Fiscal Affairs Department, March 2004.
37. PEM in Francophone Africa.
38. PFTAC and CARTAC - Final Evaluation Reports.
39. Steering Committee agendas/briefs/minutes.
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Appendix V - List of People Interviewed
during Field Mission
interviews at hq – respondents
Office of Technical Assistance
Management

Mrs. Claire Liuksila, Director
Mr. Mario de Zamaróczy, Advisor
Mrs. Jette Jensen, Technical Assistance Officer
Ms. Roberta Carey, Senior Technical Assistance Officer
Ms. Nanig Mehranian, Budget Assistant

African Department

Mr. Abdoulaye Bio-Tchané, Director
Mr. George Tsibouris, Advisor
Mr. Brian Ames, Advisor
Mr. Jean A. P. Clément, Assistant Director, Rwanda, Uganda
Mr. Krzysztof Bledowski, Senior Economist, Rwanda
Mr. Volker Treichel, Senior Economist, Tanzania
Mr. Pierre Van den Boogaerde, Deputy Divison Chief, Guinea
Mr. Christopher Lane, Deputy Division Chief, Mali
Shanka J. Peiris, Economist, Uganda
Mr. Norbert Toé, Center Coordinator, West AFRITAC

AFRITAC Chairpersons

Mr. Abou-Bakar Traoré, Minister of Economy and Finance, Mali,
Chairperson, West AFRITAC Steering Committee
Professor Abraham Kidane, Eritrea, Chairperson, East AFRITAC Steering
Committee

Statistics Department

Mr. Robin Kibuka, Advisor
Mr. Jan Bove, Advisor

Fiscal Affairs Department

Ms. Teresa Ter-Minassian, Director
Mr. Peter S. Heller, Deputy Director
Mr. Michel Lazare, Advisor
Mr. Jack Diamond, Division Chief
Mr. Jean-Paul Bodin, Division Chief
Mr. James Walsh, Deputy Division Chief
Mr. A. Ehtisham U. Ahmed, Division Chief
Mr. Tej Prakash, Section Chief

Monetary and Financial Systems
Department

Richard Abrams, Advisor
Christian Durand, Advisor
Jean-Claude Nascimento, Senior Economist

Finance – External Accounts

John DiMaina, Division Chief of External Accounts
Gaielle Latortue, Accounts Officer
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interviews at hq – respondents
IMF Executive Directors

Mr. Ismaila Usman, Executive Director
Mr. Damian Ondo Mane, Executive Director
Mr. Peter Ngumbullu, Alternate Executive Director
Ms. Yasmin Patel, Senior Advisor
Mr. Abayomi Atoloye, Senior Advisor
Mr. Joseph Masawa, Senior Advisor
Mr. Kwassivi Kpetigo, Advisor
Mr. Joseph Kanu, Advisor

people met in Eritrea
Lettebrhan Semere

Head – Human Resources
Development Office, Bank of Eritrea

291 1 123033

letinas@boe.gov.er

Solomon Tecle

Expert, Ministry of National
Development, The State of Eritrea

291 1 12 11 22

mpiecop@eol.com.er

V. Subrahmanyam

Banking Supervision Advisor, Bank of 291 1 12 50 91
Eritrea

varabasu@boe.gov.er
subra@eol.com.er

Berhane Ghebremariam

Manager – Supervision Department,
Bank of Eritrea

291 1 12 31 58

berhaneg@boe.gov.er

Kubrom Dafla

Director General of Inland Revenue,
Ministry of Finance, Eritrea

291 1 200819

kubromd@gemel.com.er

Florian Ficht

Country Manager, The World Bank,
Eritrea Country Office

291 1 124302

ffichtl@worldbank.org

Efrem Tesfai

Economic Expert, Ministry of National 291 1 123356
Development, The State of Eritrea
291 7 112221
(cell)

eftesfai@yahoo.com
mpiecop@eol.com.er

Participants of the Bank of Eritrea (Oct. 25, 2004)
Yohannes Asmelash

Research Officer, Economics and
Statistics Department

Zere Seyoum

Accounts manager, International
Banking Operations Dept.

Mrs. Letterbran Semere

Head – HRD Office

Tewalae Tsighe

Manager of Accounts Dept.

Temesgen G. Mariam

Manager, Economics & Statistics

Berhane G. Mariam

Manager, Supervision Department

Sebhatleab Hab Teab

Accountant, International Banking
Operations
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Ministry of Finance and BOT training participants
Sarah Kaula

Policy Analysis & Research

Daniel Ndolo

PAR

Joseph Tirop

External Payments & Foreign Exchange
Reserves

David Kiptoo

External Payments

Sheila Kaminchia

Policy Analysis & Research

A. Hared

External Payments & Foreign Exchange
Reserves

Connie Gumo

Deposit Protection Fund Board

L.A. Warebete

Deposit Protection Fund Board

D.L. Ngatuny
E.D. Chebii

Inspection

J.K. Naishi

Deposit Protection Fund Board

Moses Gitrinia

Financial Institutions Supervision

Andrew O. Kisgro

Financial Institutions Supervision

Mrs S. W. Muraguri

Financial Institutions Supervision

people met in East AFRITAC
Bassirou Sarr

Center Coordinator

Duncan P. Last

Public Expenditure Management Advisor

Pierre St. Laurent

Tax Policy/Revenue Administration Advisor

Darryl D. King

Monetary Policy and Operations Advisor

Carmencita Santos

Banking Supervision Advisor

Devi Manraj

Multisector Statistical Advisor

Alice Masimba

Office Manager

Edina Moshi

Administrative Assistant

people met in the United Republic of Tanzania
Peniel M. Lyimo

Permanent Secretary - Ministry of 255-022 2111174
Finance

Mr. Gray S. Mgonjia

Permanent Secretary - Ministry of
Finance

Mr. Mugbhe G. Kamugishe

Commissioner, Ministry of
Finance

plyimo@mof.go.tz
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people met in the United Republic of Tanzania
Mrs. Monica Mwamunyange

Assoc. Commissioner, Ministry of
Finance

Mr. Blandine Nyomi

Accountant General, Ministry of
Finance

Adolf Evarist

National Programme Officer,
Economics, Swiss Cooperation
Office Tanzania, Embassy of
Switzerland

Ali Issa ABDI

Senior Resident Representative, 255 22 211 3971
International Monetary Fund

aabdi@imf.org

Gray S. Mgonja

Permanent Secretary to the
Treasury, Ministry of Finance

255 22 2111174

gmgonja@mof.go.tz

Chilwa L. Kiliaki

Deputy Director, Monetary and
Financial Affairs Department,
Directorate of Economic Policy,
Bank of Tanzania

255 0 22 2110945

clkiliaki@hq.bot-tz.org

Isaack H. Kilato

Director, Strategic Planning and
Performance Review, Bank of
Tanzania

255 0 22 2127954

ihkilato@hq.bot-tz.org

Mr. S.S.K. Mrutu

Deputy Director, Trade, Finance
and Investment Policies
Department, Bank of Tanzania

255 0 22 2110945 Ext. ssmrutu@hq.bot-tz.org
2414

D.D. Thewa

Deputy Director Real Sector,
Directorate of Economic Policy,
Bank of Tanzania

255 0 22 2127960 Ext. ddthewa@hq.bot-tz.org
292

Judith M. O’Connor

Director for Tanzania and
Uganda, Africa Region, World
Bank

255 22 211 4575

John Piper

Economic Advisor, DFIDEA
255 22 2110141
(Tanzania), Department for
International Development (DFID
– British High Commission)

Erik Jonsson

Counsellor – Economist, SIDA,
Embassy of Sweden

255 22 2111235

Cletus P.B. Mkai

Director General, President’s
Office, Planning & Privatisation,
National Bureau of Statistics

255 22 2122722 Ext.
104

Dakdit. S. Bakali

Governor, Bank of Tanzania

Alemu Abberra

Senior Advisor, Bank of Tanzania

Isaack Kilato

Director Strategic Planning &
Performance Review, Bank of
Tanzania

Chilwa Kiliaki

Ag. Director Economic Policy,
Bank of Tanzania

Lila Mkila

Director Bank Supervision, Bank
of Tanzania

Kessi Sia Mbatia

Director, Financial Markets, Bank
of Tanzania

255 22 266 62 20

Adolf.evarist@sdc.net

joconnor1@worldbank.org

j-piper@difid.gov.uk

dg@nbs.go.tz &
nbs.dg@raha.com
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people met in the United Republic of Tanzania
Workshop or TA Participants
Cletus P.B. Mkai

Director General, Planning &
Privatisation, National Bureau of
Statistics

A. Kaimu

Director Social Statistics
Directorate, Planning &
Privatisation, National Bureau of
Statistics

A. Athumani

Director, Economic Statistic
Directorate, Planning &
Privatisation, National Bureau of
Statistics

I. Mwenda

Manager, Labour and Price
Statistics Deposit, Planning &
Privatisation, National Bureau of
Statistics

J. Sawe

Manager, National Account
Statistics Depart., Planning &
Privatisation, National Bureau of
Statistics

A. H. Bakari

Head Economic Statistics Sector
– Zanzibar

D.D Thewa

Deputy Director, Real Sector

S. Mrutu

Deputy Director, Trade Finance
and Investment

C. Kiliaki

Director, Strategic Planning

G. Mwakibolwa

Deputy Director, International
Economics

J. Nyella

Senior Economist, Monetary &
Financial Affairs

J.P. Mpelembwa

Deputy Director, Foreign Markets

M.M. Mbawala

Principal Economist, Economic
Policy

J.K. Ndiss

Deputy Director, Domestic
Markets

K.S. Mbatia

Director, Financial Markets

E. Komi

Debt Management Department

Haron Sirima

Deputy Head, Debt Management
Department

Jairus Muaka

Economist

Livingstone O. Bumbe
John Murugu

Head, Debt Management
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24 – 25 NOVEMBER, 2004
VENUE: ADB, TRA, TUNIS
Mr. Micheal Bauer

Director, Joint Africa Institute,
(JAI)

(216) 71 10 20 38

M.Bauer@afdb.org

Mr. C. Spencer

Director, Agriculture and Rural
Development, Central and
West Region

(216) 71 10 20 36

C.Spencer@afdb.org

Officer-In-Charge, ADB
Operations Central and West
Region
Mr. W. Oshikoya

Manager, Country
Programmes, North, East and
South Regions

(216) 71 10 21 23

W.Oshikoya@afdb.org

Mr. Ahmed Zejly

Manager, Country
Programmes, West Region

(216) 71 10 21 27

A.Zejly@afdb.org

Mrs. Amabel Orraca-Ndiaye

Manager, Partnership and
Cooperation Division

(216) 71 10 21 34

A.OrracaNdiaye@afdb.org

Mr. Alieu Jeng

Manager, Country
Programmes, West Region

(216) 71 10 21 72

A.Jeng@afdb.org

Mr. Andrew Mwaba

Advisor to the Vice-President,
OCVP

(216) 71 10 25 49

A.Mwaba@afdb.org

Mr. M.B.I Bouabdalli

Country Economist, Central
Region

(216) 71 10 24 78

M.B.I.Bouabdalli@afdb.
org

Miss Chioma Onukogu

Senior Cooperation Officer

(216) 71 10 25 54

C.Onukogu@afdb.org

Full list of people met in Eritrea
Lettebrhan Semere,

Head-Human Resources
Development Office Bank of
Eritrea

291-1-123033

letinas@boe.gov.er

Solomon Tecle,

Expert, Ministry of National
Development, The State of
Eritrea

291 1 12 11 22

mpiecop@eol.com.er

V.Subrahmanyam,

Banking Supervision Advisor,
Bank of Eritrea

291 1 12 50 91

varabasu@boe.gov.er
subra@eol.com.er

Berhane Ghebremariam,

Manager – Supervision
Department, Bank of Eritrea

291 1 12 31 58

Kubrom Dafla,

Director General of Inland
291 1 200819
Revenue, Ministry of Finance,
Eritrea

berhaneg@boe.gov.er
kubromd@gemel.com.er
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Florian Ficht,

Country Manager, The World
Bank , Eritrea Country Office

291 1 124302

ffichtl@worldbank.org

Efrem Tesfai,

Economic Expert, Ministry of
National Development, The
State of Eritrea

291 1 123356

eftesfai@yahoo.com

291 7 112221 (cell) mpiecop@eol.com.er
Participants of the Bank of Eritrea (Oct. 25 2004)
Yohannes Asmelash

Research Officer, Economics
and Statistics Department

Zere Seyoum,

Accounts manager,
International Banking
Operations Dept.

Mrs Letterbran Semere,

Head – HRD Office

Tewalae Tsighe,

Manager of Accounts Dept.

Temesgen G. Mariam

Manager, Economics &
Statistics

Berhane G. Mariam

Manager, Supervision
Department

Sebhatleab Hab Teab

Accountant, International
Banking Operations

Full list of people met in Burkina Faso
M. Karim Traoré

Secrétaire Permanent Adjoint,
Secrétariat permanent pour le suivi
des politiques et programmes
financiers SP-PPF

226 50 335 323

M. Mario Zejan

Représentant Résident du FMI

226 50 335 323

Mme Béatrice
Tassembedo

Chargé d'Études Cellule d'appui
Technique, Direction Générale du
Trésor et de la Comptabilité Publique

226 32 49 41

Séance de travail
participants ?

DGTCP, DS/MFB

226 50 326 081

M. Abdoulaye Barry

Procureur Général, Ministère de la
justice

226 50

M. Antoine Zoungrana

Directeur Général des Douanes
(DGD), Séance de travail

226 50 32 47 56

M. Paténéma Kalmogo

Directeur Général des impôts

226 50 32 47 56

M. Issa Sawadogo

Consultant d'AFRITAC et
Administrateur des Services
Financiers, Ministère des Finances et
du Budget

226 76 62 29 56
ou 226 50 30 12
64

M. Amadou Sangaré

Consultant d'AFRITAC et Directeur
des Études et de la Législation

226 50 32 49 86
ou 226 70 20 65

tktraore@burkinaonline.bf

issa_sawadogo@yahoo.fr
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Full list of people met in Burkina Faso
Financière

03

M. Compaoré JeanBaptiste

Ministre des Finances et du Budget

226 50

M. Dominique Escalmel

Consultant LT à UEMOA

226 50 30 16 72

descalmel@uemoa.int

Full list of people met in Guinea Bissau
M. Joãao Aladje Mamadú Fadia

Ministre de l’Economie et des
Finances

Tel. 245-20 32 08
Fax. 245-20 51 56

M. Balima Michel et M. Mayam Martin ResRep PNUD et ResRep PNUD a.i. Tel : 201368
M. Joao Queiroz

Consul du Portugal

Tel : 245 201279

M. Le Tourneau Bernard

Ambassadeur de France

Tel : 245 201312

M. Fonseca Gaston

Bureau du PNUD

gaston.fonseca@undp.org

M. Djalo Eusebio, M. Silva
Boaventura, M. Seidi Mutaro

Directeur Génèral des Contributions Tél : 245 20 34 99
et des Impôts, Directeur Génèral de
245 20 35 00
la Douane, Conseiller, DG Douanes
245 20 26 52
Tel : 245 20 46 71
Fax : 245 21 21 88
245 20 18 56

M. Adriao Spencer Lopes de Carvalho Chef du Service des Etudes et Chef Tél : 245 21 41 70
& M. Lassana Sambu
du Service de Crédit
245 21 41 71
Arthur Meyer

Ambassadeur du Brésil

Tel : 245 20 13 27
Fax : 245 20 13 17

M. Pereira, Mario Filomeno.

Conseiller Juridique du Ministre,
Coordonateur de la cellule de suivi
du CADESPE au Ministère de
l´Economie et des Finances

M. Monteiro Serifo

Tél : 245 20 32 08

Tél: 245 20 48 70 245 720 38 70
smonteirogw@yahoo.com.br

M. Rustico Estève et M. Koukpaizan
Vincent

Consultants AFRITAC
Fax. 245-20 51 56
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Full list of people met in Kenya
Maurice J.P. Kanga

Econimic Secretary, Ministry of Finance,
Republic of Kenya

254-020-338111

mkanga@treasury.go.ke

J.M. Kitili,

Director, International Relations &
Regional Co-operation, Central Bank of
Kenya

254 020 226431

kitilijm@centralbank.go.ke

Mark L. Lesiit,

International Relations & Regional Cooperation, Central Bank of Kenya

254 020 226431

lesiitml@centralbank.go.ke

John Murugu,

Director, Debt Management Department,
Ministry of Finance

254 20 338111 Ext. jmurugu@treasury.go.ke
33168

Moses K. Kanagi,

Principal Economist, External Resources
Department, Ministry of Finance

254 20 338111 Ext. mkkanagi@treasury.go.ke
33121

Andrew K. Okello,

Chief Manager, Research & Corporate
Planning, Kenya Revenue Authority

254 20 310900 Ext.
59085

Dr Edward Sambili,

Deputy Governor, Central Bank of Kenya 254 20 246000

D.K. Kiangura,

Advisor to Governor, Central Bank of
Kenya

Mrs E.M. Maina

National Payment Systems, Central Bank 254 2 2226431
of Kenya

mainaem@centralbank.go.ke

John K. Bireck,

Deputy Director, External payments &
226431
Foreign Exchange Reserves, Central Bank
of Kenya

birechjk@centralbank.go.ke

Matu Mugo,

Bank Supervision Department, Central
Bank of Kenya

226431

MugoM@centralbank.go.ke

F.P.K.Pere,

Deputy Director, Financial Institutions
Supervision, Central Bank of Kenya

254-020-2863024

perefpk@centralbank.go.ke

Hezbon K. Mariwa,

Director, Currency Operations & Branch
Admin Dept, Central Bank of Kenya

246000

mariwahk@centralbank.go.ke

Anthony K.M. Kilele,

Director of Statistics, Central Bureau of
Statistics, Ministry of Planning and
National Development

254 20 333970

director@cbs.go.ke

254 020 226431

kianguradk@centralbank.go.ke

akmkilele@cbs.go.ke
J.O. Ogundo,

Executive Director, Kenya School of
Monetary Studies

861177

ogundojo@ksms.or.ke

Gertjan Tempelman,

Counsellor, Head of Development
255 22 211 00 00
Cooperation, Royal Netherlands Embassy

Gj.tempelman@minbuza.nl

Ministry of Finance and BOT training participants
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Full list of people met in Kenya
Sarah Kaula

Policy Analysis & Research

Daniel Ndolo

PAR

Joseph Tirop

External Pyaments & Foreign Exchange
Reserves

David Kiptoo

External Payments

Sheila Kaminchia

Policy Analysis & Research

A. Hared

External Payment & Foreign Exchange
Reserves

Connie Gumo

Deposit Protection Fund Board

L.A. Warebete

Deposit Protection Fund Board

D.L. Ngatuny
E.D. Chebii

Inspection

J.K. Naishi

Deposit Protection Fund Board

Moses Gitrinia

Financial Institutions Supervision

Andrew O. Kisgro

Financial Institutions Supervision

Mrs S. W. Muraguri

Financial Institutions Supervision

Full list of people met in West AFRITAC

M. Norbert Toé

Directeur AFRITAC

M. Patrick Fossat

Conseiller en Législation et Administration Fiscales

Mme Gisèle Suire

Conseiller en Gestion des Dépenses Publiques

M. Doua-Bi Kalou

Conseiller en Administration Douanière

M. Georges Toussaint

Conseiller en Statistiques Plurisectorielles

M. Vallée Olivier

Conseiller en Gestion de la Dette Publique et Marchés Financiers

Mme Kadidiatou Traoré

Office Manager

Mme Anne Marie Siby

Administrative Assistant

Mme Mama Diallo Tall

Staff Assistant

Full list of people met in Mali

M. Idrissa Traoré

Directeur National BCEAO

M. Abdelali Tazi

Représentant Résident du FMI au Mali

222 64 65

M. Abou-Bakar Traoré

Ministre de l'Économie et des Finances

222 58 58

Mme Bouaré

Banque Mondiale

222 22 83
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Full list of people met in Mali

M. Konaté Abdoulaye

Banque Mondiale

223 22 83

M. Vavasseur

Directeur Agence Française de Développement

221 49 96

M. Martin Balepa

Directeur Général AFRISTAT

634 60 22 ou 674 60 22

M. Jacques Simonnet

Conseiller, MATCL Mali

675 27 50

M. Touré Aboubaca
Alhousseyini

Directeur Général du Trésor et de la Comptabilité
222 58 66 ou 675 23 40
Publique

M. Diarra Bakary

Cellule de la Micro Finance CAS/SFD- Mali

223 70 01

M. Diarra Dionké

Direction Générale des impôts

671 19 72 ou 639 08 54

M. Samaké M. Lamine

Direction Générale des impôts

672 19 72 ou 639 08 54

M. Idrissa Coulibaly

Direction Générale des impôts

673 19 72 ou 639 08 54

Mme Kouyaté Assitan

Membre du Comité d'orientation

222 58 58 ou 674 44 77

M. Wagué Sambou

Conseiller au MEF

M. Jean Louis De miras

Conseiller Technique au MEF

M. Harry Buikema

Ambassadeur des Pays-Bas

221 95 82

M. Jean Claude Piet

Chef Coopération Française

221 64 29

Mme Louise Ouimet

Ambassadeur du Canada

221 22 36

Full list of people met in Mauritania
M. Zeine Ould Zeidane

M. Mohamed Lemine Ould Raghani

Gouverneur

Tél: 222 525 22 06

Banque Centrale de la Mauritanie

Tel: 222-525 84 36

Conseiller du Gouverneur

Tel : 222 529 29 39

BCM

Tél: 222 525 22 06
Tel: 222-525 84 36

M. Thiam Diombar

Directeur Adjoint du Budget au Ministère
des Finances

Tel : 222 525 30 80

Fax : 222 525 2759
M. Dieng Ndiaga

Directeur Général des Douanes (DG)

Tél : 222 529 25 10
225 525 83 06
225 630 66 15

M. Mohamed Ould Abdel Kader Ould Didi

Directeur du Trésor et de la Comptabilité
Publique au Ministère des Finances
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Full list of people met in Mauritania
M. Fall Habibou

Chef du Service des Inspections à la
Direction Générale des Douanes

Tél: 222 641 78 76
Tél: 222 525 14 04
(D.G.D)

M. Bouraya Moctar

Chef du service Comptabilité à la DNTCP Tél : 222 638 11 72

M. Bernard Patrick

Conseiller Technique du Trésorier Général Tél : 222 525 52 51
Cell : 222 661 86 21

M. Maillot Didier

Conseiller du Ministre des Finances- Chef Tel : 222 664 65 12
de File du Projet PAFIEM

M. Boilil Ould Ahmed MahMoud

Conseiller Douanier- Ministère des
Finances, Président de la Commission
fiscale MEF

M. Boris Samuel

Conseiller du Ministre des Affaires
Tel : 222 662 04 15
Economiques et du Développement- Office
National de statistiques

M. Selmou Ould Mohamed M'Bady

Directeur Général des Impôts

Tel: 222 529 66 94
Cell: 222 631 53 76

Tél : 222 529 24 66
Fax : 222 5292466
dgi@mauritania.mr

M. Baya Mohamed Ould Ahmed

Administrateur des régies financières,
Directeur contrôle fiscal à la Direction
Générale des Impôts

Tél: 222 525 97 06
Tel: 222 525 27 28
Cell:222 631 48 83

M. Lemrabott Ould Seyid

Administrateur des régies financières, DGI Tél: 222 525 30 80
Tel: 222 513 04 48
Cell: 222 650 33 02

Représentant Résident

Tel. 222-529-7201
222-529-72 03
222 529 72 04

Full list of people met in the United Republic of Tanzania
Peniel M. Lyimo

Permanent Secretary - Ministry of 255-022 2111174
Finance

Mr Gray S. Mgonjia

Permanent Secretary - Ministry of
Finance

Mr. Mugbhe G. Kamugishe,

Commissioner, Ministry of
Finance

Mrs. Monica Mwamunyange

Ass. Commissioner, Ministry of
Finance

Mr Blandine Nyomi

Accountant General, Ministry of
Finance

plyimo@mof.go.tz
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Full list of people met in the United Republic of Tanzania
Adolf Evarist

National Programme Officer,
Economics, Swiss Cooperation
Office Tanzania, Embassy of
Switzerland

255 22 266 62 20

Adolf.evarist@sdc.net

Ali Issa ABDI,

Senior Resident Representative, 255 22 211 3971
International Monetary Fund

aabdi@imf.org

Gray S. Mgonja

Permanent Secretary to the
Treasury, Ministry of Finance

255 22 2111174

gmgonja@mof.go.tz

Chilwa L. Kiliaki

Deputy Director, Monetary and
Financial Affairs Department,
Directorate of Economic Policy,
Bank of Tanzania

255 0 22 2110945

clkiliaki@hq.bot-tz.org

Isaack H. Kilato

Director, Strategic Planning and
Performance Review, Bank of
Tanzania

255 0 22 2127954

ihkilato@hq.bot-tz.org

Mr S.S.K. Mrutu

Deputy Director, Trade, Finance
and Investment Policies
Department, Bank of Tanzania

255 0 22 2110945 Ext ssmrutu@hq.bot-tz.org
2414

D.D. Thewa

Deputy Director Real Sector,
Directorate of Economic Policy,
Bank of Tanzania

255 0 22 2127960 Ext ddthewa@hq.bot-tz.org
292

Judith M. O’Connor

Director for Tanzania and
Uganda, Africa Region, World
Bank

255 22 211 4575

John Piper

Economic Adviser, DFIDEA
255 22 2110141
(Tanzania), Department for
International Development (DFID
– British High Commission)

Erik Jonsson

Counsellor – Economist, SIDA,
Embassy of Sweden

255 22 2111235

Cletus P.B. Mkai

Director General, President’s
Office, Planning & Privatisation,
National Bureau of Statistics

255 22 2122722 Ext.
104

Dakdit. S. Bakali

Governor, Bank of Tanzania

Alemu Abberra

Senior Advisor, Bank of Tanzania

Isaack Kilato

Director Strategic Planning &
Performance Review, Bank of
Tanzania

Chilwa Kiliaki

Ag. Director Economic Policy,
Bank of Tanzania

Lila Mkila

Director Bank Supervision, Bank
of Tanzania

Kessi Sia Mbatia

Director, Financial Markets, Bank
of Tanzania

joconnor1@worldbank.org

j-piper@difid.gov.uk

dg@nbs.go.tz &
nbs.dg@raha.com

Workshop or TA Participants
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Full list of people met in the United Republic of Tanzania
Cletus PB Mkai

Director General, Planning &
Privatisation, National Bureau of
Statistics

A. Kaimu

Director Social Statistics
Directorate, Planning &
Privatisation, National Bureau of
Statistics

A. Athumani

Director, Economic Statistic
Directorate, Planning &
Privatisation, National Bureau of
Statistics

I. Mwenda

Manager, Labour and Price
Statistics Deposit, Planning &
Privatisation, National Bureau of
Statistics

J. Sawe

Manager, National Account
Statistics Depart., Planning &
Privatisation, National Bureau of
Statistics

A. H. Bakari

Head Economic Statistics Sector
– Zanzibar

D.D Thewa

Deputy Director, Real Sector

S. Mrutu

Deputy Director, Trade Finance
and Investment

C. Kiliaki

Director, Strategic Planning

G. Mwakibolwa

Deputy Director, International
Economics

J. Nyella

Senior Economist, Monetary &
Financial Affairs

J.P. Mpelembwa

Deputy Director, Foreign Markets

M.M. Mbawala

Principal Economist, Economic
Policy

J.K. Ndiss

Deputy Director, Domestic
Markets

K.S. Mbatia

Director, Financial Markets

E. Komi

Debt Management Department

Haron Sirima

Deputy Head, Debt Management
Department

Jairus Muaka

Economist

Livingstone O. Bumbe
John Murugu

Head, Debt Management

LIST/CONTACT OF AFDB STAFF MEMBERS MET MR. MANDE SIDIBE, AFRITAC, EVALUATOR:
24 – 25 NOVEMBER, 2004
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ADB, TRA, TUNIS28

NAME & TITLE
1

E-MAIL

(216) 71 10 20
38

(216) 71 103
753

M.Bauer@afdb
.org

(216) 71 10 20
36

(216) 71 253
167 /

C.Spencer@af
db.org

Mr. C. Spencer,
Director, Agriculture and Rural Development, Central
and West Region

71 332 992

Officer-In-Charge, ADB Operations Central and West
Region
3

FAX

Mr. Micheal Bauer,
Director, Joint Africa Institute, (JAI)

2

TELEPHO
NE

Mr. W. Oshikoya, Manager, Country Programmes,
North, East and South Regions

4

Mr. Ahmed Zejly, Manager, Country Programmes, West
Region

(216) 71 10 21
23

(216) 71
333 364

W.Oshikoya@
afdb.org

(216) 71 10 21
27

(216) 71 253
379

A.Zejly@afdb.
org

5

Mrs. Amabel Orraca-Ndiaye, Manager, Partnership and
Cooperation Division

(216) 71 10 21
34

(216) 71 830
172

A.OrracaNdiaye@afdb.
org

6

Mr. Alieu Jeng, Manager, Country Programmes, West
Region

(216) 71 10 21
72

(216) 71
253 379

A.Jeng@afdb.
org

7

Mr. Andrew Mwaba, Advisor to the Vice-President,
OCVP

(216) 71 10
25 49

(216) 71
332 210

A.Mwaba@afd
b.org

8

Mr. M.B.I Bouabdalli, Country Economist, Central
Region

(216) 71 10
24 78

(216) 71
332 806

M.B.I.Bouabda
lli@afdb.org

9

Miss Chioma Onukogu, Senior Cooperation Officer

(216) 71 10
25 54

(216) 71
830 172

C.Onukogu@a
fdb.org
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Appendix VI - Summaries of Key Meetings
SUMMARY OF COUNTRY REPRESENTATIVES’ VIEWS
Countries’ representatives were open and candid in their discussions with the evaluation team.
The following is a summary of their views on major issues.
1) The demand-driven “assistance a la carte” nature of AFRITACs, its proximity, as well as
its governance structure make it a very innovative idea.
2) Its location has made it look like it is something we are part of. In terms of perception, if
nothing else, AFRITAC has depoliticized Technical Assistance (TA) and made it user
friendly. Beneficiaries are direct participants and TA is more closely aligned with
national priorities.
3) AFRITACs’ product is the increased ability of nationals to do things by themselves;
therefore, it should concentrate more on relevant training. Learning by doing is the most
effective and sustainable way of building capacity.
4) AFRITAC Centers must not replace existing capacity-building institutions, but rather
cooperate with them to promote best practices.
5) TA activities are undertaken within the framework of countries’ reform programs. In this
respect, a country has, in certain cases, the capacity to initiate a reform project but not
to bring it up to international quality. Therefore the quality check is done by AFRITAC.
For a TA to be successful, the recipient country or agency should take the lead in terms
of formulating and implementing the reform program.
6) Regional workshops and seminars are useful, relevant to the countries’ needs, and
provide a unique opportunity for administrations’ officials to share information and learn
about best practices. AFRITAC should conduct more seminars and workshops and
allow a larger number of participants, as well as train more trainers.
7) Steering Committees (SCs) have effectively guided the Centers through the start-up
difficulties. The quality of the SC deliberations is gradually improving. However,
members’ participation in the discussions is uneven. Member countries should
reexamine their representations on the SCs; such representation should adequately
reflect countries’ TA needs.
8) AFRITAC has started quite well. The performance on the ground is good. The countries
are the sources of TA, AFRITAC’s response is quick, and resident experts interact with
nationals. However, given that the period is too short to assess its effectiveness in
capacity building, the evaluation should be in terms of process for TA delivery.
9) Capacity building is an investment in human capital. Capacity building is also a
confidence-building exercise. It is a costly investment everywhere in the world. Its
impact is very difficult to quantify and is felt only over the long term.
10) AFRITAC should reach out to promote more African expertise with no dilution of quality.
The use of qualified civil servants as short-term experts is appropriate. However, this,
together with staff mobility (including local recruitment by donors), may increase the
need for more trained people to replace them.
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11) Experience with long-term experts has not always been satisfactory, as those experts
tended to do online jobs [online okay? Not sure of intent.]. However, where there is no
capacity, there may be a case for long-term experts. In other cases, short-term, more
focused assistance is preferable.
12) Governments should be responsible for TA coordination. AFRITAC could help the
process.
13) It is worth noting that one senior representative expressed the view that AFRITAC is not
cost effective because international consultancy in Africa is very expensive. AFRITAC
is, however, more relevant and less costly than TA from Washington D.C.

SUMMARY OF DONOR VIEWS
The Evaluation Team’s interview program involved a significant number of interviews
(telephone, in–person, and questionnaire) with 13 donors, either local representatives or HQ
representatives.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

African Development Bank
CIDA
DANIDA
DFID
European Union
France / AFD
Germany
Italy
Japan
Luxembourg
Norway
Sweden
Switzerland
Others29

Key common points emerging in the interviews were as follows.

ADDED VALUE
• Helps beneficiaries in understanding their own needs;
• AFRITACs are locally based and have a greater knowledge of the region;
• AFRITAC was to work on long-term capacity building through the PRSP process.
It is focused on shorter-term TA;
• AFRITAC interventions should be anchored more with long-term capacitybuilding objectives and results rather than activities – either through the PRSP
process or improving clients’ economic management;

29

Additional meetings were conducted in the field with non-donor countries: Portugal and Brazil embassies.
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The outcomes attained by the Centers’ initiatives should be embedded in the
Article IV.

IN-COUNTRY COORDINATION
• Donors are interested in harmonization of donor delivery but are not sure
AFRITAC is the answer;
• In-country coordination of TA delivery is the countries’ responsibility but, at
present, they are not organized to do so. They need help. AFRITAC could assist
in setting up a system but should not be responsible for maintenance and
coordination;
• AFRITAC should work closely with long-term experts from other agencies
working in related fields.
USE OF REGIONAL EXPERTISE
• Not satisfied with the integration of local and regional expertise;
• Encouraged by the increase in number of African resident advisors;
• Donors are interested in AFRITAC working with institutions like ACBF, MEFMI,
etc. They are looking at how AFRITAC uses experts from these institutions.
BENEFITS OUTWEIGH THE COSTS OF AFRITAC
• AFRITAC is surely more cost effective than IMF HQ;
• Some donors believe the cost of AFRITAC is onerous. The management
structure is large and multi-level for a small institution. Also, organizing SC
meetings for 1 day with 4 days’ mobilization is too costly;
• Countries that are better organized can better benefit from long-term assistance.
AFRITACs’ approach (short-term planning, activities-oriented, and gap-filling)
seems be better suited to countries with less developed institutions (or that are
emerging from conflicts);
• Difficult to judge without a cost comparison to other delivery mechanisms;
• A more harmonized approach, higher reactivity, better coordination, and
enhanced commitment should make up for the additional cost of the
regional/local presence of IMF staff;
• In reality, AFRITAC has to move away from TA and toward capacity building that
is longer-term.
INFORMATION FLOW
• The website might resolve some problems on information flow and preparation
prior to meetings;
• Improvements have been made – comprehensiveness and presentation of
working documents have been improved; budget presentation and work plan
presentation is to be worked on;
• Timeliness of the documents presented has been improved.
STEERING COMMITTEE
• There is no strong preparation;
• Level of involvement is low;
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Some donors are disappointed with the apparent lack of interest and support
from some client authorities;
Some would like to see preparatory meetings or discussion meetings or activities
prior to the official SC meetings;
Meetings seem more a formality and are too oriented toward reviewing activities;
not enough information on results obtained;
The quality of reports has been a SC subject; formats changed yet donors
express discontent with technical reporting. Centers report on number of
missions done (or not) but do not provide sufficient explanations as to why
certain activities have not occurred. Some donors feel they do not have sufficient
information to judge the Centers’ performance technically or financially;
Donors would like to see progress reports describing how far clients have moved
in implementing AFRITAC advice or if they have improved their performance as a
result of AFRITAC intervention.

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION TEAM’S INTERVIEWS WITH
PARTICIPANTS IN AFRITAC REGIONAL WORKSHOPS
The Evaluation Team’s interview program involved a significant number of meetings with
workshop participants in East AFRITAC, but many fewer in West AFRITAC. Countries where
such meetings took place and numbers of interviewed participants were: Tanzania (5), Kenya
(15), Eritrea (11), Mali (4), Burkina Faso (4), and Guinea-Bissau (2), making for a total of 41 out
of about 550 participants in 21 workshops held through November 2004. (Note that fewer than
550 individuals are involved, since some have attended more than one AFRITAC workshop.)
Key points emerging in the interviews were as follows:

•

•

•

•

All participants. When asked by the evaluation team how they had been
designated to participate in a workshop, indicated that management had
nominated them, i.e., the team heard of no case where a participant had learned
of a workshop in advance and solicited participation.
A large majority of participants stated they felt inspired by their workshop
experience and particularly by the opportunity to exchange views with peers in
neighboring countries. Only a few (particularly participants in an East AFRITAC
workshop on liquidation of failed banks) said that experience in the region was
too limited for their peers to be able to provide useful information.
All participants expressed overall satisfaction with the knowledge and
qualifications of their workshop faculty, with only a handful of exceptions being
cited. A couple of participants commented on lack of experience in the region on
the part of some otherwise qualified faculty members.
A majority of participants said they were already applying, in their jobs, lessons
learned in workshops. For example, Eritrean participants in an East AFRITAC
financial programming workshop said they were using a Zambian case study
from the course as a basis for preparing a spreadsheet to discuss with an
upcoming Article IV mission.

April 2005
INDEPENDENT EVALUATION TEAM

- 113 -

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution

AFRITAC Evaluation

•
•

•
•
•

•

Appendices

A number of participants described their workshops as too short to include
practical exercises that would facilitate adequate grasp of the material.
Complaints about brevity were particularly widespread with respect to the
financial programming workshops in East AFRITAC, even though these courses
last two weeks in contrast to the one-week duration of most workshops.
Notwithstanding, several participants indicated the course had given them new
insights into linkages among different components of the financial system.
Some participants suggested building up from local workshops for officials of a
single country and selecting participants from those courses to proceed to
regional programs.
A few participants indicated they had subsequently been transferred to unrelated
assignments, and a small number said their workshop was not relevant to the
work of their institution or the situation of their country.
Some institutions (e.g., Central Bank of Kenya, Tanzania Ministry of Finance)
require participants to submit reports to management on a workshop they have
attended, and some of these participants said they had included in the reports
specific recommendations regarding their units’ policies and procedures that
subsequently were adopted by management.
A handful of participants mentioned having organized formal post-workshop
sessions to convey their experience to colleagues.

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION TEAM’S INTERVIEWS WITH IMF IN
WASHINGTON, D.C.
The Evaluation Team started its work with meetings at IMF Headquarters (HQ) during the week
of October 4-8, 2004. As detailed in Appendix V, the team met with the two Executive Directors
for Africa and members of their staff; with directors and staff of two departments, Africa (AFR)
and Fiscal Affairs (FAD); with the director and staff of the Office of Technical Assistance
Management (OTM); and with staff of the Monetary and Financial Systems (MFD), Statistics
(STA), and Finance (FIN) departments.
Without purporting to do justice to the extensive information provided by IMF directors and staff,
this summary seeks to draw out a few salient points that served as points of departure for the
team’s inquiries in Africa.
Focus of mid-term evaluation. The evaluation should focus on assessing the AFRITACs as a
mode of TA delivery, rather than on specific highlights or shortcomings of one or the other
Center. It should also keep in mind key differences between the AFRITACs on the one hand,
and CARTAC and PFTAC on the other, the latter being designed to service groupings of mostly
small island nations.
Appreciation of AFRITACs by member-country leaders. Executive Directors and IMF staff
who had spoken with finance ministers at the just-concluded annual meetings reported that
AFRITAC member-country ministers described the AFRITACs as demand-driven and helpful.
The great benefit of the AFRITACs is their proximity, giving countries much greater access to
IMF expertise. Ministers want the program to continue beyond its initial three-year term.
Ministers from nonmember countries are pressing for establishment of new AFRITACs for
Central and Southern Africa.
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AFRITACs’ goals and assessment of their achievement. There was general agreement that
(i) the AFRITACs should focus on building institutional and staff capacity in benefiting agencies,
rather than on helping countries meet short-term crises, but (ii) indicators and procedures for
measuring change in capacity are largely absent.
AFRITACs as forerunner of decentralization of IMF TA. The AFRITACs are viewed as an
approach toward decentralizing and leveraging IMF TA. HQ staff value the closer contact with
country authorities that AFRITAC center coordinators (CCs) and resident advisors are able to
maintain, compared to HQ staff, with the latter’s responsibilities for considerably larger numbers
of countries.
Long- versus short-term TA. The IMF is de-emphasizing long-term TA, except in post-conflict
countries where pre-existing capacity has largely evaporated. It finds periodic visits by AFRITAC
CCs, resident advisors, and short-term experts to be an effective substitute for long-term TA.
Emphasis on direct versus indirect TA. Some staff expressed a desire to see AFRITAC
advisors devote more of their time to management of short-term experts, versus providing direct
TA.
AFRITACs’ use of African expertise. It is desirable for AFRITACs to expand their use of
African expertise; however, they should emphasize staff quality regardless of origin. Concern
was expressed that regional expertise in some IMF core areas is still nascent.
AFRITACs’ cost effectiveness. Some IMF staff expressed concern about the overhead costs
of the Centers and asked the team to investigate whether placement of peripatetic advisors in
Resident Representatives’ offices or host country ministries would be a more cost-effective
mode of delivering TA to African countries in the IMF’s core areas.
Resources for backstopping AFRITACs. AFR and the TA departments were allocated
additional staff positions to backstop the AFRITACs, although no staff members are 100 percent
dedicated to this function. OTM, on the other hand, received no additional positions. Not only
OTM but several departmental staff thought this was depriving the AFRITACs of adequate
support. Because the Executive Board has decided against any increase in total IMF staff, the
possibility of allocating more staff resources to backstop the existing and any new AFRITACs
depends on transferring staff time from other assignments. No suggestions were offered as to
where such transfers might be made.
Relationships and interactions between AFRITACs and TA departments. Much information
was provided on this many-faceted topic:
•

TA departments consider themselves accountable for the quality of all IMF TA. Close
supervision of AFRITAC staff is essential to ensure consistency of policy advice (e.g., it
would be undesirable for bank supervision advisors to recommend closing of banks
where this would substantially raise the budget deficit).

•

Some TA departments are exercising less influence than they might in the formulation of
AFRITAC work plans.

•

Some staff said clarification is needed from IMF management as to whether the
AFRITACs should be regarded as branches of TA departments.

•

Ideally, all short-term experts hired by the AFRITACs should be qualified to form part of
IMF expert panels. TA departments welcome the AFRITACs’ role in testing locally hired
experts for possible inclusion in the panels.

•

The AFRITACs’ feedback from country authorities gives TA departments useful
indicators for preparing their Resource Allocation Plans (RAPs).
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•

The coming onstream of the AFRITACs has enabled TA departments to design
diagnostic missions more systematically, leaving behind a largely reactive posture. FAD
has shifted from development of integrated TA projects to development of strategic
reform plans.

•

AFRITACs are better placed than TA departments to organize sub-regional workshops,
which are seen as a useful supplement to training by the IMF Institute and regional
training agencies.

Relationships and interactions between AFRITACs and AFR. African Department mission
staff are not regularly copied on AFRITAC technical reports for their countries, and feel this
should become an established procedure. They also seek more current information on
countries’ follow-up to AFRITACs’ recommendations.
Donor coordination. Differing views were expressed on AFRITACs’ role in coordinating donor
assistance in IMF core areas. Coordination is needed, especially in situations where donors are
giving contradictory advice. In some situations (revenue administration was mentioned) the
AFRITACs’ close contact with country authorities and donor field representatives enables them
to play a significant coordinating role. In other cases, the IMF’s role is too small in relation to
other donors to give AFRITAC staff significant leverage.
Steering Committees (SCs). The SCs’ existence has increased country ownership of IMF TA.
However, not all countries take advantage of their SC membership. Participation is spotty, with
some members coming unprepared to identify their TA priorities.
Funding of AFRITACs. Some staff expressed concern over whether and where the money
would be found to cover the AFRITACs’ currently projected $1.7 million 3-year deficit and
continuation of their operation during the upcoming triennium.
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Appendix VII - Review of Selected
Projects
12.Introduction
As part of the evaluation of the quality of activities and outputs produced by AFRITAC, a review
of a number of projects was conducted. The analysis is based on feedback gathered during the
field mission and a review of project documents considered as “standard” within the AFRITAC
project cycle. During the field mission, approximately 69 activities and projects were discussed
with interviewees, from which the evaluation team chose 7 for analysis.
Selecting the sample
The project selection criterion was based on:
1) Country distribution of the sample;
2) Sector representation/variety (public expenditure, microfinance, statistics, etc.);
3) Projects with varying levels of performance classified as “good” performers, “average”
performers, and “poor” performers, based on stakeholder feedback of output
achievement.

Gathering the documentation
At present, project documents are not organized or easily accessed through one corporate
platform. This meant that the evaluation team required a lot of assistance from individual
resident advisors, Center Coordinators, and assistants in assembling the documentation that
was considered necessary to conduct the review. For each project identified for the sample, the
team requested copies of the Back To Office reports, Terms of References for consultants,
Mission Reports, and Activity Status Reports. Center Coordinators had identified these types of
documents as the basic documents used by AFRITACs to follow the evolution of the
projects/activities (i.e., life of the project) from conception to closedown.
Despite a great deal of effort, the documentation was quite scarce for some of the projects.
The evaluation team eliminated a few projects from the list because of this limitation.

Defining the Quality Criteria
The team proceeded to define the quality criteria in an effort to create a common framework for
assessing projects and capturing the differences between them. The criteria are presented in
Exhibit 1.1 below. Each criterion was in turn broken down into sub-criteria and questions for
analysis. The questions referred to the “evidence” or “descriptions” that could be found in the
project documents.
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Exhibit 1.1 Quality criteria
General Criteria used to Assess Quality
• Design (Content and Methodology)
• Implementation process
• Monitoring & follow-up system
• Timeliness
• Relevance of activities

Review and assessment
As noted above, as a general principle, the team sought evidence in the project documents in
order to answer Yes/No questions and identify the issues that are raised for each of the subcriteria. For example, under the “design” criteria is the sub-criterion of “project logic.” In this
case, the reviewers would base their assessment on the project logic according to the
issues raised or the needs identified in the annual work plan and/or evaluation reports.
This meant that, in some cases, there simply was not enough information to make a clear
judgment.
All judgments made are based on the evidence provided in the project documents and may not
reflect the reality of projects.
Limitations
• AFRITACs do not have a corporate system to store all project information. Thus the
information provided to the evaluation team for consideration varied and was inconsistent.
In some cases the documents provided were very limited, probably due to the lack of a
central system.
• The small sample number of projects reviewed does not allow for adequate extrapolation
(or generalization) to the overall portfolio of activity quality. We cannot say if the entire
portfolio is of higher quality or better managed due to the insufficient number of projects.
• The team’s judgments were made based on the evidence provided in the project
documents. Thus, if there was not sufficient documentation available (which was often the
case), it was difficult to make a judgment. Evaluation reports are usually a critical source of
information for assessing the identified quality criteria. In AFRITACs, there are no
documented or formal evaluations of projects or activities except those by the AFRITAC
advisors. Furthermore, project documents on their own may not sufficiently provide the
information or be reliable indicators of the overall quality of the projects/activities.
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13.Selected projects
Project title

Country

Brief description

Sector

Performance
category (Good - Gd;
Average – Av; Poor –
Pr)

Évaluation du module
informatique
Financements
extérieurs du circuit
informatisé de la
dépense

Burkina Faso

Une mission de deux
consultants (résident expert
et consultant international) a
effectuer un bilan de la
fonctionnalité du module
financements extérieurs du
CID et proposer des
recommandations pour
assurer son opérationnalité.

Public Expenditure

Appui à la mise en
œuvre des mesures
permettant d’améliorer
la préparation
budgétaire

Guinea Bissau

Appuyer les autorités dans la Public Expenditure
préparation budgétaire.
Analyser le processus et le
calendrier actuel, élaborer un
plan d’activités pour le
groupe de travail à mettre en
place.

Monetary Operations –
Review of Liquidity
Forecasting Framework

Tanzania

Assist the authorities in
Monetary Policy
improving implementation of and Operations
monetary policy by improving
liquidity forecasting
processes and outcomes.

√

Cash Management

Eritrea

Introduce a modern cash
Public Expenditure
management system in the
Management
Treasury Department of MoF
for the in-year management
of budgetary cash resources.

√

Foreign Reserves

Kenya

Assist the authorities to:

Gd

Monetary Policy

Av

BTO

TOR-C

MR

√

√

√

√

√

√
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√

√

O
Consultancy
Rapport

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√
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Project title

Country

Appendices

Brief description

Sector

Management
Assessment of
Reserves Management
Practices

• Identify the problems in
tracking aid flows in
Kenya.

and Operations

Renforcer le rôle de
Mauritania
coordination de
l'Office national de la
statistiques
(ONS) dans les activités
de collecte
des données
statistiques

AFRITAC initiated and
participated in a World Bank
mission on GDSS
Concrétiser la participation
auSGDD

Statistics

Developpement d’une
Mali
politique cohérente pour
la MF et Stratégie de
renforcement de la
supervision des SFD

Analyser la situation du
secteur de la MF, y compris
le cadre juridique
Améliorer le système de
contrôles interne et externe
des institutions de MF et
renforcer les capacités de la
Cellule de la MF

Microfinance
Supervision

Performance
category (Good - Gd;
Average – Av; Poor –
Pr)
Gd

Av

BTO

TOR-C

MR

ASR

O

• Prepare an overall strategy
and action plan to address
them.
√
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14.Analysis
Projects will be rated on a set of qualitative criteria that integrates variables related to quality, timeliness, and relevance of activities. The
analysis summarizes the findings of the review throughout the activity cycle: Design, Implementation, and Monitoring/follow-up.
Design Criteria

YES

NO

COMMENTS/ISSUES

Evidence that the activity respected the
beneficiaries’ request (Relevance to
stakeholders)

▀

For most cases reviewed, the feedback tends to lead the reviewers to
believe the activities were relevant to the beneficiaries’ request. Only one
case was mentioned where beneficiaries did not agree with the planned
activity and subsequently the activity was dropped (the microfinance
project in Mali is such an example).

Description of how the activity is linked to the
PRSP or other national capacity-building
process

▀

Linkages to the PRSP are described in the work plan but not in activity
descriptions.

Evidence of the lapse of time between request
and delivery

▀

Difficult to determine the time between request for activity and actual
execution.
Most activities are scheduled in the work plan and time can vary between
1-2 months and over a year. Overall, the time between request formulation
and delivery is approximately 3 to 4 months.
No system or database tracking system exists.

Are the TORs clear and detailed?

▀

Most TORs are clearly written and sufficiently detailed.

Objectives and outputs clearly stated

▀

Inconsistency in TORs write-up of objectives, expected results, and
outputs. May be caused by changes in format since the beginning of the
Centers’ existence.
Lack of baseline information or indicators to track progress.
In some activities there are missing linkages between outputs, immediate
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objectives, and development objectives.
Some objectives and outputs are vague and ambiguous.
Lack of documents makes some activities difficult to evaluate (see
activities for Mauritania and Mali).
Implementation Criteria

YES

Issues raised about the coordination with
partners/others

Implementation arrangements are described
explicitly in the documents

YES

COMMENTS/ISSUES

Little is mentioned concerning the coordination with partners/others except
some cases where the application of recommendations or work to be done
among AFRITAC experts’ visits is slow-moving.

▀

Issues raised about the overall management of
the activities

Follow-up/monitoring

NO

Little evidence noted in documents.

▀

The AFRITAC interventions focus more on the delivery of inputs at TA
“activities” level. There is little evidence of institutional capacity building or
attainment of results in the documents.
Most TOR-C state which counterparts should work with experts.

▀

NO

COMMENTS/ISSUES

April 2005
INDEPENDENT EVALUATION TEAM

122 -

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution

Appendices

AFRITAC Evaluation

Issues raised about availability
and use of monitoring
information
Issues raised about follow-up
of activities

▀

Those experts interviewed found the monitoring of the AFRITAC staff to be very adequate.
No evidence or issues were raised in the documents reviewed.
The resident advisors do some follow-up of activities and report on them in their Back-to-Office
reports and in the Activity Status Report.

▀

Inconsistencies among activities descriptions of actions to be taken make it difficult to
understand the next steps. The action to be taken often applies only to the authorities’ follow-up
and not to AFRITACs’ actions.
Evaluations on interventions
are conducted

▀

There are no formal evaluations done on the interventions.
BTO reports sometimes contain evaluations of in-country workshops, but this is inconsistent.
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Appendix VIII - Results of Online
Questionnaire Administered to Non-Visited
Countries

A F R I TA C M i d Te r m R e p o r t

Survey Report

December 2004
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15.Introduction
As part of the Independent Evaluation Team of AFRITAC nominated by the participating
countries, bilateral donors, and the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the evaluation team
prepared a Web-based questionnaire that was administered to all 75 AFRITAC staff that had
direct exposure to technical assistance and training by AFRITAC and/or have been involved in
the implementation of the project.
33 out of 75 questionnaires were filled out, which corresponds to a 44% response rate. The full
survey results with the supporting graphics are presented in the following section. Specific
comments from staff are also presented.
The questionnaire was organized in two sections. The first section requested information about
staff position and roles in the organization. In the second section, questions asked investigated
participant’s opinions on various aspects of AFRITACs’ performance. All responses remained
strictly anonymous and confidential.
Exhibit 1.1 Distribution of Survey Recipients
Categories of recipients

Number of
Recipients

Donor

1

Steering Committee Member

10

Regional Training Participant

12

Local Training Participant

5

Technical Assistance Beneficiary

20

Other

5

Total

33
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16.Survey Results
16.1 Background Information
Question 3 – Name of Organization
Nam e of Organization
Natio nal B ank o f
Rwanda

Central B ank o f
Guinea

B ank o f Uganda B CEA O
West A FRITA C
UB OS

Directio n Générale
des Impô ts et des
Do maines

Tréso r P ublic
Rwanda Revenue
A utho rity

IM F
M INECOFIN

Natio nal B ank o f
Ethio pia
Natio nal B ank
M inistry o f Finance,
P lanning & Eco no mic
Dev.

M OFED

Question 4 – Where are you based?
East AFRITAC

West AFRITAC

21%

21%

37%

37%
14%

Benin

7%
7%
Cote d'Ivoire

Guinea

Niger

Senegal

Togo

42%

14%

Ethiopia

Rwanda

Uganda
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Question 5 – Has your agency used AFRITAC?
Has your agency used AFRITAC? Yes
Local
Training
20%

Has your agency used AFRITAC? No

Technical
Assistance
44%

Technical
Assistance
14%

Technical Assistance

Regional
Training
14%

Local
Training
72%

Regional
Training
36%

Regional Training

Local Training

Technical Assistance

Regional Training

Local Training

Question 6 – Please select from the following that which applies to you. Are you
a:

Other (please
specify)
9%

Technical
assistance
beneficiary
38%

Donor
2%

Local training
participant
9%

Steering
Committee
member
19%

Regional
training
participant
23%
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16.2 AFRITAC Questionnaire
Question 7 – Has AFRITAC enhanced the quality of delivery of Technical
Assistance in your country?

Has AFRITAC enhanced the quality of
delivery of Technical Assistance in your
country?

No t able to
judge
3%

Do es no t
apply
13%

No
0%

Yes

Yes
84%

No

No t able to judge

Do es no t apply

Question 9 – Has the Center played any role in this exercise?

Has the Center played any role in this
exercise?
13%
3%
0%

84%

Yes

No

Not able to judge

Does not apply
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Question 11 – Please compare the quality of Technical Assistance delivered by
AFRITAC to:

Long term technical assistance delivered by
IMF headquarters

Short term technical assistance
delivered by IMF headquarters
8%

10%
24%

27%

65%

66%
Not as efficient

Comparable

No t as efficient

More efficient

Long term technical assistance delivered
by other donors

Co mparable

M o re efficient

Short term technical assistance delivered
by other donors
8%

19%

36%

38%

56%
43%

No t as efficient

Co mparable

M o re efficient

No t as efficient

Co mparable
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Question 13 – Please compare the quality of Regional Training delivered by
AFRITAC to:

Training delivered by the IMF Institute

Training delivered by regional
institutions in your field of w ork
12%

29%
29%

42%

29%

Not as efficient

Comparable

59%

More efficient
No t as efficient

Co mparable

M o re efficient

Training delivered by other donors
20%

20%

60%

Not as efficient

Comparable

More efficient

Question 14 – Do you think the benefits of AFRITAC technical assistance in
capacity building exceed its costs?

Do you think the benefits of AFRITAC
technical assistance in capacity building
exceed its costs?
3%

42%
45%

10%
Yes

No

No t able to judge

Do es no t apply
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Question 17 – Please compare the cost-effectiveness of technical assistance
delivered by AFRITAC to other delivery modes:

Long term technical assistance delivered by IMF
headquarters

Short term technical assistance delivered by
IMF headquarters

11%

38%

28%

11%

10%

10%
50%

Not as efficient

42%

Comparable

More efficient

N/A

Not as efficient

Comparable

More efficient

N/A

Short term technical assistance delivered by
other donors

Long term technical assistance delivered by
other donors

25%

17%

15%

22%

33%
15%
45%
28%
Not as efficient

Comparable

More efficient

N/A

Not as efficient

Comparable

More efficient

Question 19 – Please compare the timeliness of AFRITAC response to your
requests to that of:

IMF Headquarters

Other donors

0%

4%
17%

31%

69%
79%

Slower

Comparable

Quicker
Slo wer

Co mparable
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Question 20 – In providing guidance to the Centers, the Steering Committee has
been:
In providing guidance to the Centers the Steering
Committe has been:
7%

28%

41%

0%
Very effective

24%
Modestly effective Effective

Ineffective

Unable to judge

Question 21 – Evaluate the support provided by the Centers (in Dar Es Salaam
and Bamako) in the implementation of your Projects:

Evaluate the support porvided by the
Centers in the Im plem entation of your
projects
4%

36%

60%
Unsatisfacto ry

Go o d

Very go o d

Question 23 – Has the Center been effective using African expertise in its
activities?
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Has the Center been effective using
African Expertise in its activities?
22%
26%

52%
Unsatisfactory

Good

Very Good

Question 25 – In promoting African Experts as Regional Consultants, has
AFRITAC been effective?

In prom oting African Experts as Regional
Consultants, has AFRITAC been
effective?
29%

33%

38%
Unsatisfacto ry Go o d

Very Go o d

Question 27 – Characterize the support your government has given to AFRITAC.

Characterize the support your
governm ent has given to AFRITAC:
Response Total
8%

52%

40%

M inimal

M o dest

Stro ng

Question 29 – Evaluate AFRITAC’s contribution to information sharing among
members and to promoting peer review.
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Evaluate AFRITAC’s contribution to
inform ation sharing am ong m em bers
and to prom oting peer review :
19%

12%

69%
Unsatisfacto ry

Go o d

Very Go o d

Question 31 – Apart from the financial contribution, characterize the support
provided by donors to the Centers.
Apart from the financial contribution
characterize the support provided by
donors to the Centers:
12%

41%
47%

M inimal

M o dest

Stro ng

Question 33 – Has the Center enhanced the coordination among technical
assistance providers?
Has the Center enhanced the
coordination am ong technical assistance
providers?:
11%

14%
7%

68%
Yes

No

No t able to judge

Do es no t apply

April 2005
INDEPENDENT EVALUATION TEAM

- 135 -

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution

AFRITAC Evaluation

Appendices

16.3 Comments
Q 8 Comments How did your country define its technical priorities?
1

En accord avec les services notamment financiers a partir des expressions de besoins justifies et discutees en
reunion pour reformuler et eliminer les doubles emplois.

2

1- Toutes les structures administratives notamment celle du Ministère des Finances ont été informées sur les
activités de AFRITAC et sur cette base on leur a demandé d’exprimer leurs besoins selon les priorités
décroissantes.2- AFRITAC a fait une mission pour présenter ses programmes et expliquer ses domaines de
compétences.3- Après ce passage, des ajustements ont été faits à l’interne sur ces priorités avant d’être
envoyées à BAMAKO en tenant aussi compte de celles qui ont été déjà prises en compte par d’autres
bailleurs de fonds.

3

Four areas were identified as priorities for technical assistance/capacity building, namely: i) Rebasing of Index
of Industrial Production (IIP) ii) Development of methodology for production of quarterly national accounts
(QGDP) iii) Rebasing of consumer price index (CPI) and expanding coverage iv) Production of trade indices.

4

Sans objet.

5

en relation avec le programme d'intégration communautaire notamment l'amélioration et la sécurisation des
recettes fiscales,le renforcement des capacités dans l'administration et la production des états de synthèse de
l'exécution du budget etc.

6

Our priorities were defined depending on our immediate needs and concerns with respect to banking
regulation issues.

7

De prime à bord, les formations ont été organisées sur place en faveur des Cadres de la BNR et autres cadres
des banques commerciales.

8

Improving data compilation and statistical analysis capacity of the Economic Record Department Staff, shifting
from document boxed data collection to direct sample base data compilation, xx in the BOP area, Improving
statistic data compilation formats and methodology.

9

Through studies like FARAP.

10

Our priorities are related to tax policy and tax administration. They were submitted through inputs to questions
prepared by the center. The Authority also gives updates on certain areas.

11

Our priorities are related to tax policy and tax administration. They were submitted through inputs to questions
prepared by the center. The Authority also gives updates on certain areas.

12

1. Improve “Producer Price Index” for National Accounts Statistics. 2. Develop methodology for “Construction
Index.”

13

...Country define technical assistance priorities as immediate ??? need to 1) introduce new working system in
existing institutional market so as to improve efficiency and effectiveness; ??tente new institution or market as
and when need and; 3) build ??? capacity to ensure sustainability.

14

Les priorités du pays sur le plan techniques ont été définies à partir des priorités des structures lesquelles ont
fait l’objet de synthèse et de mise en cohérence avant d’être discutées avec la mission de Afritac. Mais
compte tenu du délai parfois trop long entre la mission de Afritac et la mise en œuvre de ces priorités,
certaines sont devenues caduques ou ont été exécutées avec le concours d’autres partenaires au
développement.

15

I define technical priorities for Ethiopia as technical assistance that enhances skills of macroeconomic
institutions and fills the missing skill deficiencies in economic, financial, foreign exchange, etc., policy
formulation implementation, and evaluation.

16

Improve the intergovernmental fiscal relationship. in particular the federal-state grant system.

17

Chaque direction nationale a exprimé ses besoins par ordre de priorité;les besoins de l'ensemble des
directions relevant des Finances ,du Plan,de la Banque Centrale ont été récapitulés et communiqués à Afritac.

18

Through the FARAP road map, the GOR clearly defined its needs in terms of legal and institutional needs in
the ongoing PFM [[PEM?]]reforms, which were later defined in terms of activities and budgetary requirements.
After identifying the gaps in technical priorities, AFRITAC was asked to intervene. Secondly, human resource
capacity has been improved through exchange of experiences delivered in regional workshops.
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Q 8 Comments How did your country define its technical priorities?
19

Les priorités du Togo ont été techniquement definis à partir des besoins exprimés par les services, en rapport
avec le DSRP. Le centre a eu à parcourir les pays bénéficiaies.

20

Implication des structures intervenant dans les domaines d'interventions de l'Afritac pour définir leurs besoins
d'assistance technique et de renforcement des capacités. Organisation de réunions plénières pour l'adoption
d'un programme de travail et d'un plan d'actions, en liaison avec le document de stratégie de réduction de la
pauvreté.

21

En vue d'obtenir les meilleurs résultats dans la mise en oeuvre du CSRP, le Sénégal a retenu le renforcement
de l'efficacité des administrations fiscales et douanières pour un meilleur recouvrement des recettes.
L'amélioration des administrations financières programmation et exécution budgétaire, gestion de la Dette
pour une meilleure consommation des ressources;système statistiques pour une meilleure production des
données

22

Analyzed the major capacity gaps in key economic Institutions, such as the Ministry of Finance and Economic
Planning, Central Bank, and the Rwanda Revenue Authority, that fall within the IMF core areas of TA. To the
extent that enhancing capacity in those areas was critical to the success of implementation of the country's
PRSP, those were considered to be priority.

23

A partir d'un comité de réflexion interne à la DGID et par entretien direct au cours de la mission tournante de
AFRITAC.

24

Sur base des politiques nationales telles que la décentralisation fiscale, la transparence dans la gestion des
finances publiques, etc.

25

For bank supervision, our TA requests are the following: 1) Reform the legal and regulatory framework. A
modern legal framework for restructuring insolvent banks should be developed for Rwanda; training should
follow for the bank supervision department and a written procedures manual for dealing with insolvent banks
should be developed for NBR inspectors. 2) Loan classification and provisioning (specifically including
overdraft lending). Editing of the loan loss provision policy, wherein it would be required for commercial banks
to adhere to a policy of having to make loan loss provisions in the period of discovery (before quarterly official
reports are sent to the central bank). Any additional loan loss provisions required as a result of an on-site
examination can be done either at the close of the examination or in the period of discovery. 3) Develop a
written regulation or policy concerning the capitalization of interest by a commercial bank and outline criteria
for renegotiating a loan with a bank and to aid in determining the book solvency of commercial bank classified
assets. 4) Off-site monitoring systems and improving the reporting format. Put in place an automated statistical
report in regard to the new accounting plan in place since January 2004. 5) Edit or implement new investment
policy that places emphasis on safety and liquidity for any acquired investments by the bank. The investment
policy should also place limitations on non-rated and/or speculative investments 6) Modern report writing
techniques should be provided to the inspection staff to aid in developing a concise and more meaningful
written inspection report for the NBR and the commercial banks. 7) An asset concentration regulation needs to
be developed (a legal lending limit violation is already in place) and such a page needs to be inserted in the
written on-site inspection report. It would list any asset concentration that represents 20-25 percent of total
capital and the examiner would state whether it was a matter of concern or that it is not harmful to the safety
and soundness of the bank. 8) Assistance to put in place a deposit insurance scheme and 9) Public credit
registry (Information central) - how to effectively use and analyze the data of this information center for the
needs of off-site supervision. For payment system services, the following training is needed: 1) Staff training in
aspects concerning National Payment System (NPS) supervision (oversight); 2) Setting up the legal and
regulatory framework within which the NPS should operate; 3) Laws and Regulations concerning electronic
money; 4) Clearinghouse arrangements and agreements; and 5) the following seminar: Managing risks in the
payment system.

26

By requesting IMF to post a long-term advisor to Bank of Uganda whose TOR was; 1) Reinforce the legal and
regulatory framework for bank supervision; 2) Upgrade banks supervision staff skills in conducting on-site
inspection; 3) Evaluate the effectiveness of the current off-site surveillance system and enhance the same
through upgrading the analytical skills of staff; 4) Render adv ice on bank failure resolution strategies and
enforcement actions or prompt corrective measures for weak banks; 5) Contribute to the general strengthening
of banks’ supervision department; 6) Conduct training, workshops and/or technical discussions on a regular
basis to update banks’ supervision department on codes, principles, and international best practices in bank
supervision.

27

Après avoir obtenu des directeurs techniques leurs priorités en besoin d'assistance technique, le
coordonnateur des actions de réformes et le secrétaire de la ncommission nationale de développement et de
la lutte contre la pauvreté ont fait le tri et la synthése qui a été envoyée à Afritac ouest. Mais le comité
d'orientation n'a pas retenu l'essentiel des besoins et les directeurs techniques ne sont pas satisfaits. Les
quelques activités qui ont été retenues n'ont pu être réalisées qu'en matière de formation sous régionale ,
mais pas en assistance technique.
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Q 8 Comments How did your country define its technical priorities?
28

La priorité a été définie après analyse des réalites des administrations douanières et fiscales du NIGER.Les
nécessités de progresser en améliorant les résultats de mobiliosations des recettes internes.

29

Avec l'appui des partenaires des IBW, de la CE et des bilatéraux partenaires fiannciers

Q 10 Comments If the Center has played a role in helping your agency define its technical assitance and training
priorities, please explain how
1

L'appui du centre est intervenu apres que le pays ait etabli ses besoins dans le but d'harmoniser et de
reformuler l'un ou l'autre besoin. Souvent aussi pour voir si les structures internes ne peuvent pas plutot
intervenir au lieu de cherher une expertise etangere.

2

C’est à travers les exposés faits par AFRITAC lors de ces missions d’informations. Il a été expliqué aux
différentes administrations (structures) les critères pouvant permettre d’élaborer les priorités. Notamment, il
faut :- éviter le double emploi avec d’autres bailleurs de fonds ou de veiller à ce qu’il y ait éventuellement une
complémentarité ;- veiller à ce que les actions aient un impact immédiat ou à court ou moyen terme.Par
ailleurs, AFRITAC oriente sur ce qui peut être fondamental et n’est pas nécessairement du ressort du siège du
FMI. Au total, il y a véritablement un échange entre AFRITAC et l’Administration avant un arrêt définitif des
priorités.

3

Not able to judge for same reasons as in 8 above.

4

au départ une liste de priorités a été envoyée mais après dicussion avec les experts un ordre de priorité a été
retenu de commun accord et portée à la connaissance des autorités.

5

The Center has helped us in the definition of risk management framework for our banks. It has also helped us
in reviewing the risk management framework submitted by individual banks.

6

C'est nous qui avons formulé nos priorités.

7

AFRITAC provided technical assistance to have xx division: 1) xx out Banking Division: on liquidity forecasting
methodology formats; training of the staff on the same 2) BOP - on external sector data collection
methodology based on BPS

8

Done mainly through their participation in FARAP.

9

Priorities (with respect to my area) were focused on enhancing ???pleniatory[[not sure what is meant here]]
and supervisory capacity of the National Bank of Ethiopia (The Central Bank). To this end the East AFRITAC
in the ??? provided a training program, drafted regulations and assisted ??????ving problems and
recommending solution in areas of banking supervision. [[remove “??”s?]]

10

Although the technical assistance need was first identified and requested by the Bank, the Center has helped
us in defining more clearly our needs and identifying technical and analytical skill deficiencies.

11

In selecting an appropriate consultant.

12

Le role principal a été exercé par les administrations du pays.Le Centre a aidé à reformuler les prirités pour
une meilleure présentation sans rien y altérer.

13

As in number 2 above.

14

Le Centre a aidé à redimensionner les besoins en recommandant par exemple, en matière de gestion de la
dépense, de commencer avec une informatisation minimale du circuit de la dépense et d'étendre
progressivement. Les recommandations du Centre dans plusieurs autres domaines sont très opportunes.

15

le document technique a été présenté à la mission Afritac lors de son passage pour discusions et
enrichissement.

16

The Center resident advisors helped the different TA beneficiaries to articulate the capacity needs. The
defined needs could be met using different or a combination of TA delivery mechanisms and this was arrived
at after consultation and discussion with the technical staff in the different Institutions with the respective
sector resident advisor. Resultant work plans were again discussed and approved by the steering committee
with good input from the advisors and donors.

17

AFRITAC a aidé la DGID à formuler ses besoins d'assistance et de formation.
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Q 10 Comments If the Center has played a role in helping your agency define its technical assitance and training
priorities, please explain how
18

Formation: participations aux ateliers régionaux organisés par AFRITAC sue la décentralisation fiscale, les
réformes du Trésor et la classification budgétaire et comptable Assistance technique en matière de
préparation des instructions financières et de l'harmonisation du Plan Comptable de l'Etat.

19

The visit of AFRITAC bank supervision expert Mr. Bob Ramsey and AFRITAC advisor Mrs. Carmencita
Santos helped us better define our areas of weakness and training priorities in bank supervision for 20042005.

20

The Center has enhanced my skills in risk management of commercial banks by engaging me as a short-term
advisor to the National Bank of Ethiopia.

21

oui le centre a aidé les directions techniques à faire le choix des besoins selon un critére objectif, mais pour
des raisons de calendrier, l'assistance technique n'a pas eu lieu.

22

Le centre a encadré les services fiscaux de près car son conseiller fiscal était déja au NIGER comme
conseiller du minisrre dees finances.

23

Missions nombreuses – documentation.

Q.12 suggestions and comments on the quality of Technical assistance delivered by afritac:
1

L'assistance technique fournie est une assistance de proximite, disponible a tout moment. Elle est "vivante" et
donnee a la personne concenee. D'une facon generale les consellers sont des specialistes dans leur domaine
et ont accumule des annees d'experience. Elle favorise les echanges d'experience entre cadres de pays
differents. IL est important de continuer encore quelques annees(2 ou 3 au plus)l'experience car a ce jour il ne
semble pas encore etabli un indicateur pour mesurer les performances des AFRITAC mais on peu percevoir
au niveau des pays de nets progres dans certains aspects. Il se pose pour certains pays de reels problemes
pour suivre l'AT par exemple comment etre performant pour le SGDD sans une connecton propre au
gestionnaire? Cette preoccupation interpelle aussi bien le Centre que le ou les pays. Ailleur la situation est
telle que l'assistance recu devient nulle pour la simple raison que le fonctionnaire a trouve mieux et est parti.
J'estime que ce sont des questions a ne pa perdre de vue dans la nouvelle vision a donner aux AFRITAC.

2

La qualité de l’Assistance technique fournie par l’AFRITAC gagnerait beaucoup, surtout à court terme, si on
multipliait le nombre de Conseillers et également en ayant recours à des compétences Africaines.Ainsi, pourra
être multiplier les missions pour un meilleur suivi.

3

Sans objet.

4

Cette assistance a permis de faire des échanges sur les expériences de la sous région par l'utilistion des
comptences locales aussi bien au cours des séminaires ateliers quen assistance directe dont nous sommes
bénéficiaires dans le cadre de la revue de la chaine des dépenses notamment dans la rédaction des
procédures comtables.

5

I really do not have comments or suggestions. Good quality TA was delivered on time by experts with in-depth
knowledge of issues.

6

pour la prochaine fois nous suggerons que les consultants de l"AFRITAC puissent respecter scrupuleusent le
TDS.

7

I suggest strengthening the Center in terms of the number of staff and quality.

8

Have so far received one and it was very helpful and relevant.

9

There is need for technical assistance to be demand-driven. This makes the requesting country own the
issues. In addition, technical expertise becomes easily customized to country specifics.

10

There is a need for technical assistance to be demand-driven. This makes the requesting country own the
issues. In addition technical expertise becomes easily customized to country specifics. [[dupe of 9, okay??]]

11

We have only one TA from AFRITAC for “Producer Price Index.” Mrs. Devi Manraj is the expert for Producer
Price Index in Rwanda.

12

Il est difficile de comparer des éléments de court terme avec des activités de long terme. Sinon qu’en ce qui
concerne l’assistance technique à court terme fournie par les autres partenaires, elle est souvent concentrée
sur des activités ponctuelles et sectorielles des structures alors que l’assistance technique fournie par Afritac
vise à apporter des réponses aux problèmes structurels souvent communs aux différentes économies.
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Q.12 suggestions and comments on the quality of Technical assistance delivered by afritac:
13

Although short-term technical assistance have been provided to the Bank on monetary, foreign exchange, and
bank supervision areas, the impact has not yet been seen and evaluated.

14

The TA we got from a consultant selected and required by AFRITAC has helped to improve our grant system
significantly.

15

Qualité de bonne facture.

16

Pas d'éléments d'appréciation de l'assistance technique à long terme fournie par le siège du FMI oú par
d'autres donateurs. Nous pouvons dire que l'assistance fournie par AFRITAC a l'avantage de l'être en temps
réel avec l'opportunité, le cas échéant, de faire appel aux expertises africaines qui s'exercent dans le contexte
et les réalités africaines.

17

Rien à signaler.

18

Un suivi plus régulier après la mise en place des premières recommandations devrait améliorer l'assistance
technique.

19

The most important advantage of AFRITAC TA is its timelines and the ability to discuss with the advisors
beforehand the content and the delivery mechanism of the TA. Consistency in terms of the same person being
able to make a follow-up sets it apart from other TA providers who often change mission teams, to the extent
that new teams are always learning and analyzing issues. Timeliness and predictability because the work
plans are agreed to in advance.

20

AFRITAC est plus proche des administrations fiscales de la sous-région et partage par conséquent avec elles
les mêmes réalités.

21

Le recrutement des experts est plus rapide mais ces derniers sont souvent de qualité inférieure.

22

The regional seminars are an important forum for training as well as discussion to compare experiences and
best practices/solutions at the regional level.

23

Adequate.

24

N'ayant pas encore bénéficié concrètement de l'assistance technique long terme, nous n'avons pas
d'appréciation à faire, mais nous suggérons une assistance technique long terme dans des domaines que le
ministre des finances estime prioritaires tels que la fiscalité les exonérations la gestion de la trésorerie, les
dépenses sans ordonnancemeent préalable etc.

25

Il est nécessaire de faire un programme d'intervention équilibré entre tous les pays. Il faut organiser le meme
nombre de séminaires de mission d'encadrement technique dans chacun des pays. Les interventions donnant
lieu à des recommandations et observations doivent etre suivis de missions de vérifications des applications
concrètes.

26

La qualité des experts d'Africa n'est pas en cause. Simplement une mission du Fonds-Afritac est perçue
comme moins sujette à conséquence qu'un mission du Fonds-Washington.

Q.14 Suggestions and comments on the quality of regional training delivered by afritac
1

Je ne peux pas répondre car je n’ai personnellement pas participé à une de ces formations. Seulement, je
peux présumer qu’elle est de qualité comparable à celle que fait d’autres donateurs.

2

N/A

3

Sans objet.

4

l'AFRITAC fait avec les moyens de bord: le lieu où se déroulent les séminaires sont éloignés des lieux de
résidence et le plus souvent n'est pas équipé en matériel informatique devant fovoriser des travaux
personnels en dehors des heures normales surtout en matière de modélisation. Les thèmes choisis sont
intéressants et les animatuers sont des hommes de grande expérience ce qui permet de faire passer les
messages aisément.

5

I did not participate in the Regional Training Programs. But the feedback that I got from my staff who did
participate is that they were very good and very relevant.

6

Pertinente, mais il faudra etendre la durée jusqu'à trois semaines.
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Q.14 Suggestions and comments on the quality of regional training delivered by afritac
7

The AFRITAC training is very helpful due to the fact that it utilizes live examples from the region. It also helps
in experience sharing since it brings together people from the same region who work under similar conditions.

8

It appears to be short. Time allocated to your training is shorter and details about certain specifics are not
easily discovered.

9

It appears to be short. Time allocated to your training is shorter and details about certain specifics are not
easily discovered. [[dupe of above okay??]

10

The only one training we had in Tanzania on National Accounts was good.

11

Il est difficile d’établir des comparaisons quand on n’a pas bénéficié des différentes formations. Toutefois,
s’agissant des formations assurées par l’Institut du FMI, elles portent généralement sur des thèmes
génériques alors que Afritac axent ses formations sur des problèmes réels des pays.

12

I have not participated in any of the short-term training provided. The participants would know more about the
quality of the regional training provided by the Center.

13

I haven’t attended any training so far. Therefore It is difficult for me to give suggestions in this respect.

14

La formation régionale assurée par Afritac faisantintervenir des experts d'Afritac,régionaux et non régionaux
selon la disponibilté de ceux-ci s'avère plus efficace.Les experts d'Afritac et les experts régionaux connaissent
davantage les réalités du terrain.Les formations régionales d'Afritac doivent ètre renforcées en tenant compte
des évolutions dans les pays membres.

15

The IMF Institute offers courses that are more structured and regular -- they are known to beneficiaries.

16

Les agents du Ministère des Finances du Togo sont très fiers de participer aux ateliers et autres formations
assurés par AFRITAC et qu'ils trouvent très formateurs, étant basés sur les expériences des formateurs qui
sont des gens du terrain.

17

Je n'ai pas suivi de formation Afritac.

18

C'est une bonne chose parce que permettant de regrouper des spécialistes africains pendant plusieurs jours.
Cela aide aussi à la création de réseau d'échanges en fonctionaires travail dans les mêmes domaines et
notamment pour l'Afritac de l'Ouest appartenant à la même zone économique donc ayant les mêmes
pratiques.

19

AFRITAC can take in a bigger number of course participants at a go as opposed to the normal one or two per
course at the IMF Institute. Sharing the experiences of participants is much more beneficial when they come
from the same region. More chance for networking.

20

Les formations assurées par AFRITAC s'inscrivent dans la même dynamique de renforcement des capacités
techniques des administrations fiscales. Elles répondent parfaitement à leurs besoins.

21

Les ateliers sont surtout basés sur des échanges d'experiences des différents pays membres et sur les
principes et pratiques internationalement reconnus par le FMI.

22

SATISFACTORY

23

Bonne appréciation sur ces formations en raison de la qualité des ressources humaines et des documents
fournis.

24

Après chaque formation des experts spécialistes des domaines concernés doivent visiter chaque pays et
vérifier concrètement les réalités spécifiques à chaque pays encadré.

25

Impossible de répondre à cette question ainsi que la 13 car je n'ai pas eu à participer à des formations
dispensées par Afritac. Par contre, celles de l'Institut du Fonds sont excellentes.

Q.16 Suggestions and comments on the benefits of afritac technical asistance in cpacity building versus its costs.
1

Tout ce qui est bien de nos jours coute tres cher. Ici nous sommes en presence d'une experience non encore
terminee. Disons simplement que les efforts deployes par les centre sont au dela des couts et par le
renforcement effectif qu'ils peuvent etre compares.

2

L’homme est au centre de tout et les réformes entreprises ne pourront avoir d’impact positif que si elles sont
mises en œuvre par des gens avertis. C’est pourquoi, nous pensons que pour les résultats attendus les coûts
ne sont pas encore à la hauteur. Il faudra renforcer l’AFRITAC aussi bien en ressources humaines que
financières pour que les Etats puissent à moyen terme se passer d’une assistance technique fût-elle
rapprochée.
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Q.16 Suggestions and comments on the benefits of afritac technical asistance in cpacity building versus its costs.
3

I do not know the costs of AFRITAC technical assistance although I have a feel for the benefits in capacity
building my organization has reaped from AFRITAC.

4

Je n'ai pas une idée exacte sur les couts de l'assistance technique : est ce les couts d'organisation des
séminaires ou d'assistance directe? ou le cout de mise place des centres eux memes?

5

It is difficult to make such judgments, especially when I do not know about the costs involved. However, I can
say that the TA is of great quality and useful and, perhaps, it is worth the cost.

6

pas de commentaires.

7

Actually, the benefits in terms of building capacity are not comparable to the last that the IMF incurred the
number of priority of African countries is building capacity. And the centre due to its proximity, xxxxxxxxx

8

It brings the assistance close to realities on the ground. Follow-up and consultation is made easier.

9

It brings the assistance close to realities on the ground. Follow-up and consultation is made easier. [dupe of
above]

10

One would need to compare the cost of providing the technical assistance with that of the benefits gained from
the Center. But given the location of the Center and the quantity of technical assistance provided both locally
and regionally, I presume that the benefits would outweigh the cost.

11

I don't have information on the amount of cost incurred to compare with the benefits.

12

Il n'ya pas assez de recul pour juger des avantages de l'assistance technique de l'Afritac mais à en juger par
l'intérèt croissant des bénéficiaires on peut estimer que les avantages sont certains.Les modes d'inervention
actuels sont appropriés.IL est souhaitable que les bailleurs poursuivent les efforts de financement de
l'initiative.

13

La satisfaction des agents bénéficiaires de cette assistance en matière de renforcement des capacités est très
grande, ils trouvent cette assistance très pragmatique et ont des réponses africaines à leurs préoccupations.

14

En ce qui concerne Afritac Ouest, les avantages n'ont pu être pleinement utilisés pour les raisons suivantes: le
retard enregistré dans le démarrage de ses activités; l'indisponibilité des pays membres à recevoir les
missions de l'Afritac( missions reportées et/ou annulées; la concentration des activités sur un pays.

15

Cela réduit les distances et permet à certains pays de prendre en charge des agents en plus de ceux pris en
charge par le projet.

16

Les experts recrutés localement sont moins chers et leurs frais de transport soont moins élevés; toutefois, il y
a lieu d'améliorer leurs prestations pour qu'elles ne soient pas de qualité inférieure même si laur coût est
moins élevé.

17

I do not have the numbers to enable me make meaningful suggestions.

18

je n'en sais rien, mais je peux dire que les frais d'hôtel sont chers et la différence pouvait être orientée
autrement en faveur des stagiaires.

19

Les couts ramenés à BAMAKO me semblent susceptibles de mieux renforcer les capacités et élargir les
champs d'intervention dans beaucoup de pays.

20

Le rapprochement géographique d'Afritac par rapport aux pays bénéficiaires est une excellente chose. Le
mixage 'experts occidentaux et africains' est particulièrement appréciable.
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Q.18 Suggestions and comments on the cost-effectiveness of technical assistance delivered by AFRITAC by other
means.
1

Je pense que pour les domaines de compétences qui lui sont fixés, l’assistance de AFRITAC est plus efficace
car plus rapprochée et avec la possibilité de lui faire appel dès qu’on en a besoin. C’est vrai que leurs
possibilités sont limitées actuellement, mais il faut aller dans ce sens.

2

Not able to judge for same reasons as in 15 above.

3

Sans objet.

4

AFRITAC fait déjà beaucoup d'efforts par le choix des thèmes qui touchent les centres d'intéret de tous les
pays et surtout en encourageant l'echange des expérences des différents pays. Cependant la durée des
séminares peut etre prolongée et aussi favoriser une participation plus nombreuse des locaux dans les pays
ou le séminaire se déroule et aussi demander aux participant la restitution de la formation aux autres et une
évaluation de ce fead back peut etre demandé par l'AFRITAC en vue d'évaluer son audience dans le public
cible.

5

Since it significantly cuts costs involved in travelling - and staying - in Washington, D.C., I think it is more costeffective.

6

sans commentaires.

7

Communication is more regular and easier. Actually, for example, after a technical assistance mission, we
normally ask follow-up questions that need quick responses and permanent communication with the technical
assistance provider. East AFRITAC is an advantage.

8

Communication is more regular and easier. Actually, for example, after a technical assistance mission, we
normally ask follow-up questions that need quick responses and permanent communication with the technical
assistance provider. East AFRITAC is an advantage. [dupe of above]

9

Not able to judge.

10

Déjà répondu.

11

Efficient in terms of timing and consideration of the beneficiary's interest.

12

Je fais les mèmes commentaires qu'au point précédent relatifs aux formations.

13

AFRITAC offre de l'assistance technique de proximité, donc à priori efficace. Cette recherche de l'efficacité a
été contrarié par: le non respect du calendrier du programme de travailpar toutes les parties prenantes pour
un suivi régulier des réformes mises en oeuvre. la surcharge de travail des conseillers résidents en raison des
réformes lourdes engagées par tous les pays,notamment la facilité pour la réduction de la pauvreté et la
croissance, l'initiative pour les pays pauvres trés endettés et la stratégie de rédution de la pauvreté. L'
insufisance de la coordination en matière d'assistance technique et de renforcement des capacités.

14

The physical proximity makes it cheaper to travel. Also the ability to train a bigger number of people within the
region is much more cost-effective both to AFRITAC and the beneficiary countries.

15

Bien que comparable, l'assistance de AFRITAC répond mieux à nos besoins.

16

Il y a lieu d'exiger des qualifications et expériences plus soutenues lors du recrutement des experts

17

see no 17

18

L'assistance technique fournie par Afritac dans d'autres pays a été très efficace car elle permet un véritable
transfert de savoir faire, mais le Bénin n'en a pas encore bénéficié ces dernières années.

19

L'assistance tecnique Afritac est plus concrète et plus proche des réalités du terrain.
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Q.22 suggestions and commentes on the support provided by the Centers (in Dar es Salaam and Bamako) in
the implementation of your projects
1

Comment accompagner l'assistance technique par une assistance en materiels par exemple?

2

Compte tenu des Ressources Humaines et Financières disponibles et pour le Centre de BAMAKO que je
connais, j’estime qu’il a donné le meilleur de lui-même pour atteindre les objectifs. Certes, c’est déjà mieux
que rien, mais il faut aller plus loin dans son organisation et les potentialités à lui offrir pour mieux réagir.
L’initiative du ‘’Centre’’ est vivement appréciée, mais il faut aller au bout des instructions qu sont tout de
même loyales.

3

Sans objet.

4

Les assistances directes sont appréciées mais comme elles ne sont pas accompgnées d'appui financier
pour lever certains goulots on a l'empression qu'on revient sur les mêms questions. Si l'appui fincier peut
accompagner les actions de AFRITAC elle serait plus crédible auprès de l'administration bénéficiaire.

5

As I said earlier, they are of great quality and relevance and were delivered on time.

6

POUR NOTRE CAS, on a pas atteint les objectifs visés car le marché secondaire des titres n'a pas encore
démarré.

7

We think the technical assistance will really lead to improvements in regard to tax policy and tax
administration as a result of the new recruited expert in this area.

8

We think the technical assistance will really lead to improvements in regard to tax policy and tax
administration as a result of the new recruited expert in this area. [dupe of above]

9

Not able to judge.

10

Flexibility and timeliness.

11

Mon pays fait partie des pays dont les activités prévues ont les meilleures réalisations à fin juin
2004.L'appui du Centre est donc important.Pour que les interventions du Centre soient plus importantes il
faut accroitre ses ressources.

12

I can only judge the Center In Dar-es-Salaam.

13

Nous sommes persuadés que si la mise en oeuvre, par le Ministère, des recommandations de missions
AFRITAC se fait rapidement, les Conseillers AFRITAC ne ménageraient aucun effort our nous
accompagner. Ils ont largement demontré leur disponibilité et expertise.

14

Le niger disposait de conseillers résidents avant la création du Centre. Ceux-ci ayant été recrutés par
Afritac,la poursuite de l'exécution des programmes d'actions a pu être poursuivi notamment dans les
domaines fiscales,douanières,budgétaires et comptables.

15

des recommandations efficaces sur la gestion, aux services de statistiques notamment de finances
publiques, aux services des douanes. En chantier un appui à la programmation budgétaire pluriannuelle qui
sera le bienvenu

16

The support has been good in most cases. However the support provided by the consultants contracted by
AFRITAC was not always satisfactory.

17

La fréquence et la rapidité des interventions AFRITAC permettent à nos administrations de ne pas sombrer
dans la léthargie. Elles méritent d'être maintenues pour toujours assurer la bonne efficacité recherchée par
toute administration.

18

Souvent la qualté des experts qui ont participé aux projets n'étaient pas assez performant; il y a donc lieu
de faire attention dans le recrutement des experts.

19

Suggestions : assistance à long terme et formation locale souhaitées. Que les conseillers soient plus en
contact avec les structures locales appuyées, par correspondance et sur place.

20

Pratiques à encourager.

21

Les Centres Afritac m'apparaissent encore peu connus. Il m'apparaît nécessaire de définir les différences
avec l'appui de Washington car elles sont peu saisissables.
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Q.24 Suggestions and comments on how the center has been effective using african expertise in its activities
1

Utilisation de l'expertise africaine reste a encourager pour accroitre le nombre d'experts africains comme
conseillers residents et comme consillers a court terme.

2

C’est le maillon faible de l’Initiative. D’énormes efforts restent à faire dans ce domaine.

3

Of the two technical assistants, one was from Africa but the second was from elsewhere.

4

Renforcer davantage le recours a l'expertise locale pour tenir compte notamment des spécifités des besoins
de formation et d'assistance technique, en particulier dans le domaine de la microfinance.

5

pas de commentaire.

6

No comments or suggestions.

7

sans commentaires.

8

Actually, one problem of the Center is lack of knowledge about available resource persons xxx in various parts
of Africa, including Ethiopia. This must be their next emphasis.

9

There has been considerable participation of African experts in the regional workshops organized by East
AFRITAC.

10

Not as such. The Center should improve in this area.

11

Not as such. The Center should improve in this area. [dupe of above]

12

Not able to judge.

13

Unable to judge.

14

Difficile de répondre à cette question d’autant qu’aucun rapport ne nous a été adressé relativement à
l’utilisation de l’expertise africaine.

15

I have not seen African expertise being used in the technical assistance provided to the Bank.

16

I do not have any grounds to judge.

17

Il l'a utilisée surtout dans les formations régionales.Il convient de développer à l'avenir ce partenariat avec les
experts régionaux dans la mesure du possible.

18

I haven’t seen any coming to Rwanda.

19

Je ne sais pas.

20

The process of choosing external consultants has not been at all transparent, so much so that the objective of
using African expertise was far from met. AFRITAC, being regionally based, should have provided a platform
to identify available African expertise; however there seems to have been little effort to compile this
information. It is hoped that the recruitment of a tax consultant from the region is a starting of the process.

21

Pas d'opinion car la DGID n'a pas bénéficié de l'expertise africaine à travers AFRITAC.

22

Recruter les experts de la région mais qui ont fait preuve d'efficacité au niveau international.

23

C'est très bon que Afritac ait eu recours à cette catégorie d'asdsistance car les structures se sentent plus
confiantes.

24

A encourager.
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Q.26 comments and suggestions – In promoting african experts as regional consultants, has afritac been effective
1

Ceci reste a encourager dans tous les cas.

2

Voir dans mes développements antérieurs.

3

Do not know to what extent African experts were promoted or used as regional consultants.

4

CF. suggestions faite à la question 23: Renforcer davantage le recours a l'expertise locale pour tenir compte
notamment des spécifités des besoins de formation et d'assistance technique, en particulier dans le domaine
de la microfinance.

5

elle a fait de son mieux mais parfois cela dépend de l'appréciation que fait l'administration bénéficiaire de ces
experts africains, l'objectif étant de transmettre l'expérience de cet expert dans un domaine précis.

6

I met only two African experts. They were good.

7

sans commentaires.

8

I have seen none.

9

More expertise should be utilized on technical assistance missions.

10

See comment above (Question 12).

11

See comment above (Question 12).

12

Not able to judge.

13

Unable to judge.

14

Idem que la précédente réponse.

15

No comment.

16

I do not have any grounds to judge.

17

Le Centre ne manque pas d'avoir recours aux consultants régionaux dans la mesure ou l'exprtise
existe.Expérience à poursuivre.

18

No visible effort in promoting African experts. Focal points should be identified and exposure given through a
work plan that has explicit deliverables that can be monitored.

19

Une telle démarche aurait permis de constituer un véritable réseau d'experts et donc disposer de conseils et
suggestions au niveau de l'espace UEMOA.

20

Same as above. This notwithstanding, there was remarkable effort to do this by the resident advisor on
monetary operations.

21

Même opinion que ci-dessus.

22

Rien à signaler.

23

pas beaucoup d'idées en la matière.

24

A poursuivre.

25

A poursuivre dans cette voie même si les IBW ont participé grandement et en premier à promouvoir l'expertise
africaine (le PNUD également).

Q.28 please provide examples of the support provided by your government
1

Difficile a dire.

2

The Central Bank provided a senior staff member to the Steering Committee.

3

Sans objet.

4

appui à l'organisation des séminaires ateliers dans le pays notamment en mettant à la disposition des officiels
des moyens de déplacement pendant leur séjour et favorisant les contacts par l'obtention des rendez vous
avec les autorités et les organismes ect.
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Q.28 please provide examples of the support provided by your government
5

I cannot answer this question since it is not clear what exactly is meant by ”government support”.

6

Pas d'information.

7

Rwanda has always supported experts from East AFRITAC. We also hosted an East AFRITAC meeting in
Kigali. Rwandan counterparts are always available and, if necessary, coordination with other donors is done.
We help experts with logistics when they are here on missions.

8

Rwanda has always supported experts from East AFRITAC. We also hosted an East AFRITAC meeting in
Kigali. Rwandan counterparts are always available and, if necessary, coordination with other donors is done.
We help experts with logistics when they are here on missions. [dupe of above]

9

I don’t have any information.

10

Unable to answer question No. 27 and have no idea with respect to question 28.

11

La prise en charge des frais de voyage et de séjour qui ont amené à la création de AFRITAC ainsi que pour
prendre part aux différentes réunions du Comité d’Orientation.Pour la Côte d’Ivoire, des investissements
importants ont été faits pour accueillir le siège de AFRITAC de l’Ouset.

12

The government has assigned the Minister of States of Finance and Economic Development to represent the
country as a member of the steering committee, send experts to participate in regional training programs,
provide the necessary facilities locally for the smooth conduct of a local training program, etc.

13

1. By being open and providing information and accepting criticism. 2. By providing logistical support and
sharing costs for the consultant's logistical expenses. 3. By assigning a counterpart expert.

14

De soutien en ressources ,à ma connaissance il n'y en a pas eu.Il reste que le soutien moral est là.A
l'installation du Centre en Mai 2003 le Gouvernement a été représenté par le Gouverneur de la Banque
Centrale et le Secrétaire Général du Ministère de l'Econ. et des Finances.A Conakry la délégation du Centre a
été recue par les membres du Gouvernement.

15

1) Political will - establishment of a Steering Committee 2) Being receptive to the technical proposals and
implementation of the proposed reforms 3) Sending participants to training workshops organized by AFRITAC.

16

Le Ministre et le Secrétaire Général du Ministère des Finances reçoivent personnellement les missions
AFRITAC pour donner des orientations à la fourniture de cette assistance technique en laquelle ils croient et
dont ils tiennent compte des recommandations. Par ailleurs, malgré les difficultés de trésorerie du pays, le
Ministre donne les instructions pur la participatin du membre du Comité d'Orientation au réunions.

17

acceptation de la venue des missions et prise en compte des recommandations dans les domaines suivants:
budget, fiscal, douanier et micro-finance.

18

Par une présence régulière aux réunions d'adoption des programmes de travail et d'évaluation du Comité
d'orientation. Les experts appelés à travail chez nous ont toujours été accueillis et appuyés sur le plan
logistique.

19

Full participation of steering committee member and alternate, hosting steering committee meeting, providing
local transportation to the visiting resident advisors, and providing local counterparts, as well as logistics for
local training. Coordinating meetings with donors when necessary.

20

Qualité de l'accueil des gouvernants et moyens matériels mobilisés pour faciliter les missions AFRITAC.

21

Participation active au Steering Committee Disponibilité des personnes ressources.

22

cadre de formation autorisation donnée aux experts nationaux pour les contrats court terme, facilitation des
missions rôle du correspondant AFRITAC.

23

Disponibilité constante pour écouter et faire exécuter les recommandations. Invitations pour rencontrer et
échanger avec Afritac sur les préoccupations du NIGER dans les domaines douanier et fiscal.

24

Si à la question 27, le choix 'modeste' est indiqué, c'est exclusivement à cause du peu de lisibilité/différence
entre des mission du siège et celles d'Afritac. Si les missions techniques (recettes, dépenses, comptabilité,
...)étaient exclusivement du ressort d'Afritac, elles seraient beaucoup plus considérées par les
Gouvernements.
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Q.30 suggestions and comments concerning afritac’s contribution to information sharing among members and to
promoting peer review
1

Je ne saurai dire.

2

AFRITAC has facilitated sharing workshops and seminars for members, including a regional workshop on
strengthening national statistics.

3

Partage d'informations à améliorer grace notamment à l'accélération du processus de création du site web
d'AFRITAC Ouest.

4

moi je suis satisfait du principe seulemnt il reste à le rendre plus régulier et permettre aux bénéficiares de
cette assistance de comparer en visatant d'autres pays.

5

I cannot comment on this subject as I am not aware of what has been done in this area.

6

This is starting and it should be strongly encouraged.

7

This is starting and it should be strongly encouraged. [dupe of above]

8

We received information from AFRITAC to improve CPI and IPPI.

9

I do not have any idea in this respect.

10

Partage équitable d'informations entre les pays membres.

11

Information régulière des membres du Comité d'orientation. Réunion du Comité d'orientation.

12

Dans le Cadre des réunions du Comité d'Orientation il est arrivé plusieurs que des pays fassent des
suggestions à d'autres pays. Je crois que cette sorte de surveillance mutuelle a été bénéfique à tout le monde.
Il se trouve que Afritac de l'Ouest a déjà trouvé sur placce l'UEMOA et AFRISTAT qui ont beaucoup facilité
l'échange d'informations entre pays de cette zone.

13

Networking during meetings and seminars provide a platform for cooperation in other areas even outside the
scope of AFRITAC. At most seminars there are country presentations and it presents a chance to benchmark
against each other with a possibility of subsequent working visits to sister Central Banks to learn.

14

Aucune idée.

15

Les ateliers de formation sont essentiellement basés sur les échanges d'expériences des différents pays.

16

à travers les séminaires seulement Afritac peut aller au delà en facilitant l'échange d'informations par réseaux
et transmission de fichiers intéressants aux structures assistées par le biais des correspondants.

17

Peu, très peu d'informations à ce sujet.

Q.32 please provide examples of the support provided by donors
1

Non connu.

2

Dans le cas de la BCEAO : mise à disposition à titre gracieux de locaux fonctionnels et sécurisés dans
l'immeuble de l'Agence de Bamako et participation active, à la demande d'AFRITAC Ouest, aux sessions de
formation sur des thèmes se rapportant aux missions de la Banque Centrale.

3

pas de commentaire.

4

I cannot comment as I am not aware of the extent and nature of donor involvement.

5

pas d'info.

6

Not informed.

7

Not informed.

8

Support for data collection and database.

9

Not in a position to answer questions No. 31 and 32.

10

Il faut souligner, cependant, leur présence aux différentes réunions du Comité d’Orientation montrant ainsi leur
intérêt pour le projet.

11

I do not have any idea in this respect.
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Q.32 please provide examples of the support provided by donors
12

Je n'ai pas d'exemple.

13

I do not know.

14

A travers leur participation très active aux réunions du Comité d'orientation, leur souci de coordination de
l'assistance technique pour la rendre plus efficace, leur souci de voir les pays bénéficiaires s'approprier les
outils et comportements.

15

Rien à suggerer.

16

Leurs représentants au Comité d'orientation participent avec efficacité aux débats qu'ils enrichissent par des
suggestions pertinentes en matière notamment de rationalité.

17

Their positive contribution in articulating issues during Steering Committee meetings. Providing
complementarity in provision of TA in areas identified that may fall outside the scope of AFRITAC.

18

Aucune idée.

19

Je n'ai pas d'information.

20

je suppose que c'est un soutien fort, par exemple par ACBF.

21

????

Q.34 please explain how the center has enhanced coordination among technical assistance providers
1

Je ne suis pas tres renseignee sur ces aspects.

2

Je dis qu’il en faut davantage car l’intention existe mais apparemment l’objectif n’a pas été atteint. Suffit-il,
chaque fois qu’il y a une mission de AFRITAC dans un pays d’avoir des séances de travail avec les autres
fournisseurs d’assistance technique installés dans les pays pour qu’il y ait une coordination, je crois que non. Il
faut avoir une autre stratégie.

3

Sans objet.

4

pas de commentaire.

5

No information available to us.

6

No information available to us.

7

Not able to judge.

8

Not in position to answer questions No. 33 and 34.

9

Le Centre a demandé aux donateurs d'établir la liste de leurs interventions dans les pays et, aux membres du
Comité d'orientations, de recenser toutes les assistances techniques fournies à leur Ministère et d'y être le
point focal de toutes cs assistances. En outre, à chaque mission les Conseillers AFRITAC s'enquièrent de
l'assistance et discutent avec ces autres bailleurs de fonds, rencontrent et discutent avec cs autres bailleurs
de fonds afin d'orienter au mieux leurs propres actions.

10

See above.

11

Sans opinion.

12

Rien à signaler.
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Appendix IX - AFRITAC Staffing
POSITION

BACKSTOP
DEPARTMENT

NAME

EAST AFRITAC

WEST AFRITAC

Center Coordinator

AFR/OTM

Bassirou Sarr (predecessor Mr. John Crotty)

Norbert Toé

Public Expenditure
Management Advisor

FAD

Duncan P. Last

Gisèle Suire

Tax Policy/ Revenue
Administration Advisor

FAD

Justin O. Zake

Patrick Fossat

(predecessor – Mr.
Pierre St. Laurent )

Monetary Policy and
Operations Advisor

MFD

Darryl D. King

Banking Supervision
Advisor

MFD

Carmencita Santos

Multisector Statistical
Advisor

STA

Customs Administration
Advisor

FAD

Kalou Doua-Bi

Microfinance Supervision
Advisor

MFD

Robert Dubé (started December
6, 2004; predecessor - Mr. Peter
van Dijk)

Public Debt Management
and Financial Markets
Advisor

MFD

Olivier Vallée

Multisector Statistical
Advisor

STA

Ayawovi Demba Tignokpa
(started November 22, 2004;
predecessor - Georges
Toussaint)

(predecessor – Robert Fish )
Devi Manraj

Administrative Assistant

Edina Moshi

Anne Marie Siby

Office Manager

Alice Masimba

Kadidiatou Traoré

Staff
Assistant/Receptionist

Blassia Mkapa

Staff Assistant

Mama Diallo Tall

Drivers/Messenger

Edson Mdakilwa

Hasseye Seydou Cissé (Driver)
Domo Guindo (Messenger)
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Appendix X - Support Staff Position
Descriptions
EAST AFRITAC
OFFICE MANAGER
Duties and Responsibilities

¾ Prepare payments for goods and services, bank withdrawals and deposits on behalf of
the Center.
¾ Maintain Cash Books for all accounts and prepare the monthly Bank Reconciliation
Statements.
¾ Prepare monthly and quarterly financial reports on a timely basis.
¾ Prepare various reports on performance of East AFRITAC Center.
¾ Monitor various reports to be prepared by East AFRITAC advisors.
¾ Maintain Inventory.
¾ Secure maintenance and service contracts for office equipment and other related
services.
¾ Prepare local staff payroll.
¾ Support the Coordinator in managing administrative work of the Center.
¾ Support the Coordinator in supervising assistants.
¾ Support the assistants in processing Coordinator’s and resident advisors’ travel and
accommodation bookings, travel approvals and travel claims.
¾ Support the assistants in facilitating the work of resident advisors (travel, supplies, etc.)
¾ Any other duties as assigned by the Center Coordinator.
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WORK RESPONSIBILITIES OF EAST AFRITAC ASSISTANTS30
MS. BLASSIA MKAPA
¾ Phone coverage:
including retrieval of
updated IMF
departmental
telephone listings for
ease of reference,
as well as
maintaining list of
donors’ contacts. In
addition, primary
responsibility for the
maintenance—via
leasing companies—
of all phone and fax
lines in coordination
with TTCL and
Vodacom.

30

MS. EDINA MOSHI
¾ Maintenance of central files
through coordination of
documents (including new
ones) with resident advisors
and head of Center.

¾ Travel schedule:
channeling requests
for itineraries to
travel agency.
Keeping an up-todate electronic
schedule of resident
advisors’ travel.

¾ TIMS: Acting as
back-up to the Office
Manager by
processing Center
Coordinator’s and
resident advisors’
travel in TIMS (TA).

¾ Hotel reservations:
handle all bookings
for office staff’s
travel, as well as
securing
confirmation of
reservations.

¾ Seminars/worksho
ps: in coordination
with resident
advisors and office
manager, assist in
the administrative
work of
seminars/workshops
. In addition, keep
respective binders
up to date of all inhouse workshops
(see binders on
shelf).

¾ Circulation folder:
daily checking of
IMF website for

¾ Office supplies: in
coordination with the
Office Manager,

Under the supervision of Ms. Alice Phiney Masimba, Office Manager.
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documents of
interest to the
Center.

ensure that the
office supply room is
fully stocked with
work-related items:
organize and
maintain stockroom
shelves. In addition,
keep a list of
routine stock
items.

¾ Recording of all
incoming official
correspondence, as
well as
communications for
action, by datestamping and
logging them in.

¾ Protocol Service:
request pick-up
service to and from
airport for IMF
visiting staff and
short-term experts
and consultants

¾ Temporary Passes
(for visiting
experts/staff, etc.):
request passes from
building security
management prior to
their arrival in Dar.

¾ Recording of all
incoming and
outgoing pouches
(i.e., by date sent to
IMF HQ and date
received from IMF
HQ)

¾ Ad hoc duties as
assigned.

¾ Ad hoc duties as
assigned.
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WEST AFRITAC

TERMS OF REFERENCE OF WEST AFRITAC STAFF
Staff Assistant
Under the direction of the Center Coordinator, the Staff Assistant is expected to perform varied
secretarial and administrative support functions, reviewing documents for supervisor’s approval;
performing a variety of document production functions, such as memoranda, correspondence,
and compound documents; formatting documents in accordance with IMF guidelines; filing
documents and retrieving them from document repositories; resolving routine questions and
problems; and assisting the Administrative Assistant in handling travel arrangements for
officials. A working knowledge of English is a requirement. Qualified selected candidate may
receive training.
Administrative Assistant
Under the supervision of the Center Coordinator, the Administrative Assistant applies
intermediate level skills and procedures appropriate within the assigned functional area, mainly
in the areas of budget, travel, and administrative functions. The responsibilities include, but are
not limited to, handling the monitoring and submission of budgets; handling all travel-related
processes, procedures, and arrangements for officials and work unit staff; drafting routine
correspondence; prioritizing administrative tasks; designing, establishing, and maintaining
administrative databases as requested, including entering, tracking, and monitoring data,
extracting data through queries; and generating reports. Working knowledge of English is a
requirement. Qualified selected candidate may receive training.
Office Manager
Under the supervision of the Center Coordinator, the Officer Manager reviews, processes, and
controls administrative disbursements and receipts. Overall duties and responsibilities include
reconciling, reviewing, and ensuring that disbursements are properly payable and adequately
authorized, that evidence exists that the goods or services have been received, and that
payments are processed in a timely manner. Within generally accepted accounting principles
and practices, is expected to resolve questions regarding the application of accounting policies
and procedures; that receivables are collected and controlled; and that monies are deposited in
a timely manner. Is expected to ensure that transactions are properly recorded and reported in
accordance with Fund policies and procedures as well as prepare financial and management
reports, and statistical analyses related to the Center’s work; and that existing technology
systems provide adequate internal control. A working knowledge of English and two years of
experience in accounting, or related area, are required.
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Appendix XI - Person-weeks Managed by
East and West AFRITAC
Person-weeks managed by East AFRITAC
EAST AFRITAC WORK PROGRAM
Person-weeks of staff time, resident advisors & short-term experts managed by AFRITAC

Portfolio

Eritrea

Ethiopia

Kenya

Rwanda

Tanzania

Uganda

Workshops

Total
weeks

Programmed, calendar 2003
Monetary operations

2

4

15

14

6

2

9

52

Banking supervision

4

7

8

2

13

2

18

54

Public expenditure management

14

15

15

8

7

3

7

69

Revenue administration

3

5

5

6

15

14

48

Statistics
Subtotal

10

8

10

9

12

10

12

71

33

39

53

39

53

17

60

294

Programmed, calendar 2004
Monetary operations

12

17

9

13

3

3

15

72

Banking supervision

14

8

10

14

7

6

28

87

Public expenditure management

15

26

11

16

10

5

5

88

Revenue administration

8

8

17

12

18

1

6

70

Statistics

8

9

5

12

9

16

8

67

16

16

57

68

52

67

47

31

78

400

Financial programming workshops*
Subtotal

Total programmed, calendar 2003-04
Monetary operations

14

21

24

27

9

5

24

124

Banking supervision

18

15

18

16

20

8

46

141

Public expenditure management

29

41

26

24

17

8

12

157

Revenue administration

11

13

22

18

33

1

20

118

Statistics

18

17

15

21

21

26

20

138

16

16

138

694

Financial programming workshops*
TOTAL

90

107

105

106

100

48

These two workshops, held in 2004, figure separately because the subject matter concerns several AFRITAC portfolios.
Source: East AFRITAC, 2003 and 2004 work plans.
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Person-weeks managed by West AFRITAC
WEST AFRITAC WORK PROGRAM
Person-weeks of staff time, resident advisors & short-term experts managed by AFRITAC
Burkina
Portfolio

Bénin

Faso

Côte
d'Ivoire

Guinée
Guinée

Bissau

Mali

Mauritania

Niger

Sénégal

Togo

Workshops

Total
weeks

As executed, September 2003-January 2004
Customs

2

1

0

2

1

1

0

2

0

2

2

13

Tax

3

1

0

1

1

1

2

2

0

2

1

14

PEM

0

5

0

0

3

0

0

2

0

0

9

19

Debt

0

0

4

0

0

4

0

0

5

0

3

16

Statistics

0

3

0

2

0

2

0

0

0

2

3

12

Microfin.

1

1

0

2

0

3

2

1

3

2

0

13.5

5.5

11

4

6.5

5

11

3.5

7

8

8

18

87.5

Customs

6

11

6

6

14

1

4

4

0

3

12

66

Tax

5

6

4

5

23

3

2

4

0

4

11

65

Subtotal

Programmed, February-December 2004

PEM

7

3

1

11

8

3

7

6

5

5

26

81

Debt

3

5

3

4

7

5

4

5

2

7

12

56

Statistics

4

8

3

6

7

8

10

9

8

7

6

76

Microfin.

6

5

4

5

4

7

5

5

9

4

6

57

30

38

21

36

63

26

31

32

24

29

73

400

8

12

6

6

0

5

14

79

Subtotal

Total, September 2003-December 2004
Customs

8

15

2

4

Tax

8

7

4

6

24

4

4

6

0

6

12

79

PEM

7

8

1

11

11

3

7

8

5

5

35

100

Debt

3

5

7

4

7

9

4

5

7

7

15

72

Statistics

4

11

3

8

7

10

10

9

8

9

9

88

Microfin.
TOTAL

6

6

4

6

4

10

6

6

12

6

6

71

35

49

25

43

68

37

34

39

32

37

91

488

Source: West AFRITAC, Exécution du Programme d'Activités, Septembre 2003-Janvier 2004; and February-December 2004 work plan.
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IMF Africa Capacity-Building Initiative
Status of Financial Contributions
As of January 12, 2005
(Units as indicated)

Donor Currency

Pledge in Donor
Currency

Pledge in US
1/
dollars

Contributions
Received in US
dollars

Balance in US
dollars

AfDB

US Dollar

3,000,000

$

3,000,000

$

1,500,000

$ 1,500,000

Canada

Canadian Dollar

2,500,000

$

1,686,387

$

1,686,387

$

-

China 2/

US Dollar

200,000

$

200,000

$

200,000

$

-

Denmark 3/

DKK

3,000,000

$

471,006

$

471,006

$

-

Finland

Euro

400,000

$

467,530

$

467,530

$

-

France

Euro

1,000,000

$

1,195,755

$

783,981

$

446,726

Germany

Euro

1,500,000

$

1,717,165

$

1,717,165

$

-

Italy

Euro

1,500,000

$

1,753,575

$

1,753,575

$

-

Japan 4/

US Dollar

1,243,000

$

1,243,000

$

1,243,000

$

-

Luxembourg

Euro

250,000

$

282,563

$

282,563

$

-

Norway

NOK

9,000,000

$

1,323,267

$

1,323,267

$

-

Russia

US Dollar

250,000

$

250,000

$

165,000

$

85,000

Sweden 3/

SEK

2,000,000

$

224,774

$

224,774

$

-

Switzerland

CHF

3,000,000

$

2,498,402

$

2,498,402

$

-

The Netherlands 3/

Euro

250,000

$

248,489

$

248,489

$

-

United Kingdom

GBP

1,000,000

$

1,696,169

$

1,696,169

$

-

Donors'
contributions

18,297,725

16,256,999

Externally Financed
Centers' budgets

$

20,048,065

Externally Financed
Centers' budgets

$ 20,048,065

IMF contribution

$

7,522,700

Donors'
contributions

$ 18,297,725

Host countries'
contributions

$

2,820,000

Total Budget

$

30,390,765

Funding gap

$ (1,750,340)

2,031,726

Source: Office of Technical Assistance Management.
1/ Non-disbursed balances of pledges based on USD 1.31 = EUR 1; USD 1.88 = GBP 1; USD 1 = NOK 6.24; and USD 1 = CHF
1.18 (January 12, 2005, IMF Representative Exchange Rates).
2/ Earmarked for East AFRITAC.
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3/ Contribution covers the initial 18 months only.
4/ Funds are contributed through the J.S.A.[[JSA?]] and include overheads for
comparability with other donor contributions.
5/ The East AFRITAC budget is $9,558,670, while the West AFRITAC budget is $9,558,670 + $930,725 (West AFRITAC 6
long-term advisor).
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Appendix XIII - AFRITAC 3-Year Budget
and Expenditures
AFRITAC 3-YEAR BUDGETS, AND ACTUAL EXPENDITURE THROUGH JANUARY 2005 (W/M = workmonths)
Actual expenditure
3-Year Budget (revised
May 2004)
W/M

EAST AFRITAC

$'000

FY 2003 1

FY 2004

FY 2005 (part)

Nov. 2002 - Apr. May 2003 - Apr. May 2004 - Jan.
2003
2004
2005
W/M

$'000

W/M

$'000

Long-term experts

175

3,194

25

456

60

1,095

Short-term experts
Other 2

106

2,968

3

84

35

980

Subtotal

281

8,459

28

686

95

2,419

2,297

13% IMF Administrative Fee

145

1,100

Subtotal East AFRITAC

9,559

Memorandum Items: Cost-Sharing Contributions
Bank of Tanzania3
IMF
Subtotal
Total EA, including cost-sharing

775

45
25

344

89
28

W/M

2,733

Nov. 2002 January '05
W/M

821

130

2,372

63

1,774

193

4,901

1,797

755

234
70

$'000

710
266

70

314
95

$'000

TOTAL

2,030

638
193

5,539

319

51

103

81

236

1,224

286

370

282

939

1,544

338

473

363

1,174

11,102

1,113

3,206

2,393

6,713

WEST AFRITAC
Long-term experts

180

3,999

66

Short-term experts
Other 2

104

2,912

6

2,372

Subtotal

284

13% IMF Administrative Fee
Subtotal West AFRITAC

154

53

979

119

13

336

19

187
72

9,283
1,207

284

1,214

1,554

92
66

202

10,489

72

1,757

1,408
1,591

490
279

138

2,961

138

3,347

183
66

2,193

385

IMF

(West AFRITAC
started operations
80 in FY 2004)
1,143

364

278

642

Subtotal

1,223

389

297

686

11,712

2,145

1,888

4,032

Memorandum Items: Cost-Sharing Contributions
Government of Mali4

Total WA, including cost-sharing

25

19

44

1 Fiscal Year runs from May 1st until April 30th of the following year.
2
Long-term experts' travel, training, office support, communications, etc. Most of office support and communications are supported by the
IMF under memorandum items.
3 Local staff and rental of commercial office space.
4 The Malian authorities provide office space free of charge.
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Appendix XIV - Interviewed Agencies
Receiving, or Planned To Receive,
AFRITAC Assistance
AGENCIES RECEIVING, OR PLANNED TO RECEIVE, AFRITAC ASSISTANCE, ONE OR MORE OF WHOSE OFFICIALS WERE
INTERVIEWED BY THE EVALUATION TEAM (countries are listed in chronological order of the team's visits)
EAST AFRITAC
WEST AFRITAC
Tanzania
Mali
Bank of Tanzania, & dep'ts responsible for:
Min. Econ. & Finance, & dep'ts responsible for:
Payment systems

Treasury & public accounts

Bank supervision

Tax

Money & finance

Microfinance

Corporate planning

Public debt

Burkina Faso

Economic policy/research
International economics

Min. Finance & Budget, & dep'ts responsible for:

Financial & investment policies

Public finances

Macroeconomic & financial programs

Treasury & public accounts

Domestic markets

Customs

Min. of Finance, & dep'ts responsible for:

Tax

Accountant General

Cooperation

Policy analysis

Debt

Tanzania Revenue Authority

Microfinance

National Bureau of Statistics
Kenya
Central Bank, & dep'ts responsible for:

Public Prosecutor
Guinea-Bissau
Min. Econ. & Finance, & dep'ts responsible for:

Domestic debt

Customs

External payments & foreign reserves

Legal affairs

Domestic payments

Microfinance

Bank supervision

Tax

Min. of Finance, & dep'ts responsible for:

BCEAO national delegation

Mauritania

External debt
External resources

Central Bank, & dep'ts responsible for:

Accountant General

Debt

Fiscal & monetary affairs

Min. of Finance, & dep'ts responsible for:

Central Bureau of Statistics

Treasury & public accounts

Kenya Revenue Authority
Eritrea
Bank of Eritrea, & dep'ts responsible for:
Bank supervision

Tax
Customs
National Statistics Office

Foreign exchange
Accounts
Economics & statistics
International banking operations
Min. of Finance, & dep'ts responsible for:
Treasury
Budget & planning
Fiscal planning
Cash management
Program development
Inland revenue
Ministry of National Development
National Statistics Office
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Appendix XV

- Monitoring Capacity Building in Benefiting
Agencies

Section 4…. argues that, in order to assess AFRITAC’s impact on capacity building in benefiting agencies, it is essential for the
agencies to monitor systematically their staff capacity and its evolution over time. This appendix presents a pro forma spreadsheet
suggesting the kinds of information that should be collected and analyzed periodically.
The spreadsheet consists of at least two pages, the first entitled “Measurement of Capacity in AFRITAC-Aided Institutions – Details,”
and the other “Summary.” A page of details would be completed for each defined work unit (department, division, section, etc.) in a
benefiting institution, the institution being a central bank, finance ministry, national statistics office, etc. The page would contain
information about each professional staff member in the work unit, highlighting his/her higher education, professional experience, and
in-service training. The section pertaining to a particular staff member could be completed once for all by the individual him- or herself,
or by the human resources department on the basis of data in its personnel files.
The most subjective element in the table is the final column labelled “Collaboration with outside expert in present work unit (name of
expert).” Collaboration with an outside expert ranges from casual contact with little lasting impact, to a close association in which the
staff member acquires significant skills and information. It would be desirable for the responsible unit in the employing institution to
assign a score, say from 1 to 5, reflecting its assessment of the impact of the collaboration.
The various pages for individual work units should be linked with the summary page, such that the grand totals in the former are
carried to the rows headed “Current date” in the latter. The summary page will then show the current totals for each work unit with
respect to the following indices of installed capacity:
1.

number of staff in post,

2.

cumulative years of university-level study,

3.

number of staff with postgraduate degrees,

4.

cumulative years of professional work outside the reporting institution,

5.

cumulative years of service in the institution,

6.

cumulative years of service in the current work unit,

7.

number of in-service workshops/courses taken by staff,

8.

cumulative weeks of attendance at in-service workshops/courses, and
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number of collaborations (1 staff member/1 expert) with outside experts.

The summary page will also calculate totals for the reporting institution as a whole.
Both pages of the spreadsheet refer to a current date and a previous date with respect to which the changes in the various indices are
measured. The spreadsheet should be completed at least annually, preferably semi-annually.
Combining the scores in an overall index is a subjective exercise which requires assigning a weight to each value. However this is done, the
exercise will convey a great deal more solid information about staff capacity than is presently available for most of the AFRITAC benefiting
agencies.

MEASUREMENT OF CAPACITY IN AFRITAC-AIDED INSTITUTIONS – SUMMARY
INSTITUTION …………………………….. CURRENT DATE
PREVIOUS DATE
TOTAL NUMBERS
YEARS OF
PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE

PROFESSIONAL STAFF

IN-SERVICE TRAINING

Mutations since previous
date

WORK UNIT

In post

Joined

Years
of
postYears
univ.
in
prof.
Years Staff with work Years present Number of Number
of M.A./M.Sc. outside in
work workshops
of
Net
etc.
weeks
Departed change study or higher PEI* PEI* unit

1.
Current date
Previous date
Net change
2.
Current date
Previous date
Net change
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Number of collaborations with outside
experts

3.
Current date
Previous date
Net change
4.
Current date
Previous date
Net change
5.
Current date
Previous date
Net change
6.
Current date
Previous date
Net change

* PEI = present employing institution

MEASUREMENT OF CAPACITY IN AFRITAC-AIDED INSTITUTIONS – DETAILS
(for less than full year, give decimal--i.e. 6 mos. = 0.5, 9 mos. = 0.75)

INSTITUTION: …………………………………..

DATES
Current

Previous

WORK UNIT: …………………………………….
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PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE
(present employing institution = PEI)
HIGHER EDUCATION

Name of employee

Present work unit
Postuniversity
profession
al work
outside
Institution(
Number of
s)
Field(s) of years of
Degree/ diploma M.A./M.Sc. PEI, No. of Years Number Employee's
yrs.
attended
study
in PEI of years current title
study
& year
or higher

Year of
birth

(staff member A)

Collaborati
on with
List
outside
expert in
workshops
/ courses Durati present
by
work unit
on
organizati (week (name of
expert)
s)
on & title

1.

1.

2.

2.

3.

3.

1.

1.

2.

2.

3.

3.

1.

1.

2.

2.

3.

3.

Subtotals
(years/no.courses/no.weeks/no.ou
tside experts)
(staff member B)

Subtotals
(years/no.courses/no.weeks/no.ou
tside experts)
(staff member C)

Subtotals
(years/no.courses/no.weeks/no.ou
tside experts)

New staff since previous date
(staff member D)

1.

1.

2.

2.

3.

3.

Subtotals
(years/no.courses/no.weeks/no.o
utside experts)
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In-service training

(staff member E)

1.

1.

2.

2.

3.

3.

*

#

Subtotals
(years/no.courses/no.weeks/no.o
utside experts)

GRAND TOTALS

* = total number of staff
# = number of courses
@ = number of expert collaborations
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Appendix XVI – Criteria used by
IMF/IBRD in scoring HIPC country
performance on PEM benchmarks
[Acronyms: PEM = public expenditure management, HIPC = IMF/IBRD highly indebted poor
countries debt relief initiative.]
COMPREHENSIVENESS
1. Fiscal reporting adequately covers the Government Finance Statistics definition of the
general government sector
2. Government activities are not funded through inadequately reported extrabudgetary
sources to a significant degree
3. Budget outturn data are quite close to the original budget
4. Fiscal reports include grants projected to be provided by donors
CLASSIFICATION
5. Budget expenditures are classified on an administrative, economic, and detailed functional
or programmatic basis
6. Poverty-reducing expenditures are clearly defined
PROJECTION
7. Multi-year expenditure projections are integrated into the budget formulation process
EXECUTION
Internal control
8. There exists a small stock of expenditure arrears, with little accumulation of arrears over
the previous year
9. Internal control is effective
10. Tracking surveys are in use, or are unnecessary
Reconciliation
11. Satisfactory reconciliation of fiscal and banking records is undertaken routinely
REPORTING
In-year reporting
12. Internal fiscal repots are received within four weeks of the end of the relevant period
13. Good-quality classification of poverty reducing spending is reflected in the in-year
budget reports
Final audited accounts
14. Routine transactions are entered into the main accounting system (s) within 2 months of
the end of the fiscal year
15. Legislature receives audited record of the financial outturn within 12 months of the end
of the fiscal year
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PROCUREMENT
16. The procurement system supports efficiency and effectiveness in the expenditure of
public funds through clear and enforceable rules that promote competition, transparency and
value for money.
Source: Fund-Bank AAP database
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